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Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

1  4/20/2023 A R 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

2  3/30/2023 A T Online 

Firstly, Plan A would not provide a direct route from east to west, which is 
the main problem that this highway is trying to solve. Instead, it would only 
provide a route from north to south, which would not effectively reduce 
traffic congestion for the majority of the people living in the area. Secondly, 
Plan A would cost significantly more than Plan B due to the additional land 
acquisition costs and construction expenses. This is not a cost-effective 
solution, especially when Plan B is available and meets the needs of the 
community at a lower cost. Furthermore, Plan A would require a 
significantly larger amount of land acquisition, which would result in the 
displacement of more people and properties. This would be detrimental to 
the affected individuals and the surrounding community. Based on the 
available evidence, Plan B is the most cost-effective and environmentally 
friendly solution that would effectively alleviate traffic congestion and 
improve traffic flow. I VOTE PLAN B 

Your comment is noted. The traffic and safety analysis, completed during 
the EIS process, indicates that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets 
the criteria of managing congestion, improving east-west mobility, and 
improving safety. You can find information about the traffic analysis 
conducted for the Blue Alternative in the DEIS. Please reference the 
Alternatives Analysis Matrix in Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. 
 
According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, 
Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B would 
potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially displace 
14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. None of 
the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing subdivisions. 
 
While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during 
its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through 
a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, 
municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue 
Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  

3  3/16/2023 Aaron Kannowski 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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4  3/14/2023 Aaron Parkins Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Thank you, 
Aaron Parkins 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

5  3/30/2023 Abhi R Email 

Dear Texas Department of Transportation 
I am writing to express my concerns about the proposed 380 Bypass 
highway project, specifically with regards to the portion that will span the 
cities of McKinney and Prosper, known as Route A and Route B. While the 
TX DOT has stated that the purpose of this project is to manage 
congestion, improve traffic flow, and enhance safety, it has come to my 
attention that there are two plans for the end of the highway, and that Plan 
A is not the best option for taxpayers and residents. Plan A is problematic 
as it would require the highway to go through just one city, at a higher 
expense to the taxpayer, and would not bypass as much of the major 
roadway. This plan would force the road to run from north to south, which 
is not ideal for alleviating traffic from east to west. In contrast, Plan B is the 
most cost-effective option, as it would go mostly through McKinney and run 
through Plano for about a mile. Plan B would bypass Highway 380, avoid 
cutting off the entire community of Tucker Hill from the city, and displace 
only an additional 3 residences, a horse farm, and "planned" communities, 
a minimal impact considering the scope of the project and future 
implications for efficiency and safety. I am concerned that special interests 
in Prosper are putting pressure on the government to build the more 
expensive and inefficient highway, despite the fact that its residents will 
also benefit from the bypass. It is unethical for Prosper to insist that it does 
not bear any land annexation when its residents will enjoy traffic relief as 
well. Plan A reduces the efficacy of every major stated goal of the DOT. As 
taxpayers and residents, we must look at the long-term benefits and costs 
of each plan. Plan B is the best option as it is more cost-effective and 
better meets the need for bypassing Highway 380, improving east-west 
traffic flow, and enhancing safety. We must consider the impact that the 
project will have on the community and the environment for decades to 
come. Therefore, I urge the Texas Department of Transportation, 
McKinney, and Prosper to build Plan B. 
Thank you for considering my concerns. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, 
indicates that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of 
managing congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. 
Results of traffic analysis can be found in Appendix I of the DEIS and on the 
Segment Analysis Matrix. Our comparison of Segments A and B showed 
that there was not a substantial difference in traffic metrics such as travel 
times, travel speeds, and Level of Service. 
 
While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during 
its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through 
a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, 
municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue 
Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  
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6  3/31/2023 Abhin R Email 

Dear Texas DOT, 
I am writing to express my concerns about the proposed 380 Bypass 
highway project, specifically the portion that will span the cities of 
McKinney and Prosper known as Route A and Route B. While I understand 
that the purpose of this project is to manage congestion, improve traffic 
flow, and enhance safety, I would like to bring to your attention the issues 
with Plan A and the advantages of Plan B. Firstly, Plan A would not provide 
a direct route from east to west, which is the main problem that this 
highway is trying to solve. Instead, it would only provide a route from north 
to south, which would not effectively reduce traffic congestion for the 
majority of the people living in the area. Secondly, Plan A would cost 
significantly more than Plan B due to the additional land acquisition costs 
and construction expenses. This is not a cost-effective solution, especially 
when Plan B is available and meets the needs of the community at a lower 
cost. Furthermore, Plan A would require a significantly larger amount of 
land acquisition, which would result in the displacement of more people 
and properties. This would be detrimental to the affected individuals and 
the surrounding community. 
On the other hand, Plan B would provide a direct route from east to west, 
which would effectively reduce traffic congestion and improve traffic flow. It 
would also have a lower environmental impact since it would bypass 
highway 380, reducing air pollution and noise pollution for the community. 
Lastly, Plan B would be more beneficial for the community in the long term 
as it would not require as much maintenance as Plan A. This is because 
Plan B would bypass the existing highways, reducing the wear and tear on 
them and resulting in a longer lifespan for the new highway. In conclusion, I 
urge the Texas Department of Transportation, McKinney, and Prosper to 
carefully consider the advantages and disadvantages of both Plan A and 
Plan B. Based on the available evidence, Plan B is the most cost-effective 
and environmentally friendly solution that would effectively alleviate traffic 
congestion and improve traffic flow. Therefore, I strongly recommend that 
you proceed with Plan B and ensure that the taxpayers' money is spent 
wisely. Thank you for your time and consideration. Sincerely, 
Abhin 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, 
indicates that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of 
managing congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. 
Results of traffic analysis can be found in Appendix I of the DEIS and on the 
Segment Analysis Matrix. Our comparison of Segments A and B showed 
that there was not a substantial difference in traffic metrics such as travel 
times, travel speeds, and Level of Service. 
 
Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles 
per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air 
quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is 
consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 
State Implementation Plan (SIP), the North Central Texas Council of 
Governments (NCTCOG) Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). TxDOT modeled carbon 
monoxide concentrations (CO TAQA) and none of the modeled 
concentrations exceeded the Environmental Protection Agency's 1-hour or 
8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. TxDOT 
performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis. The total 
MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43% by 2050 
due to higher combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification 
of the US fleet. More information about the air quality analysis that was 
conducted can be found in the DEIS document in Section 3.12.  
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill. It is important to note that TxDOT is already 
proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by depressing the 
mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 
to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers.  

7  3/14/2023 
Abisola 

Ogunseinde 
Email 

NO to Segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
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8  2/17/2023 Adam Gilbert Email 

Hello, 
My name is Adam Gilbert and I would like to voice my opposition to the 380 
bypass (route C). The bypass would destroy the property owned by a good 
friend. This property serves as a place for therapeutic horse riding, 
community rides, events, and church services. The bypass would go 
directly through the riding arena and honey bee area on the property, and 
the noise from the highway would be incredibly detrimental to the animals. 
I would instead like to voice support of route D. It crosses through the flood 
plain, and would only disrupt 7 homes instead of 29. Thank you for 
listening, and I hope you will consider the impact of route C on the people 
and animals that call the area home. 
Thank you, 
Adam Gilbert, CIA, CISA, CISSP 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences.  
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.). 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are also comparable. 
Segment C does impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, 
forest, prairies and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain 
and regulatory floodway. Segment C stretches farther east out of the 
floodplain. Segment D straddles the floodplain for most of its length. Using 
bridges to span floodways to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within the mapped 100-year floodplain is part of the 
design for Segments C and D. With an alignment outside of these areas, 
more of the roadway would require fewer bridges or elevated roadway 
sections to be built, therefore reducing anticipated construction costs. 

9  3/16/2023 Adela Seal 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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10  2/16/2023 Adele Ichilian Email 

Mr. Endres:       
I am a 77 year old (recently) retired Equestrian who loves horses and 
wildlife.  Although I live in Dallas, I have always spent a good amount of 
time in Collin County. I am concerned about the proposed bypass to 1827. 
The Blue Alternative with segments A+E+C is not a good idea. Segment C is 
going to affect many people's homes and businesses, including horse 
barns, not to mention the habitats for wildlife which is also important to me 
(as I am a volunteer Keeper Aide at the Dallas Zoo).  It is my understanding 
that Segment D is a much better alternative. It would destroy acres and 
acres of natural habitats of wildlife including woods and wetlands in Collin 
County.  It's my understanding that Texas Parks and Wildlife also opposes 
Segment C. Please consider these problems more seriously and please do 
not move forward in Segment C. 
Thank you. 
A. Adele Ichilian 
214 738 2931 
aichilian@yahoo.com 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. 
 
According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D (with the 
Spur 399 interchange) is expected to displace 20 businesses, while 
Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would potentially displace 19 
businesses. Segment D would potentially displace seven residences, while 
Segment C would potentially displace 10 residences.   
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are also comparable. 
Segment C does impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, 
forest, prairies and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain 
and regulatory floodway.  Segment C stretches farther east out of the 
floodplain. Segment D straddles the floodplain for most of its length. Using 
bridges to span floodways to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within the mapped 100-year floodplain is part of the 
design for Segments C and D. With an alignment outside of these areas, 
more of the roadway would require fewer bridges or elevated roadway 
sections to be built, therefore reducing anticipated construction costs. 
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with Texas Parks and Wildlife 
Department (TPWD), which is guided by a 2021 Memorandum of 
Understanding between the two agencies that can be viewed at 
https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-gui.pdf. It outlines 
that for an EIS project, TxDOT is supposed to coordinate with TPWD as well 
as provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on 
impacts to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and 
fish and wildlife species.  TPWD comments have been considered and, in 
fact, the impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many 
things that TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; 
however, the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind 
alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation strategies 
such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections to span 
streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from streams 
and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill material in 
jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation credits from 
stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation for impacts to 
waters of the US and wetlands.   

11  4/20/2023 Adelle S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

The right thing to do is bypass Custer Rd congestion. Your comment is noted.  
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12  4/20/2023 Aditi S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO TO SEGMENT A 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sincerely, 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

13  4/20/2023 Adrianne K 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

What is the path of least resistance and would cause the least amount of 
collateral damage...oppose segment A 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

14  3/16/2023 Aki Bastian Pillai 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

15  4/20/2023 Al S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

As a taxpayer & Stonebridge resident that often visits family in Tucker Hill, I 
adamantly oppose Segment A. It’s costly, will increase area taxes, will 
make my nearby commute to Tucker Hill & the hospital & doctors offices 
more dangerous, more difficult & extend my commute time. Segment A 
disrupts more residences & business’ and could be catastrophic to area 
lives. I urge TXDot to go with Segment B. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, 
indicates that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of 
managing congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. 
If constructed, the project would adhere to current design standards and 
address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. The freeway 
design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from driveways and other 
roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be available 
at signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of 
conflict points. 
 
According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, 
Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B would 
potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially displace 
14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. None of 
the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing subdivisions. 
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16  4/20/2023 Albert D 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A! Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

17  4/20/2023 Albert K 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A and Yes to segment B. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

18  4/20/2023 Albert S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

19  3/16/2023 Albot Kramer 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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20  2/19/2023 Alee Ladd Email 

Dear Stephen,  
My name is Alee Ladd. My mother-in-law, Debi Ladd, owns Avalon Legacy 
Ranch. We’re on 25 acres located on FM 2933 and Wayside Trail in 
McKinney, TX. Our ranch hosts weddings, corporate events, church day 
retreats and celebrations. On average, we host over 100 weddings a year, 
each wedding brings in an average of 150 guests. These guests book 
hotels in McKinney, spend money at local restaurants, book Ubers/Lyfts, 
purchase clothing and trinkets from shops in Downtown- the list is endless. 
Our brides and grooms spend thousands of dollars each wedding on 
McKinney caterers, florists, DJs and planners. The average wedding costs 
around $30,000+ in DFW according to research reports done by The Knot 
and Wedding Wire (https://www.theknot.com/content/average-wedding-
cost). We love McKinney, we love our couples and they show their love by 
pouring money into our wonderful little city and the locals who live there 
and work as hard as we do to make their wedding dreams turn into reality. 
We are one family owned business. The proposed bypass will greatly harm 
us- the loss of land, the noise pollution, the length of construction all will be 
incredibly detrimental to our livelihood here. I urge you to consider option 
D. Option C is truly catastrophic. Please allow us to continue making 
dreams come true. Option C truly will turn a dream wedding into a 
nightmare. Feel free to call me with any questions or concerns, my cell is 
817-223-2992. 
Thank you for your consideration for what is best for the majority and not 
the minority. 
Alee Ladd 
Avalon Legacy Ranch 
Operations Manager | Wedding Alchemist  
2022 Wayside Trail McKinney, TX 75071 
2020 - 2023 The Knot Hall Of Fame 
2015 - 2023 Best Of The Knot 
2017 - 2023 Wedding Wire Couple’s Choice  
2017 - 2023 Best Small Business  
*Please note that we are out of office Mondays & Wednesdays 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted.  
 
A traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA)–approved) Guidelines for Analysis and 
Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise. Existing 
sound level measurements were collected at noise-sensitive areas, and 
noise modeling software was used to predict what noise levels could be 
expected in 2050.  A noise barrier near the provided address does not 
meet TxDOT and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) requirements. A 
detailed technical report on the traffic noise analysis that was conducted 
can be found in Appendix R of the DEIS. 



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

21  3/14/2023 
Alejandra Quiroga 

De De Leon 
Online (2) 

Mr. Endres,  
As a homeowner and citizen of the City of McKinney, TX, I strongly oppose 
the construction of Segment A for the US380 Bypass from Coit Road to 
FM1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 
Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on Mckinney 
residents, impact fewer business and residential properties and result in 
less overall disruption to more than 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents 
and several thousands of citizens throughout McKinney.  Respectfully, I 
strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the 
US380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM1827. Sincerely,  
Alejandra Quiroga De De Leon 
6421 Falcon Ridge Ln 
McKinney, TX, 75071 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

22  4/20/2023 Aleksejs B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A - Yes to Segment B. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

23  4/19/2023 Alessia Essig Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Best Regards, 
Alessia Essig 
(469) 781-0510 
alessia.essig@gmail.com 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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24  3/10/2023 Alex Milano Online 

In regard to Segment A vs Segment B, the comparison used for the 
recommendation is deficient because it does not address the impact to 
traffic on US 380 during the period of construction. Segment B can be built 
from the NE to the SW, with the tie-in to the existing US 380 right of way 
occurring at the final stage of construction, thus allowing traffic to flow 
normally for the majority of the project. By comparison, Segment A impacts 
a much longer extent of existing roadway, necessitating a substantial 
impact to traffic during the build phase. Since the purpose of the project is 
to alleviate a major traffic bottleneck, the feasibility comparison cannot be 
complete without a comparison of the impact of the project's execution on 
the end it pursues. The absence of this comparison in the draft EIS are 
substantial grounds to revisit the decision. As is the $200M more in cost. If 
A is chosen which I reject, we'd like sound walls, depressed roadway. Low 
speed on the frontage road.  

Your comment is noted. During the next phase of project development, 
TxDOT will break the project into different construction projects. Each 
construction project will also develop a detailed traffic control plan or 
construction phasing plan before construction to minimize traffic disruption 
and outline how access will be maintained during construction. TxDOT will 
continue to work with adjacent property owners and stakeholders through 
final design to minimize impacts to adjacent properties and 
neighborhoods, as feasible. More information about construction phase 
impacts can be found in Section 3.17 of the DEIS.  

25  3/13/2023 Alex Milano Email 

I would like to formally request an extension of the comment period as we 
need more time to fully evaluate the impacts and possible mitigation 
measures that can be taken to protect Tucker Hill as well as the other 
communities and businesses affected by Option A. 
Regards, 
Alex Milano 

This US 380 Project’s comment period has been longer than most because 
it opened when the DEIS was announced, which was January 13, 2023. 
TxDOT granted two separate 15-day extensions to the comment period to 
close April 20, 2023, instead of March 21, 2023 as advertised at the 
Public Hearing.   
 
Detailed study information is available in the DEIS document posted at 
www.kwww.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. 

26  4/20/2023 Alex T 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

why select the most expensive option? Your comment is noted.  The preliminary cost estimate for each segment is 
one of the many factors TxDOT considered when determining the Preferred 
Alternative, as shown in Figure 2-13 of the DEIS. As final design continues, 
cost estimates will be updated, and will factor in the costs of right-of-way 
acquisition. Impacts to future developments will also be re-evaluated. It is 
important to note that these costs are high-level estimates, using the 
information available now.  



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

27  4/20/2023 Alex T. Milano Email 

Mr. Endres, 
Please see attached.  Thank you. Regards,  
Alex T. Milano | Major Case Specialist | Strategic Resolution Group 
Travelers  
PO Box 2902 
Hartford, CT 06104-2902 
W: 214.570.6144   F: 877.817.8748  
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

28  2/20/2023 Alex W. Toskovich Email 

What is the noise impact to the Stonebridge Ranch community from 380 
going south  on Stonebridge Ranch Rd every 1000 ft up to 1 mile. ? Fill in 
the blanks 1000ft___; 2000ft___: 3000ft____; 4000ft____; 5000ft    
(increase in db)  -  ps. negligible is not an answer. Also,  what is the 
expected estimated increase in traffic on Stonebridge ranch rd after 
completion. ? 

A traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA)–approved) Guidelines for Analysis and 
Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise. Existing 
sound level measurements were collected at noise-sensitive areas, and 
noise modeling software was used to predict what noise levels could be 
expected in 2050.  In areas where a noise impact was projected to occur, 
noise barriers were evaluated for feasibility and reasonableness. A noise 
barrier near the provided address does not meet TxDOT and Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) requirements. A detailed technical report 
on the traffic noise analysis that was conducted can be found in Appendix 
R of the DEIS. 
 
Traffic projections can be found in Appendix I of the DEIS. They are also 
listed on the schematic design roll plots.  

29  3/16/2023 Alexey Silin 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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30  4/6/2023 Alfred Goh Email 

Dear Stephen, 
I am writing to express my opposition to the Texas Department of 
Transportation's (TxDOT) plans to acquire my business and other properties 
for bypass road construction.This plan will disrupt the lives of countless 
small businesses and their employees in the state of Texas. Not only will 
these businesses have to relocate, but also their customers and 
employees will be impacted to some degree, as well. Furthermore, the 
value of these properties is typically much lower than their actual worth, 
which means that the businesses will not receive a fair compensation for 
the property acquired. This could lead to financial hardship for many 
business owners as well as my property. I urge TxDOT to reconsider their 
plans to acquire business properties for their projects. I believe there are 
other ways(Segment B) to achieve the same or better goals without 
negatively impacting the livelihoods of so many Texans. I strongly oppose 
acquiring my property because it will lead to hardship to my family. Thank 
you for your time and consideration. Sincerely 
Alfred Goh, MBA  
Principal   
380 Century Star LLC 
(972) 489 - 3880 
agoh@pcrtx.com 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. All right-of-way 
acquisition would be completed in accordance with the Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as 
amended. Brochures, including two booklets titled “The Purchase of Right 
of Way,” and “Relocation Assistance,” are available on the project website. 
These booklets contain detailed information to inform property owners of 
their rights and provide information about the TxDOT right-of-way 
acquisition process. Property owners are entitled to fair market value 
compensation and relocation assistance, among other services. 

31  4/20/2023 Alfred R 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A. Yes to Segment B. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

32  4/1/2023 
Alice and Ken 

Halsor 
Email 

TXDOT I support segment B 
And strongly oppose segment A 
See pdf attachment below 
Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone 
As a resident of Wren Creek on Harvest Hill Ln, I am very concerned about 
the construction of segment  
A and the potential impact it would have on our lifestyle.   Currently we 
hear much noise from 380—as  
the breaks in the current sound wall (at either end of my street) are letting 
a tremendous amount of  
sound in, which filters down to the middle areas on my street as well.  It is 
mostly noticeable during the  
day when the trucks are out in force.  I would not want to remain in my 
home if the super-highway is  
built and the noise were to double or worse.  The added pollution is also a 
huge concern. But why is segment A the chosen option?  Here is your slide 
from the most recent presentation to the public. Why are planned 
future/proposed residences considered more important than actual 
existing residences?  Plans can change.  They change all the time.  Future 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative, which is a combination of 
Segments A, E, and C, as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the 
technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly 
reviewing evaluation matrices. While public input is one of the many factors 
considered by TxDOT during its decision-making process, a Preferred 
Alternative is not selected through a voting process, nor is it selected solely 
based on input from the public, municipal or agency leaders, or elected 
officials. The decision is informed by both a qualitative and quantitative 
analysis. Refer to Section 2.4 in the DEIS for an explanation of why the 
Blue Alternative was selected over the other Build Alternatives. For more 
information, please reference the Alternatives Analysis Matrix in the DEIS 
in Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. You may also view the Segment Analysis 
Matrix on the Public Hearing website at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  
 
Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles 
per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air 
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residents are not yet vested. This project has a huge potential impact on so 
many families in at least 5 neighborhoods that border 380. Families that 
do not want added pollution, noise, or construction 
noise/detours/headaches disturbing their everyday lives for months -years.   
Families who have invested their life-savings already into the their homes. 
Totally vested. It makes no sense to uproot so many businesses and 
impact the lives of so many established family residences when Segment B 
costs so much less and will not go through an established area.  Your own 
data supports Segment B.  Segment A does a huge disservice to the city of 
McKinney.  We want to continue to enjoy our life here in Wren Creek.  The 
construction noise and detours would be devastating—even windows would 
not keep out that kind of noise.  Our neighborhood has many retired folks 
like myself who are home during the day.  Segment B is a much more 
practical solution that would not affect near the number of ALREADY 
ESTABLISHED families and businesses.  And it’s so much less expensive. If 
these reasons aren’t compelling enough, there is a huge tax burden placed 
on the city of McKinney of $120+ million dollars that will be handed off to 
taxpayers. And WE DON’T WANT IT!  Choose wisely, TxDOT.  We do not want 
a giant super-highway going through West McKinney!    
Sincerely,  
Alice & Ken Halsor  
Wren Creek Residents 

quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is 
consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 
State Implementation Plan (SIP), the North Central Texas Council of 
Governments (NCTCOG) Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). TxDOT modeled carbon 
monoxide concentrations (CO TAQA) and none of the modeled 
concentrations exceeded the Environmental Protection Agency's 1-hour or 
8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. TxDOT 
performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis. The total 
MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43% by 2050 
due to higher combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification 
of the US fleet. More information about the air quality analysis that was 
conducted can be found in the DEIS document in Section 3.12.  
 
TxDOT is working closely with the City of McKinney to determine the cost of 
acquiring right-of-way. TxDOT will continue to assist the City in identifying 
funding opportunities. This project is currently partially funded for 
construction and cannot let for construction until funding is identified; 
however, right-of-way acquisition can proceed even if the project is not 
funded for construction.  
 
A traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (FHWA–
approved) Guidelines for Analysis and Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise 
and Construction Noise. Existing sound level measurements were collected 
at noise-sensitive areas, and noise modeling software was used to predict 
what noise levels could be expected in 2050.  A detailed technical report 
on the traffic noise analysis that was conducted can be found in Appendix 
R of the DEIS. 
 
TxDOT will continue to work with adjacent property owners and 
stakeholders through final design to minimize impacts to adjacent 
properties and neighborhoods, as feasible. More information about 
construction phase impacts can be found in Section 3.17 of the DEIS.  

33  4/20/2023 Alice H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Segment A will ruin our lifestyle in McKinney. We will no longer be “unique”. 
It ruins so many existing businesses and everyday life for so many 
residents in its path. It’s not right! Segment B does not affect near the 
number of families or businesses. Choose B or forget this road! 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

34  3/27/2023 Alice Halsor Email 

As a homeowner on Harvest Hill in Ween Creek in McKinney, TX., I strongly 
OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 
Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 
Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney 
residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall 
disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 
citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B 
as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

� Alice Halsor 
281-413-3844 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

35  4/20/2023 Alicia A 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A because of the cost, loss of homes & businesses, etc. We 
recognize that growth has to happen but let’s be smart about it and go with 
Segment B option. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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36  2/6/2023 Alicia Bimson 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway.  Segment C stretches farther east out of the floodplain. Segment 
D straddles the floodplain for most of its length. Using bridges to span 
floodways to minimize the placement of fill material, including bridge 
bents, within the mapped 100-year floodplain is part of the design for 
Segments C and D. With an alignment outside of these areas, more of the 
roadway would require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be 
built, therefore reducing anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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37  3/16/2023 Alison Denne 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

38  3/9/2023 Alison Lewis Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely 
Alison Lewis 
McKinney Stonebridge Ranch resident 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. It is important to note Segment A has fewer potential home 
displacements in comparison to Segment B and results in fewer impacts to 
planned future residential homes.   

39  3/15/2023 
Alison 

Ritterbusch 
Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Alison Ritterbusch 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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40  3/14/2023 Allen Carr Email 

I am opposed to Segment A as the current route preferred by TxDOT.  
Nothing about the selection of Segment A, instead of Segment B, makes 
any sense.  I am a resident of Tucker Hill  neighborhood and don’t want all 
that traffic dumped out on to 380 right in front of our entrance.  Everyone 
has personnel reasons for not wanting either segment coming through or 
near their property.  Personal reasons aside, I believe TxDOT is not being 
fiscally responsible with selection of Segment A.  By your own estimates, it 
will cost around 200 million more to build A than B.  It will displace 15 
functioning businesses whereas B would potentially displace none.  There 
are at least 7 major utility conflicts and B has only 2.  Segment A crosses 
more wetlands with more potential destruction of said wetlands. Your 
presentation indicated that part of the reason for  selecting A, not B, was 
due to future developments in Segment B (not under construction yet) 
being impacted.  How about the impact on developments already here and 
under construction! ManeGait was also listed as a reason for selecting A 
over B, due to public concern.  If I understand what I have read and heard, 
ManeGait should and would not be affected by being in close proximity to 
the 380 Bypass.  I believe TxDOT investigated other similar facilities  near 
such roadways and found no issues.  I believe these concerns have been 
fabricated and promoted by interested parties (Darling/Prosper). Please 
reconsider what you are proposing and change the preferred route to 
Segment B.   How about saving some tax payer dollars, 15 businesses, and 
affecting fewer current residents/homeowners. Thank you, 
Allen Carr 
2309 Tremont Blvd 
McKinney, Tx. 
Sent from my iPad5  

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. TxDOT selected the 
Blue Alternative, which is a combination of Segments A, E, and C, as the 
Preferred Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering 
public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation 
matrices. The decision is informed by both a qualitative and quantitative 
analysis. 
 
Refer to Section 2.4 in the DEIS for an explanation of why the Blue 
Alternative was selected over the other Build Alternatives.  
 
For more information, please reference the Alternatives Analysis Matrix in 
the DEIS in Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. You may also view the Segment 
Analysis Matrix on the Public Hearing website at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  

41  4/20/2023 Allison R 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A. Yes to segment B. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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42  2/25/2023 Allison Sohmer Email 

Hi there, 
I am reaching out to support route D rather than C for the 8 lane highway 
380 bypass. My close friend lives in the zone that would be affected by 
route C and would cut right through her front pasture where she and 
friends ride their horses, including my horse who lives there as well. I’ve 
spent years riding with this friend at her beautiful ranch, it has the most 
peaceful view and vibe, all which would be destroyed by route C. This friend 
is such a gift to the community, offering horse riding opportunities to 
underprivileged kids who desperately need connection and the healing of 
horses. She also is an avid beekeeper and route C would go right through 
her bee hives. We all know how important bees are to our ecosystem. 
Please reconsider this decision and know that it would be a major loss to 
the community and natural beauty of McKinney. Don’t let the city overrun 

every bit of nature we have left. � Thank you, 
Allison Sohmer 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. Detailed information can be found in the DEIS document and 
multiple appendices posted at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. 
An EIS is a multi-year environmental review process, guided by State and 
Federal requirements, that provides the most rigorous analysis conducted 
by TxDOT of proposed alternatives and their environmental impacts. Any 
TxDOT environmental document, such as the one created for this study, 
must meet standards required by TxDOT policy to comply with Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) NEPA compliance procedures and Title 43, 
Chapter 2 of the Texas Administrative Code. More information about the 
necessary steps to identify and address community impacts on a TxDOT 
project can be found at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-
info/env/toolkit/710-01-gui.pdf.  

43  2/27/2023 Alyson Johnson Email 

I am writing to you to let you know that I oppose Segment A as it will be 
very detrimental to my property and it's value.  
NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Regards, 
Alyson Johnson  
832-317-2156  
1400 Roxboro Lane  
Mckinney, TX 75071 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. 

44  2/17/2023 Alyssa S. Online 

This bypass impacts many more homes than just those you are cutting 
through. All the neighborhoods that are near 380 would see significant 
decrease in value due to noise and disturbances from this bypass,  
Particularly in Prosper. This can’t just be about dollars and cents. It needs 
to be about the people of Prosper who will be negatively impacted. I see a 
lot more negative than positive from the bypass.  

Your comment is noted. TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative as its 
Preferred Alternative, which includes Segment A along the existing US 380 
in Prosper. This means that the new location portion of the freeway would 
not diverge from the existing US 380 at Coit Road or into the Town of 
Prosper. 
 
Changes in property values are driven by the value associated with site-
specific factors such as accessibility, safety, noise, visual amenities, 
proximity to shopping, community cohesion, and business productivity. 
TxDOT cannot reasonably foresee how any of these factors will impact 
property values. 
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45  4/20/2023 Amanda B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I strongly oppose construction of Segment A. The cost to all McKinney 
taxpayers is significant and the damages to Stonebridge Ranch are untold. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

46  3/1/2023 Amanda Batson Email 

NO to A, YES to B 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the use of 
Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by 
TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  
My opposition to the use of Segment A could appear simply as NIMBY (not 
in my back yard), however, my concerns have only grown with the details 
published via the US 380 Environmental Impact Study: 
Costs to Taxpayers — Any way the data are diced, Segment A is more 
expensive.  With the citizens of McKinney on the hook for at least $120 
million — even if/when state/federal funds arrive to reimburse — we are 
facing extraordinary unplanned expenses. With Segment B construction, 
the costs to taxpayers will be reduced and shared between McKinney and 
Prosper residents and potentially other Collin County partners. 
Property Takings — The numbers of business and residential properties 
either taken or displaced are strikingly greater in Segment A than Segment 
B.  Such destruction is definitely reduced with construction of Segment B. 
Human Impact —  Construction of Segment A impacts thousands of people 
not just during years of construction but literally forever as the Segment A 
traffic ensues.  The health, environmental, and safety damages will never 
be fully known, but what we will realize is unrelenting noise pollution, 
diminished air quality, and increased arterial traffic through well-
established communities.  With the undeveloped land available in Segment 
B, the human impact will be significantly reduced. 
TxDOT is responsible to current and future Texas citizens.  That 
responsibility includes wise use of all resources for safety and health.  The 
responsible decision for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827 is 
construction of Segment B in the Blue Alternative.  
No to Segment A, Yes to Segment B  
Sincerely, 
Amanda Batson 
Amanda D. Batson, PhD 
amandadbatson@icloud.com 
8400 Craftsbury Lane 
McKinney, TX 75071 
214-842-8667  
  

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. Appendix K of the DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two 
residences and Segment B would potentially displace four residences. 
Segment A would potentially displace 14 businesses and Segment B would 
potentially displace none. None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would 
bisect any existing subdivisions. 
 
TxDOT is working closely with the City of McKinney to determine the cost of 
acquiring right-of-way. TxDOT will continue to assist the City in identifying 
funding opportunities. This project is currently partially funded for 
construction and cannot let for construction until funding is identified; 
however, right-of-way acquisition can proceed even if the project is not 
funded for construction.  
 
The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing 
congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. If 
constructed, the project would adhere to current design standards and 
address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. The freeway 
design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from driveways and other 
roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be available 
at signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of 
conflict points. 
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47  3/7/2023 Amanda Batson Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  
Amanda Batson 
8400 Craftsbury Lane 
McKinney, TX 75071 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

48  4/20/2023 Amanda Batson Email 

CWA 404 and Protected Species 
Dear Mr. Endres, 
Regarding the TxDOT decision to construct Segment A as part of the US380 
Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827 and as a resident of Stonebridge 
Ranch and member of the SRCA Board of Directors, I continue my strong 
opposition to construction of Segment A.  The TxDOT selection of Segment 
A based on the posted Environmental Impact Study apparently did not 
consider the following:   
EIS -- Appendix N, Water Resources -- Section 404, Clean Water Act -- Be 
aware that Stonebridge Ranch has extensive waters and wetlands 
protected under USACE Section 404.  These protected areas include Lake 
La Cima, its related wetlands, and habitats which are adjacent to the 
proposed US380 Bypass Segment A.   For reference, I am attaching the 
SRCA Lakes Report which provides an overview of 21 lakes and bodies of 
water in Stonebridge Ranch.  
Migratory Bird Treaty Act - EIS -- Appendix N, Water Resources -- Section 
404, Clean Water Act - EIS Figures 8-3, 9-3, 10-3, 11-3, 12-3 -- Although 
these are consistent overlays, the articulated Segment A construction in 
this area does not reflect the impact on all of the waters flowing in 
Stonebridge Ranch via section 404 properties.  These waters, wetlands, 
habitats, and species that inhabit these environments are part of an entire 
eco-system that does not stop at the TxDOT expansion of US380 Bypass. 
McKinney is located in a migratory path for birds that travel between South 
America and central/northern North America, twice a year.  Heron and 
egret migrations include birds seeking nesting areas.  Stonebridge Ranch 
waters are chosen by these birds, and once nested, nothing can be done to 
disperse the birds because they are protected under the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act.   It is unlawful to kill, move, or disturb these birds once they 
have established a nest.   
Segment A v Segment B Comparison presents a Concerning Lack of Data-
Driven Decision-Making in the selection of Segment A -- Using the TxDOT 
February 16, 2023, Virtual Meeting, Segment Analysis Matrix, the data 
below were reported.  Additionally, a local resident counted upwards of 30 
business displacements along Segment A, almost twice the TxDOT count.   

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. Impacts are 
assessed for the resources present within the proposed ROW. 
 
As described in Section 3.10 and Appendix N of the DEIS, TxDOT 
conducted a delineation of water features (e.g., wetlands, streams, ponds) 
within the proposed ROW for the Build Alternatives considered. As required 
under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA), wetlands were 
delineated, on properties where access was granted by the property owner, 
using the routine method described in the USACE 1987 Wetlands 
Delineation Manual (1987 Manual; USACE, 1987) and the USACE Regional 
Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Great 
Plains Region (2010 Regional Supplement; USACE, 2010). Analyses to 
determine potential permanent and temporary impacts to wetlands and 
possible waters of the US were conducted following TxDOT Water 
Resources guidance. The portion of Segment A along existing US 380 near 
Stonebridge Ranch minimizes impacts to water features by minimizing the 
amount of ROW needed from the south side of US 380.  
 
In addition, land cover/vegetation and habitats were reviewed and 
categorized using Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) Ecological 
Mapping System of Texas (EMST) data (see Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS). As 
described in Section 3.11.5, construction of the Blue Alternative will 
comply with applicable provisions of the Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act (MBTA) and Texas Parks and Wildlife Code Title 5, Subtitle B, Chapter 
64, Birds. It is TxDOT’s policy to avoid removal and destruction of active 
bird nests except through federal or state approved options. Where 
appropriate and practicable, TxDOT also uses measures to prevent or 
discourage birds from building nests on man-made structures and 
schedule maintenance and construction activities outside the typical 
nesting season. TPWD Best Management Practices (BMPs) will be 
implemented before, during, and after construction, as appropriate, to 
avoid/minimize impacts to state-listed species that may also benefit 
migratory birds.  
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In every TxDOT category below except one, Segment B is less impactful and 
costs taxpayers less:       
TxDOT Category                                                  Segment A                                                
Segment B 
Major Utility Conflicts                                        7                                                             
2 
Residential Displacements                               2                                                                 
5 
Business Displacements                                  15                                                              
0 
ROW Required/Cost                                          180 acres/$248 million                           
191 acres/$153 million 
Wetlands total acres                                         1.04 acre                                                    
0.46 acre 
Rivers/streams total linear ft.                          5,161 linear feet                                        
2,759 linear feet 
Forests/Prairies & Grasslands total acres      67 acres/41 acres                                    
35 acres/67 acres 
Hazardous Materials                                        2 moderate risk/2 high risk                      
0 sites 
Estimated Total Cost                                          $958 million                                                   
$766 million  
I urge you and TxDOT to seriously reconsider and reject the selection of 
Segment A in the recommended Blue Alternative for US380 Bypass from 
Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely,  
Amanda Batson  
Amanda D. Batson, PhD 
amandadbatson@icloud.com 
8400 Craftsbury Lane 
McKinney, TX 75071 
214-842-8667  

The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by 
applicable federal environmental laws for this project are being, or have 
been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum 
of Understanding dated December 9, 2019, and executed by the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) and TxDOT. TxDOT’s Environmental 
Handbook on Community Impacts, Environmental Justice, Limited English 
Proficiency, and Title VI Compliance defines displacements as “project-
induced impacts to residences, businesses, or other types of facilities 
(including places of worship, community centers, utility-related facilities, 
etc.). Displacements can occur as a result of: 
• Direct impacts to a structure due to construction or right of way 
acquisition; 
• Direct impacts to a parcel of land that would make a residence unlivable 
or a business inoperable; 
• Loss of parking space to the extent that the operations of a business or 
service are impeded; or 
• Loss of access, either due to removal of driveways or service roads used 
to access a structure. 
 
Based on displacement counts submitted by members of the public as of 
April 20, 2023, the methodology used in those analyses is not compliant 
with the state and federal regulations that TxDOT must follow during the 
NEPA process.   
 
The resource categories mentioned are several of the many factors TxDOT 
considered in selecting a Preferred Alternative.  TxDOT named the Blue 
Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  

49  3/16/2023 
Amanda 

Blankenship 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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50  3/21/2023 
Amanda L Shaw-

McCaffrey 
Email 

Dear Mr. Endres - 
My name is Amanda Shaw-McCaffrey, I am a Whitley Place resident in 
Prosper, TX and join my neighbors in the following comments regarding the 
recent EIS for the 380 bypass plan 
 
Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

51  2/16/2023 
Amanda Wilson, 
AICP and Samuel 

Simmons 
Paper comment 

US 380 is a critical transportation corridor to the cities within Collin County 
and the North Central Texas region. This roadway serves as a principal 
route for local commuters and provides access to several key highways 
and transportation facilities. The proposed project would provide a new 
location 8-lane freeway with frontage roads to help manage congestion and 
improve east-west mobility, connectivity, safety, and air quality. In addition, 
US 380 is part of a statewide and national transportation system that 
connects Greenville to the south of Lubbock into New Mexico. This project 
includes shared-use paths to provide bicycle and pedestrian 
accommodations. The recommended improvements to this section of US 
380 are consistent with Mobility 2045: The Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan for North Central Texas - 2022 Update. Today, the Dallas-Fort Worth 
area is the fourth-largest metropolitan area in the U.S. with over eight 
million people. By 2045, the region is projected to have a population of 
over 11 million. Additional roadway capacity will be needed at numrous 
strateigic locations to meet the growing demand from both passenger 
vehicles and truck frieght meovements. Because of the regional 
importance of this project, the North Central Texas council of Governments 
is willing to provide any assistance in the planning, design,and 
implementation of the project.  

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  

52  2/7/2023 Amber Block Email 

Good afternoon, 
I am a resident of McKinney, my address is 2548 FM 2933, McKinney 
Texas.  My husband and I have owned our 11 acre property since 2011.  
We bought it from the original owners. We have come to learn that despite 
petitions, environmental studies and the subsequent environmental 
recommendations, and the significantly higher amount of social impact, 
txdot has chosen route C over route D for the upcoming 380 bypass.  As a 
resident who lives on FM 2933 this will devastate our ranch and our way of 
life. We operate a community riding arena that is open and free for all of 
my neighbors to use.  I also have an unofficial horse therapy program 
which serves at risk youth and those with mental health needs.  I serve 
about 12 people per year.  It’s small, unofficial and private but my horses 
make a huge difference to many people.  We raise honey bees and harvest 
hay for our agriculture business.  If you were to take a look at route C you 
will see how this will demolish everything we have built up over the last 13 
years. Route C will go right through my outdoor arena, and brush just past 
my barn. So technically, no buildings would need to be moved.  But my 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. TxDOT selected Segment C over Segment D because Segment C 
minimizes impacts to 100-year floodplains and regulatory floodways, 
therefore, requiring TxDOT to build much less of the roadway on elevated 
(bridge) structure. Segment C is also expected to draw traffic off FM 1827 
by providing better connections to local roadways, would impact fewer 
major utilities, and would cost less to construct than Segment D. Refer to 
Section 2.4 in the DEIS for an explanation of why the Blue Alternative was 
selected over the other Build Alternatives. You can also reference the 
Alternatives Analysis Matrix in the DEIS in Figure 2-15 on page 2-33 and 
the Segment Analysis Matrix on the Public Hearing website at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  
 
According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D (with the 
Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 businesses, 
while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would potentially 
displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace seven 
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bees will be gone, my arena will be gone, my hay production will be gone 
and my barn will hug an eight lane highway.  I’m not sure if you are familiar 
with horses and horse therapy but this will not work. Since the very 
beginning, we have tried to be as vocal as possible to express our 
preference of route D, which displaces substantially less people and 
homes, it has much less environmental impact (as confirmed by the impact 
studies), and is actually a more direct route to 380. This seems to be to no 
avail. Given these factors, can you help me understand why txdot would 
choose route C?  I’ve been told it has to do with spur 399, however it would 
be very easy to tie route D into the spur.  Txdot would just have to curve it a 
bit.  Is it because they want to in effect condemn our land (no one is going 
to want to live by an 8 lane freeway outside their bedroom window, which is 
where it would be for our house).  If they in effect condemn our land it will 
be worthless and up for grabs for development.  To me, the most obvious 
answer for why they would choose C is because they want our land for 
development.  My ranch, my neighbors ranches will all made effectively 
useless, unable to be used what they are intended for.  Is it really all about 
the money? Furthermore, we were told that txdot would be making their 
final Routes based on environmental impact studies.  Not only is Route C 
opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife, it damages or destroys one of the 
largest remaining forested areas containing critical wetlands. I’m 
unfamiliar with any environmental impact study that would recommend to 
do this. Something that was probably not taken into account in the 
environmental risk assessment is that fact that many of my neighbors, 
including myself have developed bee yards over the years. Not only do 
bees not do well with 8 lane highways, they also don’t like being moved.  
It’s highly likely that we will all loose our bees. This in itself would be an 
environmental catastrophe. I look forward to hearing your response. 
Sincerely, 
Amber Block 
214-551-3411 

residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 residences.  
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.). The EIS evaluates the effects 
of the proposed action on cultural resources within the Area of Potential 
Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including any National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible structures, landscapes, 
districts, or archeological sites, including Section 4(f) properties. No NRHP-
eligible historic resources would be affected by the Blue Preferred 
Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information about cultural 
resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. TxDOT's evaluation of 
potential impacts to ManeGait can be found on page 177 of Appendix K in 
the DEIS. 
 
This US 380 EIS project and the Spur 399 Extension project are separate 
projects with independent utility. Both Segments C and D can be 
connected to the Spur 399 Preferred Alternative and that is how they were 
evaluated in the DEIS. The decision for the US 380 Preferred Alternative is 
not based on the Preferred Alternative for Spur 399.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
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Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 
2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies that can 
be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-
gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as 
provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on impacts 
to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and fish and 
wildlife species.  TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the 
impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things 
TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, 
the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the 
Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation 
strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections 
to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from 
streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill 
material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation 
credits from stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the US and wetlands.  

53  3/3/2023 Amber Block Email 

Hello, 
The trouble with the way, txdot has conducted their feasibility study is that 
they have not considered impacts to homes, unless they are actually 
needing to remove the home. So the fact that the eight Lane bypass will be 
100 feet from my barn does not factor into their feasibility study. They also 
didn't consider the fact that they will be paving over my riding arena, Honey 
Bee stand and all of my hay production. Many other families have the 
same story.  It appears Txdot has given little regard to splitting people's 
working ranches into two sections, dividing acreages by the Highway.  Most 
long standing ranches will loose their agricultural exemption due to the loss 
of land and ability to produce revenue from said land. A protected wetland 
area will be gone as well as a large unprotected natural forest.  Texas 
parks and wildlife has officially opposed route C.  Txdot has also not 
factored in a major sewage line that is in the process of being installed 
along FM 2933. Community resources such as animal rescues, Theraputic 
riding, a community riding arena and Scouting campground will also be 
destroyed. Txdot has said they value public feedback and have held two 
hearings in to hear public feedback.  However, in the same breath they 
have officially told our county commissioners that if they were to express a 
route preference it would not make a difference to the decision making 
process.  Txdot communicated through the county engineer that their plans 
are final.  Why then do they bother with the public hearings?  So many 
people's lives and livelihoods are uprooted and displaced by route C.  
Having public hearings and yet not being open to feedback by public 
representatives is toying with the emotions of the people who live along 
route C and are doing everything in their power to oppose route C.  The 
most humane and viable alternative is to direct the bypass along route D 

Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted. TxDOT completed its 
Feasibility Study in 2020. The current phase of the project is focused on 
developing the schematic design and environmental documentation.  
Detailed information can be found in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) document and multiple appendices posted at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. An EIS is a multi-year 
environmental review process, guided by State and Federal requirements, 
that provides the most rigorous analysis conducted by TxDOT of proposed 
alternatives and their environmental impacts. Any TxDOT environmental 
document, such as the one created for this study, must meet standards 
required by TxDOT policy to comply with the Federal Highway 
Administration’s National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance 
procedures and Title 43, Chapter 2 of the Texas Administrative Code.  
 
More information about the necessary steps to identify and address 
community impacts on a TxDOT project can be found at 
https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/710-01-gui.pdf. The 
project team analyzed the areas around Segments C and D through 
multiple in-person field visits where Right of Entry (ROE) was granted, use 
of aerial imagery/maps, and existing databases including Collin County 
Appraisal District listings.  
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
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where it affects 7 homes and no community resources.  Route C affects 29 
homes, 7 community resources and 14 businesses.  It is time for our 
representatives to speak up and for txdot to listen.  We are the tax payers 
paying for this road.  Our beloved land and animals, our livelihood, our way 
of life matter. 
Sincerely, 
Amber Block 

municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
All right-of-way acquisition would be completed in accordance with the 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 
1970, as amended. Brochures, including two booklets titled “The Purchase 
of Right of Way,” and “Relocation Assistance,” are available on the project 
website. These booklets contain detailed information to inform property 
owners of their rights and provide information about the TxDOT right-of-way 
acquisition process. Property owners are entitled to fair market value 
compensation and relocation assistance, among other services. 
 
Public input is an important factor but it is not the only factor that TxDOT 
must consider under NEPA. There are multiple reasons why TxDOT has 
identified the Blue Alternative (Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative. This reasoning is detailed in Section 2.4 of the DEIS. No final 
decision regarding an alignment will be made until TxDOT reviews and 
considers all timely public input.   
 
TxDOT, at its sole discretion, will make the final selection of an alignment 
for the project in the Record of Decision. 

54  2/22/2023 Amber Gurney Online 

Pick D, not C. D hardly impacts anyone, whereas C intervenes with a lot of 
people.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted.  

55  3/16/2023 Amber Livingston 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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56  4/20/2023 Amber P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

57  3/10/2023 Amber Petrik Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Rd to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer business and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 
Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of other citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  
Sincerely,  
Amber Petrik 
Homeowner at Ridge & 380 
972-679-2666 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences and results in fewer impacts to 
planned future residential homes. Segment A would potentially displace 14 
businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none.  

58  2/25/2023 Amber Wax Email 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Amber Wax 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted.  

59  2/27/2023 Amber Wells Email 

Good Morning, 
I am writing to voice my support for the Route D bypass, which will not 
affect nearly as many homes and community resources as Route C. Please 
consider Route D when choosing the 380 bypass. Thank you, 
Amber Wells 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences.  

60  2/6/2023 Amber Yoos 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
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 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway.  Segment C stretches farther east out of the floodplain. Segment 
D straddles the floodplain for most of its length. Using bridges to span 
floodways to minimize the placement of fill material, including bridge 
bents, within the mapped 100-year floodplain is part of the design for 
Segments C and D. With an alignment outside of these areas, more of the 
roadway would require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be 
built, therefore reducing anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

61  2/27/2023 Amber Yoos Online 

The recommended section C goes directly through my property and I am 
opposed. The land and home were gifted to me by my grandmother so we 
currently have no mortgage. Because of this, we are able to provide our 
son with the opportunity to take private trumpet lessons and boxing 
classes. If we are forced to move, we will no longer be able to provide for 
him the life we hoped to, because we will not be able to afford it. We don't 
want a payout as we're removed from family land. We want to keep our 
family in our home. Select option D. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment C, and support of Segment D is 
noted. All right-of-way acquisition would be completed in accordance with 
the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies 
Act of 1970, as amended. Brochures, including two booklets titled “The 
Purchase of Right of Way,” and “Relocation Assistance,” are available on 
the project website. These booklets contain detailed information to inform 
property owners of their rights and provide information about the TxDOT 
right-of-way acquisition process. Property owners are entitled to fair market 
value compensation and relocation assistance, among other services. 
Reference Section 3.1, as well as figures 3-1, 3-2, and 3-3 of the DEIS 
provide additional information about right-of-way acquisition and 
displacements. 
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62  4/20/2023 Amie M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

63  3/8/2023 Amie Miller Email 

Good morning Stephen, 
Just wanted to send an email letting you know that I live in the Stonebridge 
community and this 380 expansion/ segment A will absolutely decimate 
this community. The home values will plummet, the noise level will be off 
the charts, the business and homes that will be effected will be destroyed, 
elementary schools with children waking to and from school will be 
effected, the pollution it creates will cause issues, the list could go on and 
on. This beautiful community has been around a LONG time!! I’m having a 
hard time as to why Segment A is even an option when segment B cost less 
to do and it disrupts less and affects less already established residents 
and businesses. I also hear Prosper is making a ton of noise about it as 
well and maybe it’s the squeaky wheel gets the oil? McKinney needs to 
step up and fight for our community. Obviously no one wants this 
expansion in their backyard but with all of this growth we need it. With that 
said I say segment B is the best option b/c it cost less from what I’m 
hearing and it’s far less disruptive to this community and surrounding 
businesses for both McKinney and Prosper 
Thank you - 
Amie Miller 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. None of the 
alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing subdivisions, 
including Stonebridge Ranch. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum 
in Appendix K of the DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences 
and Segment B would potentially displace four residences. Segment A 
would potentially displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially 
displace none.  
 
Changes in property values are driven by the value associated with site-
specific factors such as accessibility, safety, noise, visual amenities, 
proximity to shopping, community cohesion, and business productivity. 
TxDOT cannot reasonably foresee how any of these factors will impact 
property values. 
 
Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles 
per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air 
quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is 
consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 
State Implementation Plan (SIP), the North Central Texas Council of 
Governments (NCTCOG) Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). TxDOT modeled carbon 
monoxide concentrations (CO TAQA) and none of the modeled 
concentrations exceeded the Environmental Protection Agency's 1-hour or 
8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. TxDOT 
performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis. The total 
MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43% by 2050 
due to higher combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification 
of the US fleet. More information about the air quality analysis that was 
conducted can be found in the DEIS document in Section 3.12.  
 
While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during 
its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through 
a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, 
municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue 
Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  
 
TxDOT is proposing the following mitigation as part of the Preferred 
Alternative identified in the draft EIS:   
-building sound barriers (noise walls) that do not exist today,  
-depressing the mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch 
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neighborhoods to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers, and 
-providing local street crossings over the depressed section to provide 
connectivity between neighborhoods. 

64  1/23/2023 Amina Daar Email 

To whom it may concern, 
I am a resident of Willow Wood I would like to vote for the proposal of 
segment D Thank you, Amina M DAAR 

Your comment and support of Segment D is noted. While public input is 
one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during its decision-making 
process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through a voting process, 
nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, municipal or agency 
leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative (comprised 
of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the 
technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly 
reviewing evaluation matrices.  

65  3/15/2023 Amol Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827  
Regards, 
Amol 
Sent via the Samsung Galaxy S22 Ultra 5G, an AT&T 5G smartphone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

66  3/16/2023 Amy Dearden 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

67  3/8/2023 Amy Limas Email 

Hi Stephen,  
Here are a few of my outstanding questions I would love to understand 
more about. On your presentation slide, one of the reasons for selecting A 
is because it doesn't disrupt ManeGait, however, on the FAQ it specifically 
states that the study found that ManeGait wouldn't be disrupted with either 
route. Why would public comments (which were solicited and paid for by 
Darling) be considered relevant if there are no disruptions? I would also 
like to know how you arrived at the 70% of comments being in favor of A. 
We've had so many discussions over the years about duplicate and paid 
advertising that included the link to the surveys. In addition to finding that 

Refer to Section 2.4 in the DEIS for an explanation of why the Blue 
Alternative was selected over the other Build Alternatives. You can also 
reference the Alternatives Analysis Matrix in the DEIS in Figure 2-15 on 
page 2-33 and the Segment Analysis Matrix on the Public Hearing website 
at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  
 
Throughout the Feasibility Study and EIS process, TxDOT received more 
than 25,000 comments. By far the issue that we heard the most about was 
the impacts to ManeGait. Even though TxDOT developed an alignment that 
would not directly require TxDOT to acquire ROW from the ManeGait 
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Darling used 47 empty lots in Tucker Hill to submit comments in favor of A, 
and hundreds of businesses that weren't actually businesses submitting 
comments that skewed results. Please tell me how these comments were 
vetted, how you addressed the false and duplicate comments, and how 
your team evaluated comments that were paid for through advertising 
without proper context. In regard to noise air pollution, was there any study 
done to anticipate construction noise? Seeing as how it could go on for 
years, shouldn't this have been included, especially if Tucker Hill and 
Stonebrige residents will be significantly impacted? Lastly, for now, why did 
all of the districting maps and maps from the RTC show route B as early as 
2021? It appeared funding from the RTC was requested for route B 
originally as well. What changed so late in the decision phase?   
Thanks, 
Amy Limas 

facility, TxDOT recognizes that the facility is still an important community 
resource.  
 
While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during 
its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through 
a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, 
municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the technical 
reports, considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing 
evaluation matrices.  
  
As the Segment Analysis Matrix notes, our analysis includes comments 
received during the EIS Public Meeting comment period TxDOT held in the 
Spring of 2022. 94.3% of comments referenced Segments A or B. Of those, 
71.2% preferred Segment A to B, 27% preferred Segment B to A, 0.2% 
were opposed to both Segment A & B, 1.6% supported both Segment A & 
B. Comments included are from multiple sources including emails and 
letters send to the TxDOT project manager/project team, online and hard 
copy comment forms, voicemails, submitted public petitions. Comments 
were analyzed and categorized based on their support or opposition for 
each segment: A, B, C, D, E, and F. To prevent duplicates from skewing the 
results, we removed obvious multiple comments from one person and only 
counted the comment once to include in the comment analysis. Completely 
redundant comments were also removed. Again, while public input is one 
of the many factors considered by TxDOT during its decision-making 
process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through a voting process, 
nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, municipal or agency 
leaders, or elected officials. 
  
TxDOT performed Traffic Noise Analysis in accordance with FHWA Noise 
Standard at 23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 772 and provided 
the results in Appendix R: Traffic Noise on page 63.  
  
TxDOT has been working collaboratively with NCTCOG to include the US 
380 throughout the EIS and NCTCOG 2045 MTP update processes. TxDOT 
has and continues to provide NCTCOG, as a stakeholder, project updates 
on the EIS as the project progresses. Prior to an alignment decision from 
TxDOT, NCTCOG needed to utilize a single US 380 alignment for the 
purposes of the MTP update and had to make an assumption as to which 
alignment may move forward in the process. NCTCOG simply used 
Segment B as the placeholder while working through the MTP update 
process, with the intention to rectify maps with the final US 380 alignment 
following TxDOT’s decision.  
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68  4/20/2023 Amy Limas Email 

To whom it may it concern, 
While many points you will find below are shared amongst residents, I ask 
that you address the specific points for each and every comment and 
question individually, as there are stated differences that apply only to my 
family and me.  
 
Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Your opposition of Segment A is noted.  
 
Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

69  3/16/2023 Amy McAllister 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

70  4/18/2023 Amy Miller Email 

NO to Segment A 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Amy Miller 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

71  2/25/2023 Amy Randall Email 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B  
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  
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72  3/19/2023 Amy Roller Online 

I want to voice my support, again, for Route A. To quote TXDOT's own EIS 
report: 
1) It would require the least amount of now right of way. 
2) It would not displace any community facilities (Such as ManeGait, an 
organization of the utmost importance) 
3) Results in the least number of noise receptors 
4) Be the least impactful on flood plains and regulatory floodways 
5 )Minimize the conversion of farmland 
6) Meet the project Purpose and Need. 
Additionally, Prosper has continued to develop as a master planned 
community with the idea that US380 would be a freeway. Changing the 
route to cut through a significant portion of Prosper would 
disproportionately affect the Town of Prosper's commercial real estate and 
new developments which support its tax base. This would in turn have 
other down stream effects on Town parks, schools, students, teachers, and 
residents. I implore you to make a final decision regarding this bypass and 
stick with the A route as recommended by TXDOT's own EIS study. 

Your comment and support of Segment A is noted.  

73  2/24/2023 Amy Teague Online 

Preferred route: D please 
Multiple neighboring farms and family homes would be displaced with 
route C. Very tranquil and beautiful rolling lands. Sad to see 
multigenerational properties affected. Many have farm animals, awesome 
trees and wildlife. Bicyclists and motorcycle enthusiasts enjoy peaceful 
outings along  CR 338. A neighbor rescues horses on their land. Preserving 
this area would be worth it. We own a wedding venue with outdoor spaces 
used for ceremonies & entertaining. Noise and traffic from the bypass 
would certainly impact our family business. Thank you for considering 
Route D over route C :) 
-Amy Teague  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted.  
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74  2/27/2023 Amy Thompson Email 

Mr. Endres,  
I am writing to express my strong preference for Segment D for the US380 
Bypass targeted for NE McKinney. 
I am a resident of Collin County and live in Allen, but my in-laws live in 
McKinney and are one of the at least 29 private residences that will be 
directly impacted if Segment C is chosen. Segment C would result in a 6 
lane highway 200 feet from their house. Their land is a working farm, with 
cattle and horses, hay and pecan harvesting, and is a frequent gathering 
spot for our family, including my 3 boys. I know it's easy to look at the 
numbers and see just that - numbers. But their land is their home - it is a 
peaceful and beautiful retreat, which will be completely ruined if Segment 
C is chosen. Based on everything I have seen and read, Segment D is by far 
the logical choice for the bypass, as it will have significantly less impact on 
residences and businesses. I urge you to consider the following points as 
this decision is reached: 
• Segment C affects and displaces significantly more homes, businesses 
and community resources: 
o Segment D will only impact 7 private residences, while Segment C will 
impact 29 private residences. 
o Segment D will only impact 4 businesses, while Segment C will impact 15 
businesses. 
o Segment D will impact 0 community resources, while Segment C will 
impact 7 community resources. 
• Segment C would divide residential and farming/ranching communities.  
• Segment C would severely damage one of the largest remaining forests 
in central Collin County. 
• Segment C would destroy 71% more acres of forests and woodlands, and 
141% more acres of grassland and prairie. 
• Segment C would disturb wetlands and suitable habitats for threatened 
species, and wildlife including beavers, river otters, turtles, migratory and 
non-migratory birds and frogs. 
• Segment C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. 
• Segment C would have worse traffic performance, including lower traffic 
capacity, longer travel times, slower travel speeds and more elevation 
changes. 
Segment D is clearly the best option. I question why C is even being 
considered given all of the above. Please do the right and logical thing, and 
support Segment D. Thank you, 
Amy Thompson  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure. Based on TxDOT's 
evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced by either Segment C 
or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be acquired from any 
community facility either. More details about community facilities can be 
found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community facilities are 
defined as a physical feature provided – either by the municipality as a 
public service or by a private entity – within the community for the benefit 
of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, community centers, post 
office, library, etc.). The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on 
cultural resources within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic 
Resources including any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed 
or NRHP-eligible structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, 
including Section 4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would 
be affected by the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More 
information about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the 
DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
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data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 
2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies that can 
be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-
gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as 
provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on impacts 
to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and fish and 
wildlife species.  TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the 
impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things 
TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, 
the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the 
Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation 
strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections 
to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from 
streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill 
material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation 
credits from stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the US and wetlands. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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75  2/6/2023 
Amy/Chad 

Teague 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace  
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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76  3/16/2023 Ana Brown 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

77  4/20/2023 Andrea C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO TO SEGMENT A, YES TO SEGMENT B or NO BUILD....... Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B and 
the No-Build Alternative is noted. 

78  4/20/2023 Andrea D 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to segment A, YES to segment B. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

79  4/17/2023 Andrea Davila Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Andrea Davila 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

80  4/20/2023 Andrea E 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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81  3/14/2023 Andrea Erter Email 

Hello, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Andrea Erter 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

82  3/6/2023 Andrea Vega Email 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or 
open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content 
is safe. 
* C severely damages one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin 
County. 
* C destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodlands and 141% more 
acres of grassland and prairie. 
* C disturbs the wetlands that serve as a refuge for wildlife, including 
beavers, river otters, turtles, migratory and non-migratory water and forest 
birds, frogs, etc. 
* C eliminates a large area of suitable habitat for endangered/threatened 
species. 
* C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife (prefers Segment D). 
* C divides residential and farming/ranching communities. 
* C affects and displaces significantly more homes, businesses, and 
community resources. 
* C has worse traffic performance (lower traffic capacity, slower travel 
speeds, and more elevation changes). 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment is noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix 
K, Segment D (with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially 
displace 20 businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) 
would potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially 
displace seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences.  
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway.  
 
The Alternatives Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue 
Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres 
of riparian and upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the 
proposed ROW not in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple 
Alternative.  
 
TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the impacts 
mentioned in their comments were several of the many things TxDOT had 
to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, the natural 
resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the Preferred 
Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation strategies 
such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections to span 
streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from streams 
and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill material in 
jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation credits from 
stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation for impacts to 
waters of the US and wetlands.  
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Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

83  2/25/2023 Andrew B Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B.  

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

84  4/20/2023 Andrew B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

85  4/20/2023 Andrew D 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

86  3/16/2023 Andrew Martin Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Andrew Martin 
1512 Canyon Wren Dr 
Mckinney 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

87  3/20/2023 
Andrew 

McCaffrey 
Online 

My name is Andrew McCaffrey, I join the comments provided by some of 
my neighbors in Whitley Place by providing the following comment: 
 
Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

88  2/16/2023 Andrew Sisson Online 

As a business owner and resident impacted by the bypass I strongly 
disagree with the 'C' option for Coit road to FM 1827. Option 'D' is 
preferred. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment C, and support of Segment D is 
noted.  
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89  4/20/2023 Andy B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A, yes to segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

90  3/8/2023 Andy Baragona Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

91  2/6/2023 Andy Fisher 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
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community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

92  2/21/2023 Andy Franco Online 

Alternative A is the best option in lieu of just widening 380 from 75 to west 
side of Town of Prosper. Least residential and commercial disruption to 
Town of Prosper. No impact on Main Gait.  KEEP 380 on 380!!!! 

Your comment and support of Segment A is noted.  
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93  2/17/2023 Andy Sanders Online 

I oppose C due to the effect of the number of residences and businesses.  
Also, the amount of damage to the forest and woodlands.  I support the 
Texas Parks and Wildlife and they are opposed C.   

Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted. According to the 
addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D (with the Spur 399 
interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 businesses, while 
Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would potentially displace 19 
businesses. Segment D would potentially displace seven residences, while 
Segment C would potentially displace 10 residences. In order to determine 
the number of displacements, TxDOT used Collin County Appraisal District 
(CCAD) data to review each potentially acquired parcel and anticipated 
displacement to determine the address, residence type and appurtenant, 
appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or covered parking structures are 
not included in the displacement count. Buildings are considered as 
potential direct displacements if the proposed ROW physically intersects 
the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway.  Segment C stretches farther east out of the floodplain. Segment 
D straddles the floodplain for most of its length. Using bridges to span 
floodways to minimize the placement of fill material, including bridge 
bents, within the mapped 100-year floodplain is part of the design for 
Segments C and D. With an alignment outside of these areas, more of the 
roadway would require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be 
built, therefore reducing anticipated construction costs. 
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with Texas Parks and Wildlife 
Department (TPWD), which is guided by a 2021 Memorandum of 
Understanding between the two agencies that can be viewed at 
https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-gui.pdf. It outlines 
that for an EIS project, TxDOT is supposed to coordinate with TPWD as well 
as provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on 
impacts to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and 
fish and wildlife species.  TPWD comments have been considered and, in 
fact, the impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many 
things that TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; 
however, the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind 
alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation strategies 
such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections to span 
streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from streams 
and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill material in 
jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation credits from 
stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation for impacts to 
waters of the US and wetlands.  
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94  3/10/2023 Angee Webb 
Email (1) 
Online (1) 

Hello, 
I am a resident of Tucker Hill, live on Grassmere, and back up to the land 
that the bypass will encroach on. I have recently found out it may be 
pushed even closer to me to avoid the construction that Billingsley is about 
to start. I am a single mom and my home is the biggest investment I have. I 
am staying here forever. Tucker Hill is magical and has been a safe haven 
for me and my son.  This will not only ruin our paradise but also affect my 

real estate value. I’m begging you all to reconsider this plan. �� 
Thank you, 
Angee Webb 
2304 Grassmere Lane 
Mckinney 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. The previous design 
was approximately 815 feet from the address you provided.  With the 
design shift, it is approximately 795 feet away from the address provided.  

95  4/20/2023 Angee Webb Email 

To whom it may concern: 
I am a resident in Tucker Hill live at 2304 Grassmere Lane. I have a 10 
year old son and am extremely concerned with the choice of segment A vs. 
B for numerous reasons. Thank you for your time and consideration with 
my concerns below. 
 
Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

96  4/20/2023 Angel V 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I amhere supporting the NO to Segment A and YES for Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

97  4/20/2023 Angela L 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A! Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

98  3/24/2023 Angela Lamb Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Thank you, 
Angela Lamb 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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99  3/24/2023 Angela Moss Online 

Mr. Endres, 
Writing to support the TxDOT recommendation of the 380 bypass being 
placed in McKinney, east of Prosper city limits. As noted in TxDOT's own EIS 
report, this placement is advantageous for the following reasons: 
 1. Requires the least amount of right of way  
 2. Would not displace any community facilities. (Numerous residential and 
commercial facilities that are already present or in construction would be 
negatively impacted if bypass cut through Prosper. This disproportionately 
impacts Prosper and our potential tax basis given that Prosper is of 
significantly diminished size compared to McKinney, who can absorb the 
tax impacts much easier.)  
 3. Result in the least number of noise receptors  
 4. Be least impactful on flood plains.  
 5. Meet the project Purpose and Need. 
Please make a final decision to keep bypass in McKinney. Do not let 
political pressure (Keith Self, allegedly) sway your decision to benefit a 
handful while negatively impacting tens of thousands. Thank you. 

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  
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100  2/6/2023 Angelina Lozano 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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101  3/14/2023 Angie Ahrens Email 

Dear Sir,  
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. I have many concerns about the area between Ridge and 
Stonebridge being used as a merging point for the 380 bypass and 
University.  I have reviewed the slides and info presented by TXDOT at 
length. I see that the TxDOT existing option, Segment B, will cost less, 
reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 
and homes, be more environmentally friendly and result in less overall 
disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 
citizens throughout McKinney. Another concern is the number of student or 
young drivers who use that stretch of road to get to high school. I foresee 
more traffic accidents than current due to merging, turning and speed 
changes in the area.  Loss of life is obviously a huge concern in traffic 
accidents on highways and must be considered.  Segment B removes the 
extra risk caused by changing traffic patterns. Given the evidence 
presented thus far, I don’t see a good reason to consider Segment A as an 
option. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option 
for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sincerely, 
Angie Ahrens  
Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
 
The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing 
congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. If 
constructed, the project would adhere to current design standards and 
address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. The freeway 
design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from driveways and other 
roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be available 
at signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of 
conflict points. 

102  4/20/2023 Ann C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I am not in favor of Segment A. Please implement Segment B. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

103  3/8/2023 Ann Carrell Email 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Thank you, 
Ann Carrell 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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104  4/20/2023 Ann D 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I strongly oppose Segment A because of much higher cost, loss of more 
businesses and homes, and more disruption to home owners and existing 
businesses. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none.  

105  3/12/2023 Ann Lunsford Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from my iPad 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

106  2/25/2023 Ann Miller Online 

Option B is less expensive and safer than Option A.   TXDOT is being 
negligent and wasteful should you proceed with the current preferred 
alternative.  The brown alternative of B+E+C is the better option in terms of 
safety, costs, and impact to existing businesses and residential property 
values. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of the Brown 
Alternative is noted.  

107  3/15/2023 Ann Olsen Email 

Hello,  
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Staying with 
Option will negatively impact existing and future businesses (that drive 
revenue to the County and State), housing (also drives significant tax 
revenue) and families (many many many will leave the City they have come 
to love). 
Sincerely, 
Ann Olsen 
1200 Peacham Court  
McKinney TX 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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108  3/16/2023 Anna Block Email 

I am writing to express my opposition to Route C on the TX-DOT Spur 399 
extension project. Route C affects and displaces significantly more homes, 
businesses, and community resources than route D. It also divides the 
residential and farming/ranching communities that make this area of 
Collin County unique. Perhaps even more concerning, Route C severely 
damages one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin County. It 
destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodland and 141% more acres 
of grassland and prairie than Route D. Not surprisingly, Route C is also 
strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. While Route C may be the 
more economical option in the short-term, Route D will preserve more 
developable land for future growth in Collin County by making use of flood 
plain space that is otherwise unusable. 
Sincerely, 
Anna Block 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D. Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
The proposed US 380 project could influence future land use changes 
within the Area of Influence (AOI) (defined in Section 3.15.2 of the DEIS); 
however, new and planned residential developments are more likely to 
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influence changes in land use patterns, changes in land cover, and induce 
growth within the AOI than construction of any of the roadway segments. 
According to input from the City of McKinney, the proposed project would 
support future commercial and industrial development around Segment C; 
however, the proposed project would not be the primary factor considered 
in making land use decisions in the area. 
 
TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the impacts 
mentioned in their comments were several of the many things TxDOT had 
to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, the natural 
resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the Preferred 
Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation strategies 
such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections to span 
streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from streams 
and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill material in 
jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation credits from 
stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation for impacts to 
waters of the US and wetlands.  

109  4/20/2023 Anna C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO TO SEGMENT A, YES TO SEGMENT B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

110  4/20/2023 Anne A 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

111  2/16/2023 
Anne Marie 

Hanson 
Paper form 

I am a long time resident of McKinney and am deeply against prop C for 
changing the roads. It will affect a horse facility where I board and many 
residences and other businesses. This change will all but destroy the 
peaceful atmosphere many of us enjoy at Tara Royal Equestrian Center. I 
am in facor of option D.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted.  

112  4/20/2023 Annette P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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113  2/6/2023 
April / Gary 

Gibson 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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114  2/23/2023 April Rice Online 

"I oppose Section C and ask that you reconsider section D for the following 
reasons: 
1) our friends and family who have a horse rescue and multiple young 
children under age 5 will be displaced. 
2) Section C will displace 4X the residents compared to Section D. 
3) section C will displace 4X the businesses compared to Section D. 
4) Section C displaces 7 Community Resources, where Section D displaces 
0. 
5) Section C damages one of the largest remaining forests in Collin County, 
71% more than Section D. 
6) Section C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. 
7) Section C also has worse traffic performance. 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure. Based on TxDOT's 
evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced by either Segment C 
or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be acquired from any 
community facility either. More details about community facilities can be 
found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community facilities are 
defined as a physical feature provided – either by the municipality as a 
public service or by a private entity – within the community for the benefit 
of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, community centers, post 
office, library, etc.). The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on 
cultural resources within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic 
Resources including any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed 
or NRHP-eligible structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, 
including Section 4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would 
be affected by the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More 
information about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the 
DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
The proposed US 380 project could influence future land use changes 
within the Area of Influence (AOI) (defined in Section 3.15.2 of the DEIS); 
however, new and planned residential developments are more likely to 
influence changes in land use patterns, changes in land cover, and induce 
growth within the AOI than construction of any of the roadway segments. 
According to input from the City of McKinney, the proposed project would 
support future commercial and industrial development around Segment C; 
however, the proposed project would not be the primary factor considered 
in making land use decisions in the area. 
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 
2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies that can 
be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-
gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as 
provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on impacts 
to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and fish and 
wildlife species.  TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the 
impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things 
TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, 
the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the 
Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation 
strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections 
to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from 
streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill 
material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation 
credits from stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the US and wetlands.  
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

115  2/17/2023 April Williams Email 

I strongly object to route C it make zero sense to distrupt that many homes 
when Route D does not. Even looking at the map the proposed Route C 
makes zero sense to me.  
April Williams  

Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted.  
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116  2/16/2023 Ariana N Online 

I live in the Reserve near Coit and Westridge. I really don't understand why 
this plan is dumpling (a) onto Coit and 380. This area is going to cause 
gridlock at this intersection. An intersection that is already very busy for the 
businesses, homes and schools in this area. Why would this line not be 
carried through Prosper and exit out onto Preston? I believe that was the 
original plan. Point being that it will cause a hardship to the folks including 
myself and my family to have this line dump out into our main exit from our 
neighborhoods and schools up here. I oppose this part of the plan.  

Your comment and opposition to the project is noted. It is important to note 
that TxDOT is conducting another project to the west of the US 380 from 
Coit Road to FM 1827 project. TxDOT is developing the schematic design 
and environmental documentation for a potential freeway along US 380 
from Teel Parkway/Championship Dr to west of Lakewood Dr. More 
information about the project is posted at 
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/projects/us-highways/us-380-from-
teel-parkwaychampionship-drive-to-west-of-lakewood-drive-prosperfri.  

117  4/20/2023 Arlin H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to segment A. YES to segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

118  4/19/2023 Arnab Paul Email 

Dear Stephen,   
I am writing to express my strong opposition to TxDOT's plans to acquire my 
commercial property on the NEQ of US Highway 380 and Walnut Grove 
Road in McKinney. As per our lease contract, we are about to begin 
construction of a multi-tenant building for my tenants, and the proposed 
acquisition will significantly disrupt their lives, as well as those of countless 
small businesses and their employees across Texas. Relocating 
businesses, customers, and employees will cause considerable 
inconvenience, not to mention the fact that the acquisition of land for the 
bypass will undermine the property rights of local landowners. Additionally, 
I am concerned that the proposed compensation for the acquisition of 
these properties is much lower than their actual worth, leading to financial 
hardship for many business owners, including myself. In contrast, I believe 
that the city of McKinney's resolution for an alternative route (Segment B) 
is a much better option. Therefore, I urge you to reconsider the proposed 
ROW bypass (Segment A) and find alternative solutions that do not require 
the acquisition of land. Our community deserves better, and it is crucial 
that we work together to find a solution that benefits all stakeholders. 
Finally, I want to emphasize that I strongly oppose the acquisition of my 
property, as it will cause significant hardship for my family. Thank you for 
your time and consideration. Best regards, 
Arnab Paul 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. The project is needed 
because population growth within the central portion of Collin County has 
caused increases in current and forecasted traffic volumes that exceed the 
capacity of US 380 between Coit Road and FM 1827, leading to increased 
congestion, reduced mobility, and higher crash rates compared to other 
similar roadways in the region. The purpose of the proposed action is to 
manage congestion, improve east-west mobility, and improve safety. More 
information about the purpose and need for the project is available in 
Section 1.0 of the DEIS starting on page 1-1. Even if all the planned 
roadways in Collin County, including the Outer Loop, are built, existing US 
380 will continue to experience a failing level of service in the future. The 
regional model shows that both east to west freeways are needed to 
relieve congestion. 
 
All alternatives and segments studied would require TxDOT to acquire 
property.  
 
All right-of-way acquisition would be completed in accordance with the 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 
1970, as amended. Brochures, including two booklets titled “The Purchase 
of Right of Way,” and “Relocation Assistance,” are available on the project 
website. These booklets contain detailed information to inform property 
owners of their rights and provide information about the TxDOT right-of-way 
acquisition process. Individual property acquisition cost and relocation 
assistance will be evaluated based on fair market value determined by an 
independent third-party appraiser. If the appraisal process indicates that 
the remaining property will have a lesser value after the project is 
constructed, the property owner will be offered an amount for damages to 
be included in the total offer made by TxDOT. 
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119  4/20/2023 Arthur N 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Current design of Segment A reduces emergency vehicle access to Tucker 
Hill and increases noice level. For comparison check the noise level of 
Central Expressway and Southwestern Blvd in Dallas. 

Your comment is noted. The traffic and safety analysis, completed during 
the EIS process, indicates that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets 
the criteria of managing congestion, improving east-west mobility, and 
improving safety. According to Section 3.6.3.3 of the DEIS, TxDOT will 
coordinate with emergency responders to prevent disruptions in service 
during phased construction of the proposed project and will develop a 
traffic management plan as discussed further in Section 3.17. The 
proposed grade separated interchanges and intersection improvements 
(including U-turns) along the proposed frontage roads would reduce 
congestion at major cross-streets allowing emergency vehicles to bypass 
traffic lights, shortening transit times through the Study Area.  
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill. It is important to note that TxDOT is already 
proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by depressing the 
mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 
to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers.  

120  
3/9/2023 

3/10/2023 
Ash Hack Email (2) 

Thank you, my children attend McClure elementary school, and there are 
many concerns with the current proposal.  
Stephen, please hear us out… 
Comment: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Ash Hack 
469-410-2635 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

121  3/16/2023 Ashley Haydel 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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122  3/24/2023 Ashley Holley Email 

US 380 Bypass NE McKinney 
Oppose C (Catastrophe) and Support D (Decent) 
Reasons 
• C severely damages one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin 
County  
• C destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodlands and 141% more 
acres of grassland and prairie. 
• C disturbs the wetland that serve as refuge for wildlife, including 
beavers, river otters, turtles, migratory and non-migratory water and forest 
birds, frogs, etc. 
• C eliminates a large area of suitable habitat for endangered/ threatened 
species. 
• C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife (prefers Segment D). 
• C affects and displaces 383% more homes (29 vs. 6), 300% more 
businesses (16 vs. 4), and more community resources. 
• Most importantly, this will ruin our family home, our family property 
where we have multiple rescue horses, cows, donkeys, chickens, dogs, and 
cats. The property that my kids get to grow up spending time with their 
grandparents. All the memories we’ve made and want to continue making. 
This is the property where we spend EVERY holiday together with the whole 
family. It’s not right that you can take that from us. How much blood, 
sweat, and tears went into creating and building our family home, taking 
care of all these animals. Option D just makes the most sense. Less 
families will be destroyed by this plan. Thank you for taking the time to 
read this, God bless. 
-Ashley 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure. Based on TxDOT's 
evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced by either Segment C 
or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be acquired from any 
community facility either. More details about community facilities can be 
found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community facilities are 
defined as a physical feature provided – either by the municipality as a 
public service or by a private entity – within the community for the benefit 
of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, community centers, post 
office, library, etc.). The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on 
cultural resources within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic 
Resources including any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed 
or NRHP-eligible structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, 
including Section 4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would 
be affected by the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More 
information about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the 
DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
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data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
The proposed US 380 project could influence future land use changes 
within the Area of Influence (AOI) (defined in Section 3.15.2 of the DEIS); 
however, new and planned residential developments are more likely to 
influence changes in land use patterns, changes in land cover, and induce 
growth within the AOI than construction of any of the roadway segments. 
According to input from the City of McKinney, the proposed project would 
support future commercial and industrial development around Segment C; 
however, the proposed project would not be the primary factor considered 
in making land use decisions in the area. 
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 
2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies that can 
be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-
gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as 
provide TPWD the opportunity to comment.  TPWD commented on impacts 
to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and fish and 
wildlife species.  TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the 
impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things 
TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, 
the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the 
Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation 
strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections 
to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from 
streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill 
material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation 
credits from stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the US and wetlands.   
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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123  3/29/2023 Ashley Pepkin Online 

I would prefer that 380 stay on 380 and the Outer Loop project be 
expedited to alleviate trafffic on 380, but if that is not possible then I would 
support the Blue (A-E-C) route and keep this road out of Prosper. 

Your comment is noted. The project is needed because population growth 
within the central portion of Collin County has caused increases in current 
and forecasted traffic volumes that exceed the capacity of US 380 between 
Coit Road and FM 1827, leading to increased congestion, reduced mobility, 
and higher crash rates compared to other similar roadways in the region. 
The purpose of the proposed action is to manage congestion, improve 
east-west mobility, and improve safety. More information about the 
purpose and need for the project is available in Section 1.0 of the DEIS 
starting on page 1-1. Even if all the planned roadways in Collin County, 
including the Outer Loop, are built, existing US 380 will continue to 
experience a failing level of service in the future. The regional model shows 
that both east to west freeways are needed to relieve congestion.  
 
TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative as its Preferred Alternative, which 
includes Segment A along the existing US 380 in Prosper. This means that 
the new location portion of the freeway would not diverge from the existing 
US 380 into the Town of Prosper. 

124  2/16/2023 Ashley Swim Paper form 

Our two kids are growing up on this property where my husband and I get 
the privilege to live. This would greatly affect our family! Our 2 kids 2 and 1 
wouldn't get to live with their grandparents anymore. This land is where we 
have all the holidays and get togethers. This land that my father-in law 
works so hard to keep nice and clean so everyone can enjoy it. Also, the 
horses, cows, donkeys that we rescued. Please don't put this road through 
this property! 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. All right-of-way 
acquisition would be completed in accordance with the Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as 
amended. Brochures, including two booklets titled “The Purchase of Right 
of Way,” and “Relocation Assistance,” are available on the project website. 
These booklets contain detailed information to inform property owners of 
their rights and provide information about the TxDOT right-of-way 
acquisition process. Property owners are entitled to fair market value 
compensation and relocation assistance, among other services. 

125  3/28/2023 Ashok Ramasamy Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Ashok Ramasamy 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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126  3/15/2023 Athena Thomas Email 

Hello, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sincerely, 
Athena Thomas 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

127  3/7/2023 Audlayne Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

128  3/7/2023 Audlayne Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

129  4/3/2023 Ava Brown 
Written Comment 

Form 

You may not live in SBR but if you did would YOU want this done to your 
community? Would you agree to the option that's more expensive? Would 
you want your quiet community to have to have a 12 lane freeway? Please 
think about how this will affect thousands of families and businesses. This 
plan is going to descourage families from moving here. 
Ava Brown 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. The purpose of the proposed action is to manage congestion, 
improve east-west mobility, and improve safety. More information about 
the purpose and need for the project is available in Section 1.0 of the DEIS 
starting on page 1-1.  
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130  2/6/2023 
Avalon Legacy 

Ranch 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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131  1/26/2023 B.T. Online 

Stop trying to build a bypass which both towns and citizens do NOT want! Your comment and opposition to the project is noted. Results of public and 
stakeholder input are available on the Segment Analysis Matrix found at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  

132  4/20/2023 Bailey P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

133  2/25/2023 Barbara Andrews Email 

Dear Mr. Endres: 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   
Sincerely, 
Barbara Andrews 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

134  3/16/2023 Barbara Barnett 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

135  2/17/2023 Barbara Crouch Online 

TxDOT has it right....no McKinney by-pass through Prosper.  For years, the 
town has said no and I presume people understand that no-means-no.  So, 
No McKinney by-pass through Prosper means "NO MCKINNEY BY PASS 
THROUGH PROSPER".  Thank you for siding with TxDot.  They have it right. 

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  

136  4/19/2023 Barbara Dailey Email 

I oppose segment A - it costs more money and will displace more 
businesses and established homes. 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. According to Section 
3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, Segment A potentially 
displaces two residences and Segment B would potentially displace four 
residences. Segment A would potentially displace 14 businesses and 
Segment B would potentially displace none. 
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137  3/16/2023 Barbara Geiger 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

138  3/29/2023 Barbara Glass Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Barbara Glass 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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139  3/6/2023 Barbara Holden Email 

Dear Stephen, 
C severely damages one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin 
County. 
C destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodlands and 141% more 
acres of 
grassland and prairie. 
C disturbs the wetlands that serve as a refuge for wildlife, including 
beavers, river otters, turtles, migratory and non-migratory water and forest 
birds, frogs, etc. 
C eliminates a large area of suitable habitat for endangered/threatened 
species. 
C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife (prefers Segment D). 
C divides residential and farming/ranching communities. 
C affects and displaces significantly more homes, businesses, and 
community resources. 
C has worse traffic performance (lower traffic capacity, slower travel 
speeds, and more elevation changes). 
Please oppose Segment C and make Segment D the preferred route. 
Signed,  
A very concerned resident, 
Barbara Holden 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure. Based on TxDOT's 
evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced by either Segment C 
or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be acquired from any 
community facility either. More details about community facilities can be 
found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community facilities are 
defined as a physical feature provided – either by the municipality as a 
public service or by a private entity – within the community for the benefit 
of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, community centers, post 
office, library, etc.). The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on 
cultural resources within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic 
Resources including any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed 
or NRHP-eligible structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, 
including Section 4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would 
be affected by the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More 
information about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the 
DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
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data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 
2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies that can 
be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-
gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as 
provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on impacts 
to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and fish and 
wildlife species.  TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the 
impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things 
TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, 
the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the 
Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation 
strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections 
to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from 
streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill 
material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation 
credits from stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the US and wetlands.  
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

140  3/16/2023 
Barbara J. 
Copeland 

Stonebridge 
Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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141  2/6/2023 Barbara Petty 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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142  3/7/2023 Barbara Sandt Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

143  4/20/2023 Barbara Sano Email 

April 20, 2023 
To Whom It May Concern: 
As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s 
recommendation of Segment A over Segment B is fiscally irresponsible to 
the taxpayers costing over $150 MILLION more, applies criteria to support 
their decision inconsistently, and provides numerous biased, false, and 
inconsistent findings in their environmental study. Furthermore, there is 
objective evidence of political maneuvering, campaigning, and rezoning 
efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that has swayed TXDOT’s 
position, and I condemn these actions as unethical and improper. The 
preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the 
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021), 
decisions on an alignment must be based on what is practical and feasible 
from a technical and economic standpoint, RATHER THAN WHAT IS 
DESIRABLE FROM THE STANDPOINT OF THE AGENCY (TXDOT). 
 
Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
 
Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

144  4/20/2023 Barbara W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A. Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
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145  4/6/2023 Barnalee Paul Email 

Dear Stephen, 
I am writing to express my opposition to the TxDOT plans to acquire my 
commercial property that is located on NEC of US Highway 380 and Walnut 
Grove Road, McKinney. We’re about to start the construction to build a 
multi-tenant building that must be delivered to my tenants as per lease 
contract. The TXDOT plan will disrupt the lives of countless small 
businesses and their employees in the state of Texas. Not only will these 
businesses have to relocate, but also their customers and employees will 
be impacted to some degree, as well. Furthermore, the value of these 
properties is typically much lower than their actual worth, which means 
that the businesses will not receive a fair compensation for the property 
acquired. This could lead to financial hardship for many business owners 
as well as my property. I believe the city of McKinney has passed the 
resolution alternative route(Segment B) which will be the best option in my 
opinion. I urge TxDOT to reconsider their plans to acquire business 
properties for their projects. I believe there are other ways(Segment B) to 
achieve the same or better goals without negatively impacting the 
livelihoods of so many Texans. I strongly oppose acquiring my property 
because it will lead to hardship to my family. Thank you for your time and 
consideration. Sincerely 
Barnalee Paul  
214-9863967 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT 
during its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected 
through a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the 
public, municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the 
Blue Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  
 
All right-of-way acquisition would be completed in accordance with the 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 
1970, as amended. Brochures, including two booklets titled “The Purchase 
of Right of Way,” and “Relocation Assistance,” are available on the project 
website. These booklets contain detailed information to inform property 
owners of their rights and provide information about the TxDOT right-of-way 
acquisition process. Property owners are entitled to fair market value 
compensation and relocation assistance, among other services. 

146  3/14/2023 
Barry and Gale 

Rhoads 
Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Seems like 
politics has raised its ugly head as usual. Appears the City of McKinney is 
most affected from this project and has proven the case for B instead of 
Segment A.  Less costly and least impact on businesses and residential. I 
KNOW YOU CAN SEE THAT!!  BY THE WAY, thanks for destroying our CVS on 
ridge for a gravel dump or whatever! Smooth move Steve! SO DISGUSTED! 
Sincerely, 
Barry and Gale Rhoads 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. TxDOT selected the 
Blue Alternative, which is a combination of Segments A, E, and C, as the 
Preferred Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering 
public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation 
matrices. The decision is informed by both a qualitative and quantitative 
analysis. 
 
Refer to Section 2.4 in the DEIS for an explanation of why the Blue 
Alternative was selected over the other build alternatives.  
 
For more information, please reference the Alternatives Analysis Matrix in 
the DEIS in Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. You may also view the Segment 
Analysis Matrix on the Public Hearing website at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  

147  4/20/2023 Barry B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

B is the only real bypass!!! Your comment is noted.  
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148  4/20/2023 Barry F 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A Yes to segment. B. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

149  4/20/2023 Barry R 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Why is the city McKinney affected the most? Something is rotten in 
Denmark! 

Your comment is noted.  

150  3/15/2023 Bdn Dogs Email 

Subject: Change 380 bypass from route C to D 
I am writing to express my opposition to Route C on the TX-DOT Spur 399 
extension project. 
Route C affects and displaces significantly more homes, businesses, and 
community resources than route D. It also divides the residential and 
farming/ranching communities that make this area of Collin County 
unique. Perhaps even more concerning, Route C severely damages one of 
the largest remaining forests in central Collin County. It destroys 71% more 
acres of forests and woodland and 141% more acres of grassland and 
prairie than Route D. Not surprisingly, Route C is also strongly opposed by 
Texas Parks and Wildlife. 
Personally, Route C will destroy an area that I have known and loved as a 
long-time resident of Collin County. If Route C is imposed, we will lose 
access to community riding arenas, wooded trails, and outdoor pursuits. 
While Route C may be the more economical option in the short-term, Route 
D will preserve more developable land for future growth in Collin County by 
making use of flood plain space that is otherwise unusable. 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. This US 380 EIS project and the Spur 399 Extension project are 
separate projects with independent utility. Both Segments C and D can be 
connected to the Spur 399 Preferred Alternative and that is how they were 
evaluated in the DEIS. The decision for the US 380 Preferred Alternative is 
not based on the Preferred Alternative for Spur 399.  
 
According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D (with the 
Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 businesses, 
while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would potentially 
displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace seven 
residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 residences. 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
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approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
The proposed US 380 project could influence future land use changes 
within the Area of Influence (AOI) (defined in Section 3.15.2 of the DEIS); 
however, new and planned residential developments are more likely to 
influence changes in land use patterns, changes in land cover, and induce 
growth within the AOI than construction of any of the roadway segments. 
According to input from the City of McKinney, the proposed project would 
support future commercial and industrial development around Segment C; 
however, the proposed project would not be the primary factor considered 
in making land use decisions in the area. 
 
TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the impacts 
mentioned in their comments were several of the many things TxDOT had 
to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, the natural 
resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the Preferred 
Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation strategies 
such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections to span 
streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from streams 
and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill material in 
jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation credits from 
stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation for impacts to 
waters of the US and wetlands.  

151  2/19/2023 Becky Hilton Email 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
I am writing to strongly urge you to choose Option D as the plan for the 380 
Bypass/Spur 399 Extension. Too many of our small, invaluable Texas 
ranches would be destroyed by Option C. I know that Texas continues to 
grow by leaps and bounds and additional roadways are inevitable, but if we 
do not preserve these iconic areas and ranches when we can, very soon 
Texas will be unrecognizable. Option C would be a devastating choice given 
its negative impact to the environment, residents and future development 
potential. Please do all you can to protect Texas and this rural part of 
McKinney! Thank you, 
Becky Hilton 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted.  
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152  3/31/2023 Becky Kron Email (2) 

Here is why: 
1. Severely damages one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin 
County 
2. Destroy 71% more acres of forests and woodlands 
3. Destroys 141% more acres of grassland and prairie 
4. Disturbs the wetland that serve as refuge for wildlife including beavers, 
river otters, turtles, migratory and non-migratory water and forest birds, 
frogs, etc. 
5. Eliminates a large area of suitable habitat for endangered/threatened 
species. 
6. Affects and displaces 383% more of homes ( 29 versus 6) 
7. Affects and displaces 300% more businesses ( 16 versus 4) 
8. Affects and displaces more community resources 
9. Strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife 
Please OPPOSE 380 BYPASS ROUTE C!                                                                    
Clearly, ROUTE C SHOULD NOT BE CONSIDERED,  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be 
displaced by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would 
not be acquired from any community facility either. More details about 
community facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. 
Community facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by 
the municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.). The EIS evaluates the effects 
of the proposed action on cultural resources within the Area of Potential 
Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including any National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible structures, landscapes, 
districts, or archeological sites, including Section 4(f) properties. No NRHP-
eligible historic resources would be affected by the Blue Preferred 
Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information about cultural 
resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
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The proposed US 380 project could influence future land use changes 
within the Area of Influence (AOI) (defined in Section 3.15.2 of the DEIS); 
however, new and planned residential developments are more likely to 
influence changes in land use patterns, changes in land cover, and induce 
growth within the AOI than construction of any of the roadway segments. 
According to input from the City of McKinney, the proposed project would 
support future commercial and industrial development around Segment C; 
however, the proposed project would not be the primary factor considered 
in making land use decisions in the area. 
 
TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the impacts 
mentioned in their comments were several of the many things TxDOT had 
to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, the natural 
resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the Preferred 
Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation strategies 
such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections to span 
streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from streams 
and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill material in 
jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation credits from 
stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation for impacts to 
waters of the US and wetlands.  

153  2/20/2023 Becky Roper Email 

Hello Stephen, 
I am writing about my experiences at Amber Block’s property at 2548 FM 
2933 and the affect of loosing that to route C. I am Amber’s horse trainer 
and have ridden multiple horses and given lessons on her property. Many 
of my clients have come over for trail rides and arena work. We have had 
parties, bonfires, pool parties, so many gatherings. This would be 
catastrophic to loose this home and land. The contribution she has 
provided for my business has been invaluable. Thank you for reading this 
email. 
Becky Roper 
USEA ECP Certified Instructor, Trainer, and Coach in Area 5  

Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted.  

154  4/20/2023 Ben H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Option A is going to disrupt the lives of many more people than Option B. 
Option A cost $100 million if tax payer money. How have we become so 
irresponsible with public funds? Option B is cheaper…..Prosper needs to 
understand that. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. 
 
The preliminary cost estimate for each segment is one of the many factors 
TxDOT considered when determining the Preferred Alternative, as shown in 
Figure 2-13 of the DEIS. As final design continues, cost estimates will be 
updated, and will factor in the costs of right-of-way acquisition. Impacts to 
future developments will also be re-evaluated. It is important to note that 
these costs are high-level estimates, using the information available now.  
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155  3/10/2023 Ben Hart Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely 
concerned Stonebridge Ranch Resident, 
Ben Hart 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

156  3/15/2023 Ben Portis Email 

Good Afternoon Mr. Stephen Endres, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Ben Portis 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

157  3/14/2023 Benita Elias Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Benita Elias 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

158  1/15/2023 Benjamin Cable Online 

I stand in strong opposition to Segment B - Brown and Gold plans. We are 
moving to Prosper this March. 

Your comment is noted. The Preferred Alternative selected was the Blue 
Alternative, which does not include Segment B.  
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159  1/31/2023 Benjamin Smith Online 

Homeowners have made it very clear there is no desire to expand 380 and 
have a bypass. As a town and community we have been very clear about 
our opposition. to the bypass. Providing another option does nothing more 
than infuriate the citizens. Please look for other alternatives further north 
for a limited access road. Thank you!  

Your comment and opposition to the project is noted. Results of public 
input are available on the Segment Analysis Matrix that can be found at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  
 
It is important to note that there are also similar impacts and challenges in 
constructing a freeway north of Bloomdale Road/Prosper Trail. Initial traffic 
analysis conducted during the US 380 Collin County Feasibility Study 
indicated that locating an alternative further north did not address US 380 
congestion and would not satisfy regional travel demands. 

160  4/20/2023 Bentley D 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Yes b Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

161  3/16/2023 Berle Barnett 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

162  2/21/2023 Bernard J. Noel Email 

Sir, 
As a resident of Stonebridge, in McKinney, TX, I am writing to you today to 
express my total opposition to have the new 308 "by pass" use segment 
"A": Building a new freeway on segment "A" is a non-sense, it will cost more 
than using segment "B", and it will affect thousands of residents, versus 
one wealthy lady with horses who might have to relocate if segment "B" is 
chosen! You can go with B-E-D or B-E-C, but not F (total non-sense!) nor A-E-
D or A-E-C (also total non-sense!!!!!) Thank you for your common sense and 
cooperation, Sir, and for NOT choosing segment "A". 
V/r, 
Bernard Noel 
6504 Alderbrook Place 
McKinney, TX 75071 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
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163  3/8/2023 Bernard J. Noel Email 

Sir: 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Bernard J. Noel 
Investigator 
U.S. Dept. of Labor- Occupational Safety & Health Administration (OSHA)  
Office of the Whistleblower Protection Program 
525 South Griffin St., Suite 602 
Dallas, Texas 75202 
Office: 972-850-4162 
Cell: 405-850-7910 
Email: noel.bernard.j@dol.gov 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

164  4/20/2023 Bernard N 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A!!!!!!! Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

165  4/3/2023 Bernie Brown 
Written Comment 

Form 

To: TXDOT 
Re: 380 ByPass, McKinney, TX 
As an interested citizen and homeowner in McKinney, TX, I strongly oppose 
option A and encourage TXDOT to select the less expensive option B. 
Option A is far more expensive and intrusive - it only makes sense to go 
with option B - why choose A? Thank you, 
Bernie Brown 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. Some of TxDOT's top considerations in choosing Segment A over 
Segment B, because Segment A: 
-Displaces fewer homes in comparison to Segment B  
-Results in fewer impacts to planned future residential homes  
-Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west 
of Custer Road  
-Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment 
-Avoids impact to ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the 
subject of substantial public concern  
-Requires acquisition of less ROW than Segment B  
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166  3/16/2023 Bernie Brown 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

167  3/16/2023 Bernie Brown 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

168  3/7/2023 Beth Cromwell Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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169  2/17/2023 Beth Giles Email 

Stephen, 
I oppose the proposed Route C for the 380 Bypass as it affects more 
homes than the proposed D.  Many community resources and homes 
would be disrupted  with the proposed route C rather than the Route D 
which is mostly flood plains and fewer homes. 
Thank you for your consideration. 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  

170  3/29/2023 Beth Hall Email 

Hi Stephen, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Thank you, 
Beth Hall 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

171  4/20/2023 Betty B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I would love it to bypass all of McKinney. Bring a senior is a challenge in 
McKinney due to traffic! 

Your comment is noted.  

172  4/20/2023 Betty P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to A. YES TO B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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173  4/17/2023 Betty Prindle Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

174  2/6/2023 
Beverly 

Beauchamp 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
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The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

175  2/27/2023 
Beverly 

Beauchamp 
Email 

Please support Plan D for the 380 bypass. Plan C destroys much more 
forest and wetlands and is opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. 
Beverly Beauchamp 
McKinney Tx 75071 
Sent from my iPad 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. 
Segment C would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, 
forest, prairies and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain 
and regulatory floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the 
East Fork Trinity River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting 
nearly one-third of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway 
impacted by Segment D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT 
would use bridges to span regulatory floodways and to minimize the 
placement of fill material, including bridge bents, within both the mapped 
100-year floodplain and the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway 
alignment outside of the mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such 
as Segment C) would require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to 
be built reducing anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 
3.11.1 of the DEIS, the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would 
impact approximately 589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland 
Prairie/grassland, floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, 
native invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau 
woodlands/savanna grassland, row crops, and some open water based on 
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping 
Systems of Texas (EMST) data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment 
D) would impact approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. 
The Alternatives Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue 
Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres 
of riparian and upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the 
proposed ROW not in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple 
Alternative.  
 
TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the impacts 
mentioned in their comments were several of the many things TxDOT had 
to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, the natural 
resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the Preferred 
Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation strategies 
such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections to span 
streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from streams 
and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill material in 
jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation credits from 
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stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation for impacts to 
waters of the US and wetlands.   

176  2/6/2023 
Bhargav / 

Rachana Patel 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
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about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

177  3/16/2023 Bianca Urioste 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

178  3/21/2023 Bill Terrell Email 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
I agree with the Segment A routing of the TxDot preferred alignment of the 
380 Bypass. Thanks, 
Bill Terrell 
8564 CR 858 
McKinney, TX 
75071 

Your comment and support of Segment A is noted.  

179  3/28/2023 Blake Hall Email 

Hi Stephen,  
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Blake Hall 
(214) 793-3051 
blakeallenhall@yahoo.com 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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180  3/29/2023 Blake Hunter Online 

I would prefer that 380 stay on 380 and the Outer Loop project be 
expedited to alleviate trafffic on 380, but if that is not possible then I would 
support the Blue (A-E-C) route and keep this road out of Prosper. 

Your comment is noted. The project is needed because population growth 
within the central portion of Collin County has caused increases in current 
and forecasted traffic volumes that exceed the capacity of US 380 between 
Coit Road and FM 1827, leading to increased congestion, reduced mobility, 
and higher crash rates compared to other similar roadways in the region. 
The purpose of the proposed action is to manage congestion, improve 
east-west mobility, and improve safety. More information about the 
purpose and need for the project is available in Section 1.0 of the DEIS 
starting on page 1-1. Even if all the planned roadways in Collin County, 
including the Outer Loop, are built, existing US 380 will continue to 
experience a failing level of service in the future. The regional model shows 
that both east to west freeways are needed to relieve congestion.  
 
TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative as its Preferred Alternative, which 
includes Segment A along the existing US 380 in Prosper. This means that 
the new location portion of the freeway would not diverge from the existing 
US 380 into the Town of Prosper. 

181  4/20/2023 Bo L 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A I strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the 
preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

182  3/17/2023 Bob Andrzejewski Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Bob Andrzejewski 
17-year McKinney resident 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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183  3/15/2023 Bob Benson Email 

Stephen, 
As a concerned citizen of the area of discussion, I am completely 
"perplexed" as to this extension...an EIS has been completed, a DEIS has 
been created and according to process and protocols, as well as, 
precedence set in almost all "like projects", this one...for some reason 
continues. I applaud you and all that have diligently worked on this, and I 
trust that ALL aspects considered have shown proof that the proper route 
for the Bypass, just East of Tucker Hill will prevail. As has been studied and 
considered, the Parks and Recreation areas, School and Academic 
structures, amenities for the Disabled, existing housing for families and 
seniors, wildlife...all of the above have been "saved" based on the current 
position. SEGMENT A is truly the proper path... Thank you, 
Bob Benson 

Your comment and support of Segment A is noted.  

184  3/8/2023 Bob Botsford Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the Bypass of US 380 from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand that TXDOT has an existing option, 
Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney 
residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall 
disruption to the 36,000 residents of Stonebridge Ranch residents and 
thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge to Implement 
Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 
to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Bob Botsford 
513 Creekside Dr. 
McKinney, TX 75071 
Cell 972-365-1955 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

185  3/13/2023 Bob Clough Email 

Good morning, I would like to formally request an extension of the 
comment period as we need more time to assess the impact and possible 
mitigation measures that can be taken to protect Tucker Hill, as well as, 
other neighborhoods and businesses affected by Segment A.  
Robert Clough 
7312 Easley Dr 
McKinney, TX 75071 
Bob 

This US 380 Project’s comment period has been longer than most because 
it opened when the DEIS was announced, which was January 13, 2023. 
TxDOT granted two separate 15-day extensions to the comment period to 
close April 20, 2023 instead of March 21, 2023 as advertised at the Public 
Hearing.   
 
Detailed study information is available in the DEIS document posted at 
www.kwww.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. 
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186  2/6/2023 
Bob Qualls / 

Debbie Bradshaw 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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187  2/16/2023 Bob Seei Paper form 

Thank you for listening to most everyone! Your comment is noted. 

188  4/4/2023 Bob Thomas Email 

Stephen, 
A few questions regarding the proposed schematics of the 380 bypass and 
how it affects our property located at the Northwest corner of Hwy 380 and 
FM 1827: 
1. Can you confirm the location of our property on the 380 flyover:  
2. Can you provide any illustrations reflecting where proposed street lights 
or stoplights will be located around our property? 
3. What access will be allowed to our property from 380 and FM 1827? 
4. Can you provide details of the proposed drainage shown on our property 
below: 
Thank you, 
Bob Thomas 
469-879-0405 

The proposed right-of-way shown on the proposed interim design change 
on the FM 1827/proposed US 380 interchange board is the right-of-way 
TxDOT will be clearing as part of the FEIS. 
 
The need for high mast or safety lighting along the freeway will be decided 
during the next stage of project development which is final design. A traffic 
signal warrant study will also be performed to evaluate if signalized 
intersections are needed at the intersections of the proposed US 380 
frontage roads and existing US 380. 
 
TxDOT is currently showing a potential driveway location that could access 
University on the south side of the property and onto the new frontage 
road, but other points of access can be obtained by property owner 
requests through the driveway permitting process to the TxDOT Collin 
County Area Office.  
 
TxDOT is proposing culverts on TxDOT proposed ROW at the southeast 
corner just outside the property limits at University. Potential access 
locations and proposed drainage are indicated on the schematic roll plots. 
The Schematic Viewing Guide provides guidance on how to read the roll 
plots. 

189  4/20/2023 Bob Y 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Segment B is the only one that makes sense. We need to save taxpayer 
money and keep this road away from our existing neighborhoods and 
businesses. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

190  3/21/2023 Bobbi Hoenigman Email 

Strongly urging TXDOT to pick Segment D for the 380 Bypass at 
mckinney……..Segment c is too harmful to too many residents. 
Bobbi Hoenigman 
MIniEncounters Mini Therapy Horses 
P.O. Box 342 
Melissa TX 75454 
214-707-2734 cell 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted.  
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191  4/20/2023 Bogdan D 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Plan B is simply the most logical choice. I oppose Segment A. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

192  2/6/2023 Bonnie Rubarts 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
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about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

193  3/18/2023 Brad Davis Online 

I am confused by how this winding loop around McKinney improves 
mobility.  US 380 is not a major highway, it has a history of being a 
highway, but its just a city street now.  You’ve done a poor job of explaining 
the problem you are trying to solve.  The road has a lot of cars, but that is 
not because it needs to be rerouted, its because its the only E/W option.   
Collin County Outer loop (just 5 miles north of your proposal), would be a 
better use of public funds.  Extending Wilmeth and Bloomdale to Prosper 
would ease 380 traffic.  Building Laud Howell as a option between the 
tollway and 75 would be a better use of public funds.  There are many 
other options to help alleviate US380 and improve mobility in and around 
McKinney.  The problem with 380 in McKinney is that there is no other 
route from East Collin County to West Collin County.  This proposal does not 
solve that problem, look at diverting funds to other already planned E/W 
projects to provide more options for drivers. 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. The project is needed 
because population growth within the central portion of Collin County has 
caused increases in current and forecasted traffic volumes that exceed the 
capacity of US 380 between Coit Road and FM 1827, leading to increased 
congestion, reduced mobility, and higher crash rates compared to other 
similar roadways in the region. The purpose of the proposed action is to 
manage congestion, improve east-west mobility, and improve safety. More 
information about the purpose and need for the project is available in 
Section 1.0 of the DEIS starting on page 1-1.  
 
Even if all the planned roadways in Collin County, including the Outer Loop, 
are built, existing US 380 will continue to experience a failing level of 
service in the future. The regional model shows that both east to west 
freeways are needed to relieve congestion. 

194  3/6/2023 Brad Johnson Online 

supporting  “plan B”  
It costs  $98.8 million less and has a lesser impact to citizens. 
Any support for the other plan is a non starter. 
Why waste $100 million when plan B is the obvious choice?? 

Your comment and support of Segment B is noted. TxDOT selected the 
Blue Alternative, which is a combination of Segments A, E, and C, as the 
Preferred Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering 
public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation 
matrices. The decision is informed by both a qualitative and quantitative 
analysis. 
 
Refer to Section 2.4 in the DEIS for an explanation of why the Blue 
Alternative was selected over the other Build Alternatives.  
 
For more information, please reference the Alternatives Analysis Matrix in 
the DEIS in Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. You may also view the Segment 
Analysis Matrix on the Public Hearing website at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  
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195  3/30/2023 Brad Shaw Email 

Senator Paxton, Representative Leach, and Mr. Endres: 
I oppose Segment C and support Segment D for several reasons. One is 
the lower environmental impact. I am very concerned about damaging the 
forest and wetlands. Segment C has a good number of threatened species 
living in it. One of the species is the alligator turtle.  It is a very unique 
looking turtle and I don’t want this habitat destroyed. When I compare 
Segment C and Segment D, it’s very obvious that there’s so many more 
homes and businesses affected on Segment C. There are small 
communities along C that would become divided. Farms and ranches 
would be cut in half. There’s horse rescue, llama rescue, bee keeping and 
high school scholarships, equestrian center, wedding venue, therapeutic 
riding, blacksmith shop, Boy Scout camp, Heron rookery, river otters, Air 
B&B, horse recuperation barn, running cattle, hay production, horse 
ranches, and a pecan farm, to name a few of the businesses and 
community services that will be gone. Additionally, the way the decision to 
move from Segment D to Segment C was a bit sketchy and last minute. 
That deserves an investigation into who influenced that last minute, 
uncommunicated change. Please help us by opposing Segment C and 
choosing the more favorable route for the environment and for business, 
Segment D. Thank you, 
Brad Shaw 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. It is important to note that TxDOT must comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and uses the TxDOT environmental 
compliance process for state and local projects. Any TxDOT environmental 
document, such as the one created for this study, must meet standards 
required by TxDOT policy to comply with FHWA NEPA compliance 
procedures and Title 43, Chapter 2 of the Texas Administrative Code.  
 
According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D (with the 
Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 businesses, 
while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would potentially 
displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace seven 
residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 residences. 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. No NRHP-
eligible historic resources would be affected by the Blue Preferred 
Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information about cultural 
resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
The proposed US 380 project could influence future land use changes 
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within the Area of Influence (AOI) (defined in Section 3.15.2 of the DEIS); 
however, new and planned residential developments are more likely to 
influence changes in land use patterns, changes in land cover, and induce 
growth within the AOI than construction of any of the roadway segments. 
According to input from the City of McKinney, the proposed project would 
support future commercial and industrial development around Segment C; 
however, the proposed project would not be the primary factor considered 
in making land use decisions in the area. 

196  2/25/2023 
Braden 

Morehead 
Email 

Good morning Stephen, 
I wanted to reach out and voice my opinion as a homeowner that I believe 
we should vote NO to Segment A, and YES to Segment B. As a homeowner 
and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of 
Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by 
TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Thanks, 
Braden Morehead 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

197  4/20/2023 Bradley M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A and Yes to Segment B. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

198  2/28/2023 Bradley Tidwell Online 

I don't understand how the final path for the 380 bypass/highway would 
help the current situation of traffic on the current 380.  Looking at all the 
alternatives, it seems that the golden alternative would make the most 
sense.  This alternative would cause less disruptions with current traffic 
flow.  It also would provide a connection directly to the McKinney Airport.  
which to my understanding the plan for that airport is to make it bigger and 
provide airline flights out of McKinney. I also have a personal objection to 
route C do to it would affect the farm/horse ranch that is helping my 
daughters mental state with private horse ride therapy.  Which makes 
route D more favored than C.  Again, D would provide a direct connection to 
the McKinney Airport regardless of the other routes chosen. I hope that my 
voice will be heard and my arguments taking in the consideration of the 
final plan. 
Best regards, 
Brad Tidwell 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, 
indicates that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of 
managing congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. 
More detailed information can be found in Appendix I of the DEIS posted at 
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  
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199  2/6/2023 Brandi Carroll 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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200  3/14/2023 Brandi Gomez Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Brandi Gomez 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

201  4/20/2023 Brandi M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A — yes to segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

202  2/5/2023 Brandi Martin Online 

I commute to Oklahoma every single day for work and have to drive on 380 
from I35 to McKinney and it is HORRIBLE, however, in no way shape or 
form am I willing to support this going through my community or 
neighborhood.  380 in McKinney is nothing compared to the stop and go 
traffic from Prosper toward Denton. I agree we do need an alternate route, 
but not where this is proposed.  This build needs to have been curved out 
north prior to Coit— this location solves nothing. Please DO NOT build this 
monstrosity! This will be a horrible for McKinney neighborhoods, new 
drivers, students trying to get to the appropriate school zones, noise…etc. I 
would rather NOT BUILD than to have this destroy McKinney.  People by the 
masses (especially in Stonebridge) will move to other towns if this 
happens.  

Your comment and opposition to the project is noted. There are also similar 
impacts and challenges in constructing a freeway north of Bloomdale 
Road/Prosper Trail. Initial traffic analysis conducted during the US 380 
Collin County Feasibility Study indicated that locating an alternative further 
north did not address US 380 congestion and would not satisfy regional 
travel demands. 
 
A separate feasibility study was conducted for US 380 in Denton County. 
More information can be found at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/projects/us-highways/us-380-denton-
county-feasibility-study. The schematic design and environmental review 
are still a few years from beginning.  

203  3/14/2023 Brandi Martin Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Brandi Martin 
Sent from iPhone 
Sent from iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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204  2/6/2023 
Brandon / Cindy 

Webster 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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205  3/7/2023 
Brandon and 
Stacy Head 

Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Thank you, 
Brandon and Stacy Head 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

206  3/24/2023 Brandon Harmon Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely,  
Brandon Harmon  
La Cima Estates home owner 
Regards, Brandon 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

207  4/20/2023 Brandon R 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Please do the right thing. Route A DECREASES mobility. Why on earth 
would we do that?! 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. TxDOT named the 
Blue Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  
 
The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing 
congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. If 
constructed, the project would adhere to current design standards and 
address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. The freeway 
design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from driveways and other 
roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be available 
at signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of 
conflict points. 

208  3/15/2023 Brandon Rojas Online 

It's incredibly disappointing that TxDOT would choose section A over B. It 
makes no sense!! 3 homes and a non profit should not get in the way of 
literally millions of travelers and the commute of millions of people in our 
community. Please reconsider route B. This is the best route for the entire 
county, not .001% of the population. 

Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

209  3/26/2023 Brandon Rojas Email 

Hello Stephen,   
When this bypass was presented to us, Segment B affected the least 
amount of businesses, homes, the environment, reduced travel time, and 
most of all was the most cost effective. As a business owner in Mckinney 
I'm very disappointed that Segment A was chosen. This route is slower, will 
cost our city more, and ultimately affect our environment more than 
moving a business. Please reconsider all of the impacted homes and build 
Segment B. I appreciate your time! Sincerely,  
Brandon@dvinegrace.com  
M: 469-706-7812  |  P: 214-901-2311 
3747 Grace Ranch Trl.  
McKinney, TX 75071 
 
          

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 

210  4/20/2023 Brenda D 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Please keep some of this madness away from the more established 
neighborhoods. 

Your comment is noted.  

211  4/20/2023 Brenda Freund Email 

Hello Sir,  
My name is Brenda Freund and I moved into Tucker Hill in 2022. My son 
and his family, Graham and Jackie Weedon, also live here in Tucker Hill 
and have also written to you. As the first homeowner of a new construction 
home, I thought it important to be clear that at no time in the sale, 
construction, or closing did the possibility of a bypass come up. I'm deeply 
concerned because I live in the northeast corner of Tucker Hill which 
stands to lose the beautiful greenbelt ecosystem that separates Tucker Hill 
from Auburn Hills. I am also sharing the letter that my son and his wife sent 
you. I echo their comments, and stand behind the amazingly detailed and 
thoughtful letter that our neighbors have researched and written. With all 
the evidence that Segment B is the obvious superior choice, it begs the 
question what or who is influencing the decision to choose the more 
expensive and impactful Segment A. We're confident that if the authorities 
do their proper research and validation of all the factors, the only true, 
confident choice is Segment B. Thank you, 
Brenda Freund 
2713 Majestic Avenue 
Mckinney, Tx 75071 
337-485-9709 
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. While public input is 
one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during its decision-making 
process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected solely based on input from 
the public, municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named 
the Blue Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 
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212  3/30/2023 
Brendan 

Bogenschutz 
Online 

I definitely oppose route E. They should start at minimum one street further 
North. Not right next to currently built developments. It’s just not right. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment E is noted. It is important to note 
that there are also impacts and challenges in constructing a freeway north 
of Bloomdale Road/Prosper Trail, or along FM 1461. Initial traffic analysis 
conducted during the US 380 Collin County Feasibility Study indicated that 
locating an alternative further north did not address US 380 congestion 
and would not satisfy regional travel demands. 

213  3/23/2023 Brent Hoeppner Email 

Steven from TXDot, 
 
I thought they issued a resolution to expand 380 or build the bypass 
through Tucker Hill which is part of McKinney instead of a bypass running 
through Prosper and specifically the non-profit Main Gait. Main Gait has 
provided a resource for much needed therapy and volunteer opportunities 
for high school kids in the surrounding neighborhoods. Mayor Fuller is 
lobbying for the 380 business of McKinney, when they are the ones who 
benefit financially from the increase in traffic. We ask that TXdot hear our 
plight and not put the bypass through Prosper option B. It will most 
definitely cause a decrease in our home values, an increase in air pollution 
and noise pollution. It will negatively effect the existing schools and the 
new highschool going in off First street and the non-profit Main Gait. This is 
a McKinney issue, a result of poor planning and now they are trying to 
defer the negative results of this poor planning to Prosper! Many of the 
people of Prosper were not aware of this possibility when they purchased 
their homes. Please keep this highway bypass from going through the town 
of Prosper and ruining our community. Thank you, 
Whitley Place Prosper Resident 
Brent Hoeppner 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment and support of Segment A is noted. TxDOT selected the Blue 
Alternative as its Preferred Alternative, which includes Segment A along the 
existing US 380 in Prosper. This means that the new location portion of the 
freeway would not diverge from the existing US 380 into the Town of 
Prosper. 

214  2/25/2023 Brett Guillory Email 

NO to US380 Project Segment A, YES to Segment B 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   
Brett Guillory 
Stinebridge Ranch Residence 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  
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215  3/9/2023 Brett Lunde Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   
Brett Lunde 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

216  3/16/2023 Brett Talbot Email 

Mr. Stephen Endres,  
As a Stonebridge resident I strongly oppose Segment A.  TxDot has a 
different option in Segment B.  Segment B will cost less, reduce the tax 
burden, destroy fewer businesses and homes , and cause less disruption 
to thousands of Stonebridge Ranch residents and citizens of Mckinney. I 
STRONGLY support Segment B as the best option for US 380 Bypass from 
Coit Rd. to FM 1827. Thank you, 
Brett Talbot  
Stonebridge Ranch resident.   

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

217  3/16/2023 Brian A. Aguilar Email 

Mr. Endres, 
As a resident of the area under discussion, I am contacting you today to 
express my concern regarding the extension of the Comment Period.  As I 
understand, the DEIS was completed and approved in December 2022 and 
designated Segment A as the Recommended Alignment.  While I 
appreciate the thorough due diligence, precedent indicates that the 
standard for following process and protocols has been met.  As such, the 
continuation of the Comment Period is unnecessary and unwarranted. No 
amount of additional dialogue will alter the conclusions and 
recommendations detailed in the DEIS…of the four (4) reasonable 
alternatives evaluated, the proper route for the Bypass is Segment A. TxDot 
should close deliberations and proceed accordingly with the 
Recommended Alignment.  Segment A is, and will continue to be, the 
proper path forward. Respectfully, 
Brian A. Aguilar | Director of Corporate Accounts 
Philips Image Guided Therapy Devices 
214.970.8535  
brian.aguilar@philips.com 

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  
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218  3/7/2023 
Brian and 

Jennifer Watkins 
Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

219  3/12/2023 
Brian and Kay 

and Sydney and 
Sylvia Frank 

Email 

Mr. Endres, Txdot’s decision to build the 380 bypass using option A is a 
mistake that should be corrected. The option A is more destructive option 
and more costly that should be avoided. Option B is more optimal, less 
disruptive, less costly and better for the people living in our community of 
McKinney. Running the new highway from Custer to Ridge rd. along the 
current 380 corridor is avoidable and a disaster waiting to happen. The 
homes in this area are too close to what will be the new highway. The 
sounds from the road will be significant and oppressive to children living in 
this area. The potential for an event of an East Palestine train wreck type 
scenario would unnecessarily expose families to potential harm and txdot 
would forever be held accountable for not knowingly avoiding this situation. 
Brian, Kay, Sydney, Sylvia Frank 
7554 Hanover street McKinney 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. The traffic and safety 
analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates that the Preferred 
Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing congestion, improving 
east-west mobility, and improving safety. If constructed, the project would 
adhere to current design standards and address existing deficiencies in the 
system where feasible. The freeway design eliminates direct access to the 
mainlanes from driveways and other roadways, and opportunities for left 
turns or U-turns will only be available at signalized intersections on cross 
streets, thereby reducing the number of conflict points. 
 
A traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA)–approved) Guidelines for Analysis and 
Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise. Existing 
sound level measurements were collected at noise-sensitive areas, and 
noise modeling software was used to predict what noise levels could be 
expected in 2050. In areas where a noise impact was projected to occur, 
noise barriers were evaluated for feasibility and reasonableness. A detailed 
technical report on the traffic noise analysis that was conducted can be 
found in Appendix R of the DEIS. 

220  3/7/2023 
Brian and Linda 

Drees 
Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Brian&Linda Drees 
6825 Studebaker Drive 
McKinney, Texas 75071 
bdrees@msn.com 
Sent from my iPad 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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221  4/20/2023 
Brian and Sarah 

W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO TO SEGMENT A, YES TO SEGMENT B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

222  4/20/2023 Brian B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Oppose segment A. Yes to segment B. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

223  1/18/2023 
Brian de la 
Houssaye 

Email 

Dear Mr. Endres,  
I have the following questions: 
1.  For the preferred route making US 380 a limited access road from Coit 
Rd. to approximately Ridge Rd. in McKinney, I can tell that the widening 
needed seems to come primarily from north of the existing US 380.  
However, I cannot tell which sections are elevated, at ground level or below 
ground level.  Could you tell me for that section specifically between Custer 
Road and Stonebridge Parkway which of the 3 options it will be? 
2.  Also, from the original materials provided by TXDOT, it appeared that 
leaving US 380 to turn north to Bloomingdale Road west of Custer Road 
was considerably less expensive, less intrusive to residences and displaced 
fewer businesses.  In simple terms can you describe the analysis that 
showed turning north near Ridge Road made better economic sense? 
Thank you for your attention. Respectfully, 
Brian de la Houssaye 
8508 Grand Haven Lane 
McKinney, TX 75071 

Your comment is noted. The freeway is shown at-grade (or at ground level) 
between Custer Road and Stonebridge Drive. For guidance on how to view 
and interpret a design schematic, please reference the Schematic Viewing 
Guide at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. Look for the "Profile 
View" which shows roadway elevations. You can also look for the magenta 
shading on the roadway, which represents proposed bridge deck (also 
referred to as elevated).  
 
Your comment is noted. Some of TxDOT's top considerations in choosing 
Segment A over Segment B, because Segment A: 
-Displaces fewer homes in comparison to Segment B  
-Results in fewer impacts to planned future residential homes  
-Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west 
of Custer Road  
-Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment 
-Avoids impact to ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the 
subject of substantial public concern  
-Requires acquisition of less ROW than Segment B.  

224  1/23/2023 
Brian de la 
Houssaye 

Email 

Thank you, Stephen.  I read through the EIS slides and, although I saw the 
written statements of the general assumptions used in the analysis, there 
were no specifics given for identifiable units (a single portion of land, 
business or residence).  Knowing the actual values assigned to the mostly 
empty portions of land going through Frisco and Prosper farther to the west 
vs the costs of everything when deciding McKinney should bear the full 
brunt would help assuage a lot of I'll feeling.  As it stands, the decision 
appears arbitrary.  Brian 

Your comment is noted. TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative, which is a 
combination of Segments A, E, and C, as the Preferred Alternative after 
reviewing the technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, 
and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices. The decision is informed by 
both a qualitative and quantitative analysis. 
 
Refer to Section 2.4 in the DEIS for an explanation of why the Blue 
Alternative was selected over the other Build Alternatives. You can also 
reference the Alternatives Analysis Matrix in the DEIS in Figure 2-15 on 
page 2-33 and the Segment Analysis Matrix on the Public Hearing website 
at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  
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225  3/7/2023 
Brian de la 
Houssaye 

Email 

Dear Mr. Endres, I am writing to ask you to review the decision process 
recently used by TXDOT to decide on Segment A versus Segment B for the 
proposed US380 Bypass.  First and foremost, no one truly understands 
why it took TXDOT such a long time to decide on activity when 30 years ago 
it was evident DFW growth was northward and the ONLY potential east-
west route to the far north was US380 because of Lake Louisville.  After 
input from a number of parties TXDOT decided on Section A, which means 
virtually the entire bypass will go through McKinney, including much of 
McKinney that is already developed.   This means the citizens of McKinney 
will have to absorb millions of unbudgeted dollars for traffic, of which in 
excess of 90% originates and terminates elsewhere.  Instead of having a 
small portion of the bypass go through undeveloped sections of Prosper, 
virtually all of it will go through developed sections of McKinney.  By 
TXDOT's own admission Section A is more expensive, longer and 
constitutes a less timely commute time than Section B, which would run 
through largely undeveloped land in both Prosper and McKinney.  The 
disparity is even greater when taking into account TXDOT used very 
aggressive estimates for POTENTIAL relocation of major utilities.  A major 
note of exception listed by TXDOT is that Section B would have passed 
close to ManeGait, a therapeutic horse center for children run by the 
Darling family on property contiguous to their homestead.  Section B would 
require some of the Darling’s property so the Darlings made an issue, 
claiming the bypass would create a deteriorated atmosphere for children 
riding nearby.  I grew up on horses.  I rode everywhere.  Often on roadways.  
Traffic noise is a constant of the modern world.  I am certain the Darling 
family is unhappy with Section B, but does that justify destroying 
businesses with Section A so they can preserve the peacefulness of their 
homestead?  Does the potential future development of Prosper property 
justify the destruction of existing developed property in McKinney?  Section 
A costs the taxpayers of McKinney and of Texas as a whole more than 
Section B.  There is simply no justification for this decision unless there 
were factors opaque to the general public.  Please reverse or investigate 
this decision. 

Your comment is noted. Detailed information can be found in the DEIS 
document and multiple appendices posted at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. An EIS is a multi-year 
environmental review process, guided by State and Federal requirements, 
that provides the most rigorous analysis conducted by TxDOT of proposed 
alternatives and their environmental impacts. Any TxDOT environmental 
document, such as the one created for this study, must meet standards 
required by TxDOT policy to comply with Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) NEPA compliance procedures and Title 43, Chapter 2 of the Texas 
Administrative Code. More information about the necessary steps to 
identify and address community impacts on a TxDOT project can be found 
at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/710-01-gui.pdf. 

226  4/20/2023 Brian F 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to the 380 bypass! Your comment and opposition of the project is noted.  



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

227  2/23/2023 Brian Frank Online 

TXDOTS plan B is the least disruptive and less costly and obvious choice to 
the objective eye. It’s perfect for this situation. Nothing but ranch lands. 
(The horse farm used as a crutch in the argument for using plan A goes 
mostly unused -do to terrible ownership- a huge majority of Prosper ISD 
sped students go to Blue Sky ranch as an alternative.) Plan A is a a terrible 
plan. It will cause irreparable damage to businesses and communities. 
There is not enough room to safely most eight lanes of traffic through the 
space between Tucker Hill entrance and the back yards in Stonebridge 
Ranch. It will be a matter of time before some terrible accident happens 
like the Ohio train derailment in this area. It’s a huge risk to live and us 
being ignored by TXDOT. I promise you people will not forget the risk you 
are imposing on their lives.  

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
 
If constructed, the project would adhere to current design standards and 
address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. The freeway 
design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from driveways and other 
roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be available 
at signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of 
conflict points. 

228  4/20/2023 Brian Frank Email 

I am writing in regards to the 380 by pass route A and its implications for 
our Tucker Hill family. We are a parent of a child who has been diagnosed 
504 for learning issues etc. and is a young student at Reeves elementary 
in Auburn Hills. The 380 by pass would greatly affect the sensory issues 
she has with sound, and her respiratory problems related to air quality. 
Recently she has been riding a Prosper ISD school bus to Reeves every 
school day. The route A for the 380 by pass would run directly between our 
home and her elementary school. Therefore not only impacting her at 
home but also on her way to school and at the Reeves playground. Route A 
would be an unnecessary burden on her and students like her in our area. 
Route B is not only $200 million cheaper its impact is far less on 
families/businesses currently living here! Please reconsider your choices. 
Take a second look at your data and new data and make the right choice of 
route B. 
Thank you Brian Frank 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. Access to Tucker Hill 
would be maintained along the Preferred Alternative including an at-grade 
connection at Tremont Boulevard over the depressed section of the new 
freeway and a connection to existing US 380 east of Tucker Hill which 
would allow school buses and parents to access Reeves Elementary School 
via Auburn Hills Parkway and future Ridge Road.  
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill. It is important to note that TxDOT is already 
proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by depressing the 
mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 
to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers.  
 
Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles 
per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air 
quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is 
consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 
State Implementation Plan (SIP), the North Central Texas Council of 
Governments (NCTCOG) Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). TxDOT modeled carbon 
monoxide concentrations (CO TAQA) and none of the modeled 
concentrations exceeded the Environmental Protection Agency's 1-hour or 
8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. TxDOT 
performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis. The total 
MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43% by 2050 
due to higher combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification 
of the US fleet. More information about the air quality analysis that was 
conducted can be found in the DEIS document in Section 3.12.  
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229  4/17/2023 Brian Habeck Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
NO to Segment A 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

230  3/15/2023 Brian Holdrich Email 

As a homeowner, in the Ridgecrest neighborhood, and citizen of McKinney, 
TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380 
Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has 
an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on 
McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in 
less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and 
thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to 
implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from 
Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Brian Holdrich 
6708 Falcon Ridge Lane 
McKinney TX 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

231  3/7/2023 Brian Hunsaker Email (2) 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from Mail for Windows 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

232  4/20/2023 Brian M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

233  4/20/2023 Brian M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to Segment A. Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
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234  2/25/2023 Brian Monteiro Email 

Comment: 
NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
As a homeowner and citizen of Stonebridge Ranch, McKinney, TX., I 
strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and support Segment B in 
the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 
Road to FM 1827. Thanks,  
\Brian Monteiro 
Stonebridge Ranch Resident 
Mckinney, TX 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted.  

235  3/22/2023 Brian Sewell Email 

March 22, 2023 
Stephen Endres, Project Manager 
TxDOT Dallas District 
4777 E US Highway 80 
Mesquite, TX 75150 
RE: Opposition to TxDOT's Preference of Segment A for U.S. 380 Bypass 
Project 
Dear Mr. Endres: 
I presume you have received a myriad of comments from Tucker Hill 
residents opposing the selection of Segment A for the U.S. 380 bypass 
project. As the president of Southern Land Company, the developer of 
Tucker Hill, I, too, vehemently oppose Segment A and respectfully ask you 
to reconsider. While my colleagues and I appreciate the work that went into 
the DEIS and the conclusions stated in the document, we believe Segment 
A will have significant negative impacts on the residents of the 381 homes 
in Tucker Hill. Segment B has been and remains Southern Land Company's 
preference. Segment B would allow Tucker Hill to remain connected to the 
City of McKinney, while Segment A would cut off Tucker Hill from the rest of 
the city. Segment B would not have the same or similar impact on any 
community in Prosper. It seems illogical to construct a bypass that would 
separate a sizable, significant neighborhood from the larger community 
when there is an alternate option that would not have this detrimental 
effect. Noise and air pollution are key concerns as well. The selection of 
Segment A would seriously jeopardize Tucker Hill residents' way of life, 
both during construction and once construction is complete and the bypass 
is traveled. Constructing a major highway up against our community would 
undoubtedly add noise and pollution and detract from the peaceful 
community residents know and love. When we designed Tucker Hill, we did 
so very intentionally. It was meant to be--and is---a unique community that 
offers residents a lifestyle they won't find elsewhere in the area. Outdoor 
living, abundant opportunities for activites and socialization, and inviting 
open spaces are hallmarks of the community. We have always wanted 
Tucker Hill residents to enjoy the outdoors and cultivate connections with 
their neighbors. Currently, they are able to do these things. This was the 
vision from the very start, and we are proud that it has become reality. 
Now, however, it is at risk. Segment B is undoubtedly a better option. It will 
help preserve the Tucker Hill experience. We urge you to select Segment B 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. Several of your concerns are addressed, including community 
cohesion and air quality, in Appendix K, Section 4.3 of the DEIS.   
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill. It is important to note that TxDOT is already 
proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by depressing the 
mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 
to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers.  
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and allow residents to continue enjoying the life they carefully sought at 
Tucker Hill. Sincerely, 
Brian Sewell 
President 
Southern Land Company 

236  2/18/2023 Brian Shaunessy Online 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
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about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

237  3/16/2023 Brittany Main 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

238  3/16/2023 Brittany Spann 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

239  2/22/2023 Brittney Morales Online 

I grew up in New Hope and route C will greatly impact my childhood home 
where my father still lives. Route D would be a better fit for the New Hope 
community as a whole. Please consider this as the primary route going 
forward.  

Your comment, opposition of Segment C, and support of Segment D is 
noted.  

240  3/7/2023 Brooke Allen Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Thank you, 
Brooke Allen 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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241  1/16/2023 Brooke Carreker Email 

Brooke Carreker 
2705 Kennedy Drive 
Melissa, TX 75454 
- Petition FOR Segment D 
- Petition AGAINST Segment C 
I am personally against the development of Segment D, because my family 
has a long history of driving the peaceful roads to and from a couple of 
horse barns in the area. Segment C would cut literally across White Horse 
which would be devastating to us and our community. Secondly - Segment 
D would be less disruptive to the residential communities in the area. My 
daughter went to Willow Wood. Segment D would be much better for our 
community. Thank you, 
Brooke Carreker 
214-790-1190  

Your comment, support of Segment D and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. TxDOT selected Segment C over Segment D because Segment C 
minimizes impacts to 100-year floodplains and regulatory floodways, 
therefore, requiring TxDOT to build much less of the roadway on elevated 
(bridge) structure. Segment C is also expected to draw traffic off FM 1827 
by providing better connections to local roadways, would impact fewer 
major utilities, and would cost less to construct than Segment D.  
 
According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D (with the 
Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 businesses, 
while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would potentially 
displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace seven 
residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 residences.  

242  3/6/2023 Brooke Carreker Email 

I am writing, once again, to state my emphatic opposition to Segment C 
option of the 380 Bypass plan. Segment D is far less disruptive to our 
community. Thank you, 
Brooke Carreker 
2705 Kennedy Dr. 
Melissa, TX 75454 
214-790-1190 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. 

243  2/6/2023 Bruce Dicus 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
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require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

244  4/20/2023 Bruce P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

245  4/20/2023 Bruce S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Pleas don’t select Segment A. B is a much better option. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

246  4/20/2023 Bryce B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A, Yes to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

247  4/20/2023 Buddy L 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A, Yes to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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248  4/3/2023 C. Beattie 
Written Comment 

Form 

Can we do a canvas of stonebridge to get the needed signatures? Why 
hasn't this been coordinated? I will help canvas stonebridge - we need to 
move forward on this asap?  
C. Beattie - 214-770-3001 
chadmbeattie@gmail.com 

Your comment is noted. In order for comments to be included in official 
documentation for the Public Hearing, they must be submitted to TxDOT by 
April 20, 2023.  
 
While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during 
its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through 
a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, 
municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue 
Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices. 

249  4/20/2023 C. M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I would like to add my voice in urging TxDot to implement Segment B for US 
380 bypass from Coit Rd to FM 1827. I agree that 380 needs traffic 
congestion relief, however, doing so at the expense of area homeowners, 
when another, more viable option is available, is not acceptable and will 
make the area less desirable to live in. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 

250  4/20/2023 Caleb M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

The worst traffic on 380 is at school hours, which the expansion will not 
impact. I’ve personally driven down 380 at 5:30/6:00 without delay. The 
expansion using Segment A is too short to do any good, much like the now-
to-be destroyed I-980 segment in Oakland, CA! The worst traffic around 
McKinney/Frisco is on Custer and Preston - not 380! 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. The traffic and safety 
analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates that the Preferred 
Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing congestion, improving 
east-west mobility, and improving safety. If constructed, the project would 
adhere to current design standards and address existing deficiencies in the 
system where feasible. The freeway design eliminates direct access to the 
mainlanes from driveways and other roadways, and opportunities for left 
turns or U-turns will only be available at signalized intersections on cross 
streets, thereby reducing the number of conflict points. Results of traffic 
analysis can be found in Appendix I of the DEIS and on the Segment 
Analysis Matrix. 
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251  3/16/2023 Caleb Nelson 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

252  1/19/2023 Caleb Pedersen Online 

I am not in support of the "Blue Alternative" (Option A). When this freeway 
is constructed, it will clumsily divide a mature part of West-McKinney that 
sensibly balances commercial and residential interests. Many homes and 
business have already been built in this area within the last 10 years and 
many more are actively being constructed. This area is not conducive to an 
eight-lane freeway. The impact is not just relocating 22 residences and 35 
business, but an overall drop in commercial spending and quality of life for 
residents due to elevated noise, decreased mobility on non-arterial roads, 
and an increase in traffic. Option A is unnecessarily and massively 
disruptive. Please consider Option B. The route is easier to navigate due to 
it's gradual slope from US 380 and less prone to traffic as Option A would 
be (the north-south connection to 380 will restrict flow of traffic). 
Additionally, the region impacted by Option A is less densely developed and 
impacts overall fewer residents. 

Your comment is noted. The considerations you mention are some of the 
many factors TxDOT considered in its selection of the Preferred Alternative 
(Blue A+E+C). Engineering, social, economic, and environmental impacts 
have been thoroughly evaluated in the Draft EIS. For more information on 
the mitigation measures proposed, please refer to the DEIS.   
 
Some of TxDOT's top considerations in choosing Segment A over Segment 
B, because Segment A: 
-Displaces fewer homes in comparison to Segment B  
-Results in fewer impacts to planned future residential homes  
-Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west 
of Custer Road  
-Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment 
-Avoids impact to ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the 
subject of substantial public concern  
-Requires acquisition of less ROW than Segment B  
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253  2/6/2023 Cameron Hascal 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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254  4/20/2023 Camille C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I strongly oppose segment A. It is very irresponsible and will destroy our 
area of McKinney. The cost and damage to existing homes and businesses 
is just wrong. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

255  3/6/2023 Camille Chan Comment Form 

I have been a homeowner in Tucker Hill since August of 2020. When I 
purchased my home from Darling Homes I was not informed in any way of 
the drastic plans to change Tucker Hill from a charming, unique 
neighborhood that McKinney is proud to have, into a neighborhood 
surrounded by a major freeway to it's south and all along it's eastern side. 
Our quality of life will be dramatically and irreparably damaged. There will 
be so much noise pollution and damage to our air quality. This is not what I 
or any of my neighbors had any idea we would be living through. Not only 
that but a $200 million cost above what segment B would cost. I implore 
you to reconsider segment B. If there is no way you will reconsider, than I 
beg you to please protect Tucker Hill with sound walls, with trees to block 
the walls and to make sure the eastern section of the freeway is as far east 
as possible and as low to the ground as possible to at least protect us 
somewhat. I thank you for your effort to work with Tucker Hill and to protect 
us from this devastating and heart breaking situation. Thank you, Camille 
Chan 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill.  
 
Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles 
per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air 
quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is 
consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 
State Implementation Plan (SIP), the North Central Texas Council of 
Governments (NCTCOG) Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). TxDOT modeled carbon 
monoxide concentrations (CO TAQA) and none of the modeled 
concentrations exceeded the Environmental Protection Agency's 1-hour or 
8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. TxDOT 
performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis. The total 
MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43 % by 2050 
due to higher combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification 
of the US fleet. More information about the air quality analysis that was 
conducted can be found in the DEIS document in Section 3.12.  

256  2/17/2023 Camille Russu Email 

Stephen, 
I appose as does the majority of my neighbors the bypass A, this will make 
much more congestion in an area of 380 that is so congested now causing 
more problems. It makes more sense with a less populated area to do 
bypass B and stay out of the area that is already built up impacting less 
people and business. Your hurting an area of people with established 
homes and business because of a few people in the Prosper area that are 
complaining when this seems like the better route for all concerned. Maybe 
take a drive on 380 in rush hours from Coit to Lake Forest and see how 
congested traveling is. I avoid 380 at all possible cost and you will make 
things worse. Please consider a different route. Thank you, 
Camille Russu 
Resident of Ridgecrest 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. The traffic and safety 
analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates that the Preferred 
Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing congestion, improving 
east-west mobility, and improving safety. 
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257  1/19/2023 
Candace 

Niezgodzki 
Email 

Hello Stephen,  
We received the attached notice regarding the US 380 Improvement 
Project.  Looking at updated design for the “Blue Alternative, the above 
referenced property seems to be out of the project limits. Can you please 
confirm that the above address (RE: Proposed US 380 Improvements 
Project -Sonic Drive-in, 11601 US Highway 380, Crossroads, TX 76227 
(RI#5143) is no longer considered within the project limits. Any additional 
information you may have is appreciated. Thank you,  
Candace Niezgodzki 
Associate, Right of Way, Condemnations, & Real Estate 
Realty Income Corporation (NYSE “O”) 
2325 E. Camelback Rd., 9th Floor, Phoenix, AZ 85016 
www.realtyincome.com 
(O) 858-284-5275  

The referenced property is not in the US 380 EIS project limits. 
It is in the US 380 Denton County project limits.  
 
More information about the US 380 Denton County project can be found at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/projects/us-highways/us-380-denton-
county-feasibility-study.  

258  2/27/2023 Candice Odell Online 

"I oppose Section C and ask that you reconsider section D for the following 
reasons: 
1) our friends and family who have a horse rescue and multiple young 
children under age 5 will be displaced. 
2) Section C will displace 4X the residents compared to Section D. 
3) section C will displace 4X the businesses compared to Section D. 
4) Section C displaces 7 Community Resources, where Section D displaces 
0. 
5) Section C damages one of the largest remaining forests in Collin County, 
71% more than Section D. 
6) Section C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. 
7) Section C also has worse traffic performance. 
I know this will be a difficult decision and we would just like to minimize the 
impact as much as possible.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure. Based on TxDOT's 
evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced by either Segment C 
or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be acquired from any 
community facility either. More details about community facilities can be 
found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community facilities are 
defined as a physical feature provided – either by the municipality as a 
public service or by a private entity – within the community for the benefit 
of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, community centers, post 
office, library, etc.). The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on 
cultural resources within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic 
Resources including any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed 
or NRHP-eligible structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, 
including Section 4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would 
be affected by the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More 
information about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the 
DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
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of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 
2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies that can 
be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-
gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as 
provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on impacts 
to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and fish and 
wildlife species.  TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the 
impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things 
TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, 
the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the 
Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation 
strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections 
to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from 
streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill 
material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation 
credits from stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the US and wetlands.  
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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259  3/16/2023 Candie Arakaki 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

260  4/1/2023 Cara Skowronski Email 

Dear Mr. Enders and Mr. Clemens, 
Thank you for taking comments regarding the 380 Project in Collin County, 
TX.  I am a resident of the Tucker Hill neighborhood in McKinney.I am 
writing to request an additional extension of time to submit comments for 
the EIS as our lives, our homes, our health, and our safety will be 
potentially impacted daily by the actions of TxDOT. Our neighborhood 
leaders were waiting for a meeting with TxDOT engineers and experts to 
clarify some of our outstanding questions to help with our comments and 
after a month of waiting were told by TxDOT the meeting would no longer 
be an option. This has left us trying to sort out our study-related questions 
and hundreds of pages of analysis on our own over the past ten days. We 
have an outstanding list of questions regarding the noise and air pollution 
studies, mitigation, community impacts, traffic data, and the overall 
process. The city of McKinney has agreed to meet with our neighborhood 
leaders to help with our mitigation concerns, but that critical meeting, in 
order for us to submit proper comments, is pending a date that will likely 
not occur until after April 5. Our comments over the past 7 years have 
largely been shaped by what we learn from the TxDOT engineers and 
experts. According to the NEPA process, we know that once the comments 
have been collected, those comments are what help to shape the next 
steps of the FEIS and ROD. While a meeting with TxDOT would still be our 
preference, if we are left to continue to sort this out independently, we 
need more time. We were only given notice that our questions would not be 
answered on March 20, 2023. As the regulation allows for a longer 
comment period if deemed necessary to ensure the public and other 
stakeholders have sufficient time to review and provide meaningful input 
on complex or contentious projects, I hope we as homeowners and 
taxpayers can be afforded this patience and grace as we aim to learn 
more, respond thoughtfully, and protect our families and communities. 
Thank you, 
Cara Skowronski 
Cheltenham Ave, McKinney, TX 75071 
*****************************************  
Cara M. Skowronski 
cmc.skowronski@outlook.com 
313.598.2758 

This US 380 Project’s comment period has been longer than most because 
it opened when the DEIS was announced, which was January 13, 2023. 
TxDOT granted two separate 15-day extensions to the comment period to 
close April 20, 2023 instead of March 21, 2023 as advertised at the Public 
Hearing.  
 
Detailed study information is available in the DEIS document posted at 
www.kwww.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. 
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261  4/20/2023 Carl H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A, yes to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

262  4/19/2023 Carlene Lower Email 

Dear Mr. Endres,  
As a McKinney homeowner, I believe in selecting Segment A for the 380 
bypass, TxDOT will do harm to a significant percentage of McKinney 
residents and will demonstrate significant fiscal irresponsibility. This 
decision is made more egregious with the existence of a viable lower 
impact alternative. It appears irrefutable that Segment B is the better 
alternative and that there are serious flaws in the conclusions reached by 
TxDOT and in the underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS). 
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 
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263  2/6/2023 Carlos Gaytan 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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264  3/7/2023 
Carlos Guillermo 

Solomon 
Email (3) 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Carlos Guillermo Solomon 
3320 Estes park Ln, Mckinney, TX 75070 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

265  3/7/2023 Carol Best Email 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the 
US 380 bypass from Coit Rd to FM1827. Thank you! 
Carol Best 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

266  4/20/2023 Carol C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Please choose option A. Your comment and support of Segment A is noted.  

267  3/16/2023 Carol Carrillo Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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268  3/16/2023 Carol Green Email 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
I am writing to express my opposition to Route C on the TX-DOT Spur 399 
extension project. Route C affects and displaces significantly more homes, 
business, and community resources than route D.  It also divides the 
residential and farming/ranching communities that make this area of 
Collin County unique.  Perhaps even more concerning, Route C severely 
damages one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin County.  It 
destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodlands and 141% more acres 
of grassland and prairie than route D.  Not surprisingly, Route C is also 
strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. Personally, Route C will 
destroy an area that I have known and loved as a long-time resident of 
Collin County.  If Route C is imposed we will lose access to community 
riding arenas, wooded trails, and outdoor pursuits. While Route C may be 
the more economical option in the short-term, Route D will preserve more 
developable land for future growth in Collin County by making use of flood 
plain space that is otherwise unusable. Thank you for taking the time to 
consider this change. Sincerely, 
Carol Green 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure. Based on TxDOT's 
evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced by either Segment C 
or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be acquired from any 
community facility either. More details about community facilities can be 
found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community facilities are 
defined as a physical feature provided – either by the municipality as a 
public service or by a private entity – within the community for the benefit 
of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, community centers, post 
office, library, etc.). The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on 
cultural resources within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic 
Resources including any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed 
or NRHP-eligible structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, 
including Section 4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would 
be affected by the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More 
information about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the 
DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
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data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
The proposed US 380 project could influence future land use changes 
within the Area of Influence (AOI) (defined in Section 3.15.2 of the DEIS); 
however, new and planned residential developments are more likely to 
influence changes in land use patterns, changes in land cover, and induce 
growth within the AOI than construction of any of the roadway segments. 
According to input from the City of McKinney, the proposed project would 
support future commercial and industrial development around Segment C; 
however, the proposed project would not be the primary factor considered 
in making land use decisions in the area. 
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 
2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies that can 
be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-
gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as 
provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on impacts 
to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and fish and 
wildlife species. TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the 
impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things 
TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, 
the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the 
Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation 
strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections 
to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from 
streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill 
material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation 
credits from stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the US and wetlands.   

269  3/28/2023 Carol Keese Email 

NO to Segment A Your opposition of Segment A is noted.  
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270  3/15/2023 Carol Ownby Email 

Stephen, good morning! As a Tucker Hill resident, I DO NOT support the 
current TxDot decision on the 380 bypass for the following reasons: The 
increase in sound will happen; my home is on the far back of Tucker Hill 
and I can hear the noise now from the current 380 traffic. There is a stop 
light that slows traffic  down but now it  will be a full blown freeway at high 
speed. It will also be located very close to current homeowners whose lives 
and homes are in danger WHEN there will be an accident that causes 
trucks/cars to fly/veer off the road. Tucker Hill is the most unique of ALL 
neighborhoods in Collin County. It is a front porch neighborhood where 
families are always outside enjoying leisure time and exercise - something 
our country is losing so please don't take this away due to noise and 
pollution. Tucker Hill is a destination at Christmas as families in the 
surrounding area come to view the Christmas lights! It is a constant stream 
of cars throughout the holiday season. There is only one access/egress - 
how in the world will this be safe with an 8 lane freeway in front of our 
current entrance? Why would TxDot choose a much more expensive 
bypass? Taxpapers money There are other options and I do understand the 
need but this is a VERY poor choice Thank you for your consideration - 
Carol 
Carol Ownby  
Community Health Clinic, Chair 
Board of Directors 
214-686-4559 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. TxDOT continues to 
evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several areas, including 
Tucker Hill. The Preferred Alternative would maintain the two existing entry 
points to Tucker Hill from the existing US 380 at Grassmere Ln. and 
Tremont Blvd. Each is accessible from frontage roads.  
 
In response to concerns from Tucker Hill residents, the roll plots for the 
Public Hearing showed that TxDOT added a connection over the freeway at 
Tremont Blvd. and the future US 380. This at-grade overpass over the 
depressed mainlanes will allow for left in and left out access to Tucker Hill. 
It also means that drivers will have a direct entrance to Tucker Hill instead 
of driving further to U-turn at another interchange.  
 
Because the proposed freeway mainlanes would be depressed (lowered) 
between Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch, it would be unlikely that 
vehicles would veer off the road into either neighborhood. There would be 
at-grade, lower speed frontage roads with stoplights between the 
mainlanes and Tucker Hill. 
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271  3/15/2023 Carol Ownby Online 

I DO NOT support the current TxDot decision 
An increase in sound will happen; my home is on the back of Tucker Hill 
and I can hear the noise from 380. There is a stop light that slows traffic 
but now it  will be an 8 lane freeway with more sound. It will also be located 
close to current homeowners whose lives/homes are in danger WHEN 
there will be an accident that causes trucks/cars to fly/veer off the road. 
Tucker Hill is the unique of ALL neighborhoods in Collin County. It is a front 
porch community where families enjoy outside leisure time and exercise - 
something our country is losing so please don't take healthy activities 
away. Tucker Hill is a Christmas destination as families in the surrounding 
area come to view the Christmas lights! It is a constant stream of cars 
during the holiday season. Only one entrance - how will this be safe with an 
8 lane freeway in front of this entrance? 380 bypass is more expensive 
There are other options - this is a VERY poor choice  

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. TxDOT continues to 
evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several areas, including 
Tucker Hill. The Preferred Alternative would maintain the two existing entry 
points to Tucker Hill from the existing US 380 at Grassmere Ln. and 
Tremont Blvd. Each is accessible from frontage roads. In response to 
concerns from Tucker Hill residents, the roll plots for the Public Hearing 
showed that TxDOT added a bridge at Tremont Blvd. and the future US 
380. The bridge will allow for left in and left out access to Tucker Hill. It is 
important to note that there will be lower speed frontage roads which are 
between mainlanes/ramps and Tucker Hill. If constructed, the project 
would adhere to current design standards and address existing 
deficiencies in the system where feasible. If the project was not 
constructed, the ability to provide safety improvements along the existing 
US 380 would be limited. 
 
TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative, which is a combination of Segments A, 
E, and C, as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, 
considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing 
evaluation matrices. The decision is informed by both a qualitative and 
quantitative analysis. 
 
Refer to Section 2.4 in the DEIS for an explanation of why the Blue 
Alternative was selected over the other Build Alternatives.  
 
For more information, please reference the Alternatives Analysis Matrix in 
the DEIS in Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. You may also view the Segment 
Analysis Matrix on the Public Hearing website at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  

272  4/20/2023 Carol S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A- b/c it’ll cost millions more & is a tax burden, it’s more 
disruptive to area homeowners and the environment & will negatively 
impact our health & safety. Yes to Segment B. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, 
indicates that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of 
managing congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. 
If constructed, the project would adhere to current design standards and 
address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. The freeway 
design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from driveways and other 
roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be available 
at signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of 
conflict points. 

273  4/20/2023 Carole H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A! Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
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274  4/20/2023 Caroline I 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

275  4/17/2023 Carolyn Fredricks Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

276  4/20/2023 Carolyn P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Please preserve our communities and businesses. Your comment is noted.  

277  3/16/2023 Carolyn Solis Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Carolyn Solis 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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278  2/17/2023 
Carolyn 

Wilganowski 
Online 

The nature in McKinney is beautiful and something I have always admired 
as I grew up in a busy crowded city. C will damage one of the largest 
remaining forests in central Collin County, and 71% more acres of forests 
and woodlands. There are threatened species that will have their homes 
disturbed. Not only are theses species homes threatened, many families 
who have worked hard to build their life on their land will lose their homes. 
Choosing C would be an absolute catastrophe. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted. Environmental 
impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C would impact 
more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies and 
grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.   

279  2/24/2023 Carrie Sheppard Email 

As a resident of Stonebridge Ranch, I am opposed to TxDOT’s Preferred 
Alternative Segment A of the “Blue Alternative” and continue to Support 
Segment B as the best option available for this project. It is the least 
disruptive to businesses and homes and the least expensive option 
available as evidenced by the Segment Analysis developed by TxDOT in 
March of 2022 and February of 2023. Thank you,  
Carrie Sheppard 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

280  2/24/2023 Carrie Sheppard Email 

As a resident of Stonebridge Ranch, I would like to 
Carrie Sheppard 

Your comment is noted.  
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281  3/7/2023 Carrie Sheppard Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Carrie Sheppard 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

282  3/15/2023 Cassie F. DeHart Email 

Hi Mr Endres, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX, I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Cassie F DeHart  
6509 Valley View Dr  
McKinney, TX. 75071 
Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

283  3/16/2023 Caterina Kimes 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

284  4/20/2023 Catherine G 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

The decision between choosing Proposed segment A vs Proposed segment 
B CANNOT be based on public opinion regarding the MainGait Horse 
facility!! ALL points of comparison between the 2 proposed options make 
choosing Segment B the OBVIOUS route (based on COST, engineering 
feasibility, safety of route, traffic flow addressing the congestion at the 
intersection of 380 & Custer, impact to existing neighborhoods vs 
undeveloped land, utility complications,). At some point, the “popularity” & 
public campaign of ManeGait HAS to be set aside and facts need to be the 
deciding factors. Segment B makes sense!! 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT 
during its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected 
through a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the 
public, municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the 
Blue Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices. 
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285  3/14/2023 
Catherine 
Hinojosa 

Email 

Please, please consider changing the 380 bypass from route C to D. With 
route C you would be putting a HUGE freeway right next to a horse barn 
and extremely close to a house. This is not only a noise issue, but a safety 
and quality of life issue for both the people and the horses living there. So I 
urge you to reconsider your choice.  
Catherine Hinojosa 

Your comment, opposition of Segment C, and support of Segment D is 
noted.  

286  2/23/2023 Catherine Kuehn Comment Form 

I have several concerns with my neighborhood and the location of the new 
highway @ 161 and Bloomdale Rd. I live in the Bloomridge community. 1. I 
want to know the air quality will be where there is traffic/pile up and 
several trucks and cars are sitting on the highway in front of my house at 
Bloomridge community. There was no study conducted on the air quality of 
all these emmissions. I want to see a quantative air quality study based on 
all the actual homes and traffic that could accumulate on that road. 2. The 
freeway will be up 10' at the point of my current entry to the community 
and there is no barrier wall projected. I want a barrier wall! it is bad 
enought that I will see this monstracity - I don't want to hear it as well! 3. I 
want to see what the frontage landscaped area of the removed existing 
Bloomdale Rd will look like coming into the community. I moved to my area 
to be more in the country and am devestated that an enormous highway is 
taking up more of the beauty that is McKinney. "UNIQUE IN NATURE" is a 
joke! 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. Because this project 
was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles per day in 2045, 
TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential air quality 
impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air quality 
standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is consistent 
with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) State 
Implementation Plan (SIP), the NCTCOG’s Mobility 2045 Update, as well as 
the 2023 -- 2026 TIP. TxDOT modeled carbon monoxide concentrations 
and none of the modeled concentrations exceeded the 1-hour or 8-hour 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. TxDOT 
performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis. The total 
MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43% by 2050 
due to higher combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification 
of the US fleet. More information about the traffic noise analysis can be 
found in the DEIS in Section 3.14.   
 
A traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (FHWA–
approved) Guidelines for Analysis and Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise 
and Construction Noise. Existing sound level measurements were collected 
at noise-sensitive areas, and noise modeling software was used to predict 
what noise levels could be expected in 2050. In areas where a noise 
impact was projected to occur, noise barriers were evaluated for feasibility 
and reasonableness. TxDOT's evaluation shows the Bloomridge subdivision 
does not meet TxDOT and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
requirements for a noise barrier. Landscaping is generally coordinated with 
cities in future phases of a project.  
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287  3/30/2023 
Catherine 
Roberts 

Online 

As a 6yr resident of McKinney, chosing to reside southeast of US380 and 
Custer Rd, I am writing to share my voice in support of Segment B - the 
segment which will A) require less development cost while also B) 
impacting fewer residents and businesses currently within McKinney city 
limits... less $, less negative impact. This should be all that is required to 
make a commonsense decision without consideration for the noise, 
pollution, and negative impact that Segment A will further threaten all 
those, such as my family, who currently utilize the entrance of Stonebridge 
Dr to access US380. I chose to live within McKinney and found that US380 
provides my family good access to cross my city on an as needed basis. 
Similarly, those who choose to cross East to West who do not wish to enter 
McKinney at all would be best served to "bypass" as much of the current 
city path as possible. As such, Segment B is the only Segment which 
makes sense for current residents and anticipated future travelers. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. Some of TxDOT's top considerations in choosing Segment A over 
Segment B, because Segment A: 
-Displaces fewer homes in comparison to Segment B  
-Results in fewer impacts to planned future residential homes  
-Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west 
of Custer Road  
-Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment 
-Avoids impact to ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the 
subject of substantial public concern  
-Requires acquisition of less ROW than Segment B  

288  3/13/2023 Cathy Garrett Online 

I firmly believe that all resources should be placed towards creating an 
appropriately planned and executed Outer Loop (sized for future growth!) 
as well as north/south thoroughfares feeding the Loop. However, IF a 380 
bypass is to be developed the choice is clear … Segment B!  The decision 
between choosing Proposed segment A vs Proposed segment B CANNOT 
be based on public opinion regarding the MainGait Horse facility!! ALL 
points of comparison between the 2 proposed options make choosing 
Segment B the OBVIOUS route (based on COST, engineering feasibility, 
safety of route, traffic flow addressing the congestion at the intersection of 
380 & Custer, impact to existing neighborhoods vs undeveloped land, 
utility complications,). At some point, the “popularity” & public campaign of 
ManeGait HAS to be set aside and facts need to be the deciding factors. 
Segment B makes sense!! 

Your comment is noted. The project is needed because population growth 
within the central portion of Collin County has caused increases in current 
and forecasted traffic volumes that exceed the capacity of US 380 between 
Coit Road and FM 1827, leading to increased congestion, reduced mobility, 
and higher crash rates compared to other similar roadways in the region. 
The purpose of the proposed action is to manage congestion, improve 
east-west mobility, and improve safety. Even if all the planned roadways in 
Collin County, including the Outer Loop, are built, existing US 380 will 
continue to experience a failing level of service in the future. The regional 
model shows that both east to west freeways are needed to relieve 
congestion. More information about the purpose and need for the project is 
available in Section 1.0 of the DEIS starting on page 1-1.  
 
While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during 
its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through 
a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, 
municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue 
Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  
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289  3/13/2023 Cathy Garrett Email 

Good Morning to both of you! 
I would like to formally request an extension of the comment period 
regarding the proposed 380 Bypass as members of our community need 
more time to fully evaluate the impacts and possible mitigation measures 
that can be taken to protect Tucker Hill as well as the other communities 
and businesses affected by the proposed Segment Option A. I firmly 
believe that all resources currently being allocated to a proposed 380 
Bypass should be placed towards creating an appropriately planned and 
executed 635-like Outer Loop (sized for future growth!) as well as 
north/south thoroughfares feeding the Loop. However, IF a 380 bypass is 
to be developed the choice is clear ... Segment B. The decision between 
choosing Proposed segment A vs Proposed segment B CANNOT be based 
on public opinion regarding the MainGait Horse facility (which could easily 
be relocated ... it just needs land)!! ALL points of comparison between the 
2 proposed options make choosing Segment B the OBVIOUS route (based 
on COST to build and to taxpayers, engineering feasibility, short and long 
term affects of extreme increases in road/traffic noise, safety of route, 
traffic flow addressing the congestion at the intersection of 380 & Custer, 
impact to existing neighborhoods vs undeveloped land, utility 
complications,). At some point, the "popularity" & public campaign of 
ManeGait HAS to be set aside and facts need to be the deciding factors. 
Segment B makes sense!! I certainly appreciate you taking the time to 
listen to what the members of every community have to say on this issue ... 
not just ManeGait and Prosper. 
Have a very Blessed week! 
Cathy Garrett 
859-559-2234 
7413 Darrow Drive 
McKinney, TX 75071 
Live, Laugh, Love and Hold On 

This US 380 Project’s comment period has been longer than most because 
it opened when the DEIS was announced, which was January 13, 2023. 
TxDOT granted two separate 15-day extensions to the comment period to 
close April 20, 2023 instead of March 21, 2023 as advertised at the Public 
Hearing. Detailed study information is available in the DEIS document 
posted at www.kwww.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. 
 
TxDOT has found that if we do nothing, existing US 380 will continue to 
experience a failing level of service in the future, even if all the planned 
roadways in Collin County including the Outer Loop, are constructed. 
Therefore, a US 380 freeway is needed to relieve congestion. 
 
While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during 
its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through 
a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, 
municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue 
Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  

290  3/28/2023 Cathy Garrett Email 

Hello to each of you and thank you for taking time to hear from citizens 
regarding the proposed US Hwy 380 bypass in McKinney, TX. I have voiced 
concerns on public platforms but want to re-state those concerns here.  In 
addition to prior comments I have some other thoughts as well. I firmly 
believe that all resources currently being allocated to a proposed 380 
Bypass should be placed towards creating an appropriately planned and 
executed Outer Loop (sized for future growth!) as well as north/south 
thoroughfares feeding the Loop. However, IF a 380 bypass is to be 
developed the choice for the route on the western side is clear … Segment 
B which provides a legitimate BYPASS approach around this area. There is 
NO reason for the city of McKinney and its residents to shoulder such a 
vast portion of the fiscal responsibility and “inconveniences” of the 
construction and long-term location of the bypass.  Especially when much 
of the traffic congestion along US Hwy 380 is due to the growth of 
areas/cities to the east and west of McKinney … yet we are being expected 
to pay for it?! The decision between choosing Proposed segment A vs 
Proposed segment B CANNOT be based on public opinion regarding the 
MainGait Horse facility!! ALL points of comparison that have been publicly 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT 
during its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected 
through a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the 
public, municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the 
Blue Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  
 
The project is needed because population growth within the central portion 
of Collin County has caused increases in current and forecasted traffic 
volumes that exceed the capacity of US 380 between Coit Road and FM 
1827, leading to increased congestion, reduced mobility, and higher crash 
rates compared to other similar roadways in the region. The purpose of the 
proposed action is to manage congestion, improve east-west mobility, and 
improve safety. More information about the purpose and need for the 
project is available in Section 1.0 of the DEIS starting on page 1-1. Even if 
all the planned roadways in Collin County, including the Outer Loop, are 
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shared by TXDOT between the 2 proposed options make choosing Segment 
B the OBVIOUS route [based on the extreme increase in COST for segment 
A, engineering feasibility of the project (segment B would require several 
miles less be constructed)), safety of route (segment A utilizes two 
dangerous 90 degree turns for traffic!!!), traffic flow addressing the 
congestion at the intersection of 380 & Custer, impact to existing 
neighborhoods vs undeveloped land, utility complications,). At some point, 
the “popularity” & public campaign of ManeGait and the city of Prosper 
HAS to be set aside and facts need to be the deciding factors. Segment B 
makes sense!! Some of the additional concerns focus on the safety and 
health of the residents of our neighborhood - the Tucker Hill community in 
McKinney.  Tucker Hill is a FRONT PORCH Living Community by name and 
design!  Residents have chosen to live here for the peace and tranquility 
the location has to offer.  It is an extremely outdoor-living focused 
neighborhood. The currently proposed bypass Segment A flanks Tucker Hill 
on not just one but TWO sides - both the south side AND the east side!  
(Consisting of 8 lanes of highway as well as 3 lanes of high speed “access 
road“ traffic on each side of the highway!)  The design will actually 
consume quite a bit of the land on the south side AND remove the ONLY 
current neighborhood entrance as we know it.  The route along the east 
side of Tucker Hill will be a raised section of highway as well. Not only does 
Segment A completely isolate Tucker Hill from the city of McKinney it will 
envelope the area with constant, loud road noise!  As the mom of a son on 
the Autism Spectrum who has sensory issues, we have an extreme amount 
of concern about the long-term effects that traffic noise inflicted on our 
neighborhood will have … on ALL of its residents!  I am CONFIDENT that the 
sound study presented by TXDOT segment A is fatally flawed and very 
much under calculates the amount of road noise our neighborhood will 
experience. As the proposed Segment A is currently drawn and Tucker Hill 
is isolated from the city of McKinney what will be the safety implications?  
Will citizens still be able to receive quick access from city safety personnel ( 
ie police, EMT, fire)?  Will we be able to quickly get from our community to 
the area emergency locations? The residents of McKinney deserve to 
receive transparency regarding the US Hwy 380 bypass decisions!  How in 
the world would proposed Segment A be chosen over Segment B?  This is a 
legitimate question that deserves an answer because Segment B (or 
something further west) still seems to be the extremely clear and logical 
decision! Thank you for your time and consideration! 
Cathy Garrett 
A very concerned McKinney, TX resident 
7413 Darrow Drive 
McKinney, TX 75071 
Live, Laugh, Love and Hold On 

built, existing US 380 will continue to experience a failing level of service in 
the future. The regional model shows that both east to west freeways are 
needed to relieve congestion. 
 
The Preferred Alternative would maintain the two existing entry points to 
Tucker Hill from the existing US 380 at Grassmere Ln. and Tremont Blvd. 
Each is accessible from frontage roads.  
 
In response to concerns from Tucker Hill residents, the roll plots for the 
Public Hearing showed that TxDOT added a connection over the freeway at 
Tremont Blvd. and the future US 380. This at-grade overpass over the 
depressed mainlanes will allow for left in and left out access to Tucker Hill. 
It also means that drivers will have a direct entrance to Tucker Hill instead 
of driving further to U-turn at another interchange.  
 
The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing 
congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. If 
constructed, the project would adhere to current design standards and 
address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. The freeway 
design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from driveways and other 
roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be available 
at signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of 
conflict points. 
 
A traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (FHWA–
approved) Guidelines for Analysis and Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise 
and Construction Noise. Existing sound level measurements were collected 
at noise-sensitive areas, and noise modeling software was used to predict 
what noise levels could be expected in 2050.  In areas where a noise 
impact was projected to occur, noise barriers were evaluated for feasibility 
and reasonableness. A detailed technical report on the traffic noise 
analysis that was conducted can be found in Appendix R of the DEIS. That 
said, TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in 
several areas, including Tucker Hill.  
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291  3/28/2023 Cathy Garrett Online (2) 

I firmly believe that all resources currently being allocated to a proposed 
380 Bypass should be placed towards creating an appropriately planned 
and executed Outer Loop (sized for future growth!) as well as north/south 
thoroughfares feeding the Loop. However, IF a 380 bypass is to be 
developed the choice is clear … Segment B! The decision between 
choosing Proposed segment A vs Proposed segment B CANNOT be based 
on public opinion regarding the MainGait Horse facility!! ALL points of 
comparison between the 2 proposed options make choosing Segment B 
the OBVIOUS route (based on COST, engineering feasibility, safety of route, 
traffic flow addressing the congestion at the intersection of 380 & Custer, 
impact to existing neighborhoods vs undeveloped land, utility 
complications,). At some point, the “popularity” & public campaign of 
ManeGait HAS to be set aside and facts need to be the deciding factors. 
Segment B makes sense!! 

Your comment and support of Segment B is noted. The project is needed 
because population growth within the central portion of Collin County has 
caused increases in current and forecasted traffic volumes that exceed the 
capacity of US 380 between Coit Road and FM 1827, leading to increased 
congestion, reduced mobility, and higher crash rates compared to other 
similar roadways in the region. The purpose of the proposed action is to 
manage congestion, improve east-west mobility, and improve safety. More 
information about the purpose and need for the project is available in 
Section 1.0 of the DEIS starting on page 1-1. Even if all the planned 
roadways in Collin County, including the Outer Loop, are built, existing US 
380 will continue to experience a failing level of service in the future. The 
regional model shows that both east to west freeways are needed to 
relieve congestion. 
 
While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during 
its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through 
a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, 
municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue 
Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  
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292  3/29/2023 Cathy Garrett Online (2) 

Tucker Hill is a FRONT PORCH Living Community! Residents chose to live 
here for the peace & tranquility it offers. Segment A flanks Tucker Hill on 2 
sides & completely isolates TH from the McKinney. It would envelope the 
neighborhood with constant, loud road noise! Our son is on the Autism 
Spectrum with sensory issues, so we have an extreme amount of concern 
about the long-term effects that traffic noise will have on our health (both 
mental and physical!) … for ALL of our neighbors! I am CONFIDENT the 
sound study by TXDOT is fatally flawed & very much under calculates the 
amount of road noise TH will experience. With TH being isolated from 
McKinney what will be the safety implications? Will citizens still receive 
quick access from city safety personnel (ie police, EMT, fire)? McKinney’ 
residents deserve transparency regarding 380 bypass decisions! How 
would  A be chosen over B? This is a legitimate question to answer!. 
Segment B would be the extremely clear and logical decision. 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. The Preferred Alternative would maintain the two existing entry 
points to Tucker Hill from the existing US 380 at Grassmere Ln. and 
Tremont Blvd. Each is accessible from frontage roads.  
 
In response to concerns from Tucker Hill residents, the roll plots for the 
Public Hearing showed that TxDOT added a connection over the freeway at 
Tremont Blvd. and the future US 380. This at-grade overpass over the 
depressed mainlanes will allow for left in and left out access to Tucker Hill. 
It also means that drivers will have a direct entrance to Tucker Hill instead 
of driving further to U-turn at another interchange.  
 
The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing 
congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. If 
constructed, the project would adhere to current design standards and 
address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. The freeway 
design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from driveways and other 
roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be available 
at signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of 
conflict points. 
 
A traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (FHWA–
approved) Guidelines for Analysis and Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise 
and Construction Noise. Existing sound level measurements were collected 
at noise-sensitive areas, and noise modeling software was used to predict 
what noise levels could be expected in 2050.  In areas where a noise 
impact was projected to occur, noise barriers were evaluated for feasibility 
and reasonableness. A detailed technical report on the traffic noise 
analysis that was conducted can be found in Appendix R of the DEIS. That 
said, TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in 
several areas, including Tucker Hill.  

293  3/16/2023 Cathy Thompson 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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294  4/20/2023 
Cedric and 

Monica Cascio 
Email 

Mr. Endres,  
I am a resident of the Tucker Hill neighborhood in McKinney, and am 
disturbed by TxDOT's decision to proceed with 380 - Segment A.  Although 
the attached letter is pretty much what many of our neighbors are 
submitting, it is very well researched and says it all. Unlike my neighbors, I 
am an environmental professional.  And although NEPA is not my field of 
expertise, I am very familiar with the process and the several components.  
I have read the EIS and cannot reach the conclusion that Segment A is the 
best way to proceed with the proposed bypass.  The EIS conclusions and 
recommendations are inconsistent with much of the data as well as typical 
recommendations in similar circumstances elsewhere.  In addition, I do not 
believe the effects to Tucker Hill were thouroughly studied, nor will they be 
properly mitigated. Unfortunately, this tends to make me believe "other" 
factors are at play. Please understand our concerns and take the 
suggestions in this letter seriously, and "upon the level". Sincerely, 
Cedric and Monica Cascio 
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. The environmental 
review, consultation, and other actions required by applicable federal 
environmental laws for this project are being, or have been, carried-out by 
TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum of Understanding 
dated December 9, 2019, and executed by the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and TxDOT. Under “NEPA Assignment”, TxDOT 
adheres to FHWA policies in accordance with the CEQ’s NEPA 
Implementing Regulations. As described throughout Chapter 3 of the DEIS, 
TxDOT assessed the direct impacts of the project such as clearing 
vegetation, placing fill material within wetlands, displacing homes or 
businesses, traffic noise, etc. and the potential for the alternatives 
considered to induce changes in land use and growth within the Study 
Area. TxDOT also addressed any adverse environmental impacts that 
cannot be avoided, the measures considered to minimize harm and to 
mitigate adverse effects, where applicable; and the steps taken during the 
study to comply with applicable state and federal environmental laws. 
 
TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative, which is a combination of Segments A, 
E, and C, as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, 
considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing 
evaluation matrices. The decision is informed by both a qualitative and 
quantitative analysis. 
 
Refer to Section 2.4 in the DEIS for an explanation of why the Blue 
Alternative was selected over the other Build Alternatives.  
 
For more information, please reference the Alternatives Analysis Matrix in 
the DEIS in Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. You may also view the Segment 
Analysis Matrix on the Public Hearing website at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 
 
  

295  4/20/2023 Cedric C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A. Insufficent noise reduction around Tucker Hill. 
Additioanlly, considering the substantial commercial growth west of Custer 
Rd, it seems the western portion of the bypass is too far east, making it 
obselete before it even gets constructed. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. TxDOT continues to 
evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several areas, including 
Tucker Hill. It is important to note that TxDOT is already proposing 
mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by depressing the mainlanes 
between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods to 
decrease traffic noise and visual barriers. 
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296  2/6/2023 Cesar Blanco 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D. Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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297  4/2/2023 Chad Ahlemeyer Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Chad Ahlemeyer 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

298  4/20/2023 Chad B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to segment A, YES to segment B. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

299  3/16/2023 Chad Beattie 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

300  4/20/2023 Chad P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I oppose option A and vote for option B. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

301  3/16/2023 Chad P. 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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302  4/20/2023 Chad T 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

B is MILLIONS CHEAPER AND FAR MORE EFFECTIVE IN RELIEVING TRAFFIC Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

303  3/28/2023 Charisse Barnes Email 

I do not want segment A. I live in Stonebridge Ranch. This bypass would 
ruin the neighborhood of Stonebridge and Tucker Hill. Please do not pick 
Segment A. Go with segment B. Sincerely, 
Charisse Barnes 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

304  3/14/2023 
Charles and Lisa 

Kallal 
Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Roadto FM 1827.  
Sincerely,  
Charles and Lisa Kallal  

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

305  4/20/2023 Charles D 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to segment A!!! Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

306  4/19/2023 
Charles E and 

Christine Henry 
Email 

To Whom It May Concern: 
My husband n I have been residents in Tucker Hill, since September of  
2017! We moved here for the unique houses, landscaping, the front porch 
living, and peace and quiet of such a beautiful neighborhood! Since living 
in McKinney my husband has had a heart valve replacement & has 
diabetes & other health issues… I was diagnosed with a rare form of 
ovarian cancer in May 2021….  I go to MDA in Houston, for treatment and 
tests on a continuous basis. My husband & I both have many concerns 
regarding the proposed bypass & segment A! I do not believe there has 
been a fair & in-depth assessment on the noise factor. I do not think the 
dust, debris & pollution this construction will cause has legitimately been 
considered for those of us with major health issues in our community. 
Many in our community are of retirement age n there are also several 
young children who live in our community with severe health issues, that 
need to be considered! 
I submit the following questions: 
1.  Can you guarantee the air & pollution this major construction, will not 
cause any ill effects on the residence in our community? 
2.  Can you guarantee that the noise factor will do no harm to the 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. Detailed information can be found in the DEIS document and 
multiple appendices posted at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. 
An EIS is a multi-year environmental review process, guided by State and 
Federal requirements, that provides the most rigorous analysis conducted 
by TxDOT of proposed alternatives and their environmental impacts. Any 
TxDOT environmental document, such as the one created for this study, 
must meet standards required by TxDOT policy to comply with FHWA NEPA 
compliance procedures and Title 43, Chapter 2 of the Texas Administrative 
Code.  
 
Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles 
per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air 
quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. TxDOT conducted a 
quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis including benzene 
and VOCs (Section 3.12.3 of the DEIS), and a Carbon Monoxide Traffic Air 
Quality analysis (Section 3.12.2 of the DEIS), included in Appendix P of the 
DEIS. TxDOT modeled carbon monoxide concentrations and none of the 
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residents, considering the lengthy projected time frame of completion? 
3.  Can you guarantee that there will be a second entrance & exit 
completed before any construction is started?  Not only for residents, but 
for emergency vehicles & etc. when there is a need. 
I ask that TXDOT reconsider option B. Thank you for consideration! 
Col. (Ret.) Charles E & Mrs Christine Henry 
Sent from my iPhone 

modeled concentrations exceeded the 1-hour or 8-hour National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. The total MSAT emissions are 
predicted to decrease by approximately 43% by 2050 due to higher 
combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification of the US 
fleet. As required, the project is consistent with the Texas Commission on 
Environmental Quality (TCEQ) State Implementation Plan (SIP), the 
NCTCOG’s Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 TIP.  
 
During the next phase of project development, TxDOT will break the project 
into different construction projects. Each construction project will also 
develop a detailed traffic control plan or construction phasing plan before 
construction to minimize traffic disruption and outline how access will be 
maintained during construction. TxDOT will continue to work with adjacent 
property owners and stakeholders through final design to minimize impacts 
to adjacent properties and neighborhoods, as feasible. More information 
about construction phase impacts can be found in Section 3.17 of the 
DEIS.  
 
The Preferred Alternative would maintain the two existing entry points to 
Tucker Hill from the existing US 380 at Grassmere Ln. and Tremont Blvd. 
Each is accessible from frontage roads.  
 
In response to concerns from Tucker Hill residents, the roll plots for the 
Public Hearing showed that TxDOT added a connection over the freeway at 
Tremont Blvd. and the future US 380. This at-grade overpass over the 
depressed mainlanes will allow for left in and left out access to Tucker Hill. 
It also means that drivers will have a direct entrance to Tucker Hill instead 
of driving further to U-turn at another interchange.  
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill. It is important to note that TxDOT is already 
proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by depressing the 
mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 
to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers.  

307  4/20/2023 Charles P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

YES to Segment B, NO to Segment A Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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308  3/7/2023 Charles W. Davis Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I—and West McKinney—strongly urge you to implement Segment 
B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. 
Charles W. Davis 
(325) 794-6229  
Sent from mobile device 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

309  3/28/2023 Charlette Vitz Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  The noise on 380 is already out of control and wakes me up in 
middle of night and we have wall blocking us that does nothing to help.  I 
hate to see how bad it will be when 380 is larger and raised.  Would you 
like to see this and hear this in your backyard? 
I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the 
US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Charlette Vitz 
Wren Creek 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

310  4/20/2023 Charlotte B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Yes to segment B Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

311  4/20/2023 Charlotte W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I strongly oppose option A and support Option B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

312  2/18/2023 Charmyne Crowe Online 

I believe option "A" best choice for bypass around McKinney Your comment and support of Segment A is noted.  
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313  4/20/2023 Chase M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

The project in its entirety ought to be scrapped. However, A will limit access 
to the neighborhood grocery stores and restaurants that serve a 
community. Route B places the freeway in a manner that does not divide a 
community, including hindering access to cheap grocery options for 
apartment living families. Additionally, with the opening of a Whole Foods 
along route A, the residents of multi-family residents will be hindered in 
accessing fresh food. 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. The traffic and safety 
analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates that the Preferred 
Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing congestion, improving 
east-west mobility, and improving safety. If constructed, the project would 
adhere to current design standards and address existing deficiencies in the 
system where feasible. The freeway design eliminates direct access to the 
mainlanes from driveways and other roadways, and opportunities for left 
turns or U-turns will only be available at signalized intersections on cross 
streets, thereby reducing the number of conflict points. 

314  2/16/2023 Chase Swim Paper form 

Highway will be going through our family property on 28 acres. Not only 
have I grown up on this property, I have all my memories growing up there. 
Some day this property will be mine and my childrems. We have 2 houses 
on the property and the highway goes inbetween them and the frontage 
roas takes out a house. Please choose another route. Do not choose route 
C choose D 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted.  

315  2/26/2023 Chayse Harvard Online (2) 

I am reaching out in regards to the proposed improvements to US 380 
from Coit Road to FM 1827 and, specifically, in hopes that you are 
considering Segment B.  Hope to hear back from you soon. Going to A 
instead of B lacks common sense.  Just think of the logic of this, isnt it 
better to have two roads instead of one?  So, if they keep the existing road 
that’ll carry 80k cars a day and if they take the new freeway it’ll carry an 
extra 100k cars a day.  If you make the road B the old 380 continues to 
carry 80k cars a day and the new 380 will carry over 100k cars a day 
which means two roads servicing the area which is very much needed in 
this time. I am also a resident of Tucker Hill and the Segment A 
tremendously effects this entire area.  I’m the very least we need a sound 
barrier and assurance that construction will not hinder us from getting out-
and-in the neighborhood. 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, 
indicates that the Preferred Alternative (as well as all Build Alternatives) 
effectively meets the criteria of managing congestion, improving east-west 
mobility, and improving safety. 
 
Information about construction phase impacts can be found in Section 
3.17 of the DEIS. During the next phase of project development, TxDOT will 
also develop a detailed traffic control plan before construction to minimize 
traffic disruption and outline how access will be maintained during 
construction. TxDOT will continue to work with stakeholders and residents 
through final design to minimize impacts to residences and neighborhoods, 
as feasible. 
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill.  
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316  3/28/2023 Chelsey Cole Email 

Dear Mr. Endres,  
As a homeowner of two houses and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly 
OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 
Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 
Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney 
residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall 
disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 
citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B 
as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sincerely, 
Chelsey Cole 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

317  3/9/2023 Chelsey Crocker Email 

Good afternoon,  
As a homeowner in McKinney, I strongly oppose the construction of 
segment A for the US 380 bypass from Coit to FM 1827. Not only is this the 
more expensive option, it is the more destructive option. We support 
segment B that will cost less, reduce the tax burden for McKinney 
residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes and result in less overall 
disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge residents. Another option I am wondering 
about is to just have the bypass start further down by Ridge road. The 
space between Coit and Stonebridge is not even the busy section of 380 
comparatively. Getting onto the bypass at Ridge would be efficient at 
getting around the bulk of the busiest spots of 380 in this area. Please 
hear the residents and take these points into real consideration. Thank 
you!! 
Chelsey Crocker 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. It is important to note Segment A has fewer potential home 
displacements in comparison to Segment B and results in fewer impacts to 
planned future residential homes. A new location freeway that diverges 
from US 380 at Ridge Road would potentially displace more existing 
residents than the proposed Segment A. It is also likely that there would be 
issues with impacts to community resources such as the Zinger Bat and 
Aviator ball parks.  

318  3/28/2023 Cheryl Cherilus Email 

Good evening Stephen, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Cheryl Cherilus 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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319  3/28/2023 Cheryl Grey Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Cheryl Grey 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

320  4/5/2023 
Cheryl Papciak-

Brooks 
Online 

Option B makes much more sense than option A does. This bypass is not a 
“bypass “ when it puts such more traffic in the McKinney city limits. I live 
about 1/2 mile from the option A route and the noise and traffic will 
increase exponentially in an already crowded area of 380. In addition, 
Custer and Stonebridge Roads will have much more traffic routed from the 
highway. Option B costs more than $100 Million  less, reduces the bypass 
travel distance and moves increased traffic further west on 380. From 
what I understand, option B also affects fewer residential areas.  It’s a 
much better option for the area. Please reroute to the option B plan. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Results of traffic analysis can 
be found in Appendix I of the DEIS and on the Segment Analysis Matrix. Our 
comparison of Segments A and B showed that there was not a substantial 
difference in traffic metrics such as travel times, travel speeds, and Level 
of Service.  

321  2/17/2023 Chet Fisher Online 

The significant concern I have is the logic for Segment C rather than 
Segment D.  From speaking with Mr. Endres and Collin County officials, 
construction "cost" and the recommendation from the City of McKinney 
have been noted as the rationale for Segment C.  Segment C is not in the 
City of McKinney, nor are the property owners impacted by C represented 
by the City of McKinney.  While the "cost" of Segment D is ESTIMATED to be 
less than Segment C, you are not factoring in the tangible costs to the 
landowners and citizens that are directly impacted by Segment C.  
Segment D would clearly meet the stated need of the BYPASS with 
considerable less loss and cost to the Citizens of Collin County.  Please 
change your recommendation back to Segment D, which was the prior 
recommendation.  The voices of the Citizens who are directly impacted by 
Segment C should have more weight with TxDOT than the City of McKinney 
seeking to increase its tax base.  

Your comment, opposition of Segment C, and support of Segment D is 
noted. TxDOT selected Segment C over Segment D because Segment C 
minimizes impacts to 100-year floodplains and regulatory floodways, 
therefore, requiring TxDOT to build much less of the roadway on elevated 
(bridge) structure. Segment C is also expected to draw traffic off FM 1827 
by providing better connections to local roadways, would impact fewer 
major utilities, and would cost less to construct than Segment D.  
 
It is important to note that Segment D (with the Spur 399 interchange) is 
expected to displace 20 businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 
interchange) would potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would 
potentially displace seven residences, while Segment C would potentially 
displace 10 residences. 
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322  3/8/2023 Chet Fisher Email 

Mr. Endres- 
Thanks to you and your team for conducting the recent public hearings 
regarding the much-needed US 380 Bypass. As a resident of Collin County, 
I am requesting that TxDOT abandon proposed Segment C and instead 
utilize Segment D.   With Segment D being primarily an elevated freeway 
over flood plains and non-inhabited areas, it is ideal for the stated purpose 
of a “bypass”. While the estimated construction cost of Segment D is 
higher, it would avoid disruption of numerous homesteads, small 
businesses, and the way of life for many Collin County residents.  The 
personal costs to these residents far out-weigh the estimated increase in 
construction cost. I respectfully request TxDOT utilize Segment D. 
Chet Fisher 
1728 Private Road 5042 
Melissa, TX 75454 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
segment residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences.  

323  4/20/2023 Chip M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

The TxDOT route is more expensive and adversely affects more businesses 
and residences that other routes. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none.  

324  4/12/2023 Chloe E. Metzler Email 

As a Tucker Hill resident, I believe in selecting Segment A for the 380 
bypass, TxDOT will do harm to a significant percentage of McKinney 
residents and will demonstrate significant fiscal irresponsibility. This 
decision is made more egregious with the existence of a viable lower 
impact alternative. It appears irrefutable that Segment B is the better 
alternative and that there are serious flaws in the conclusions reached by 
TxDOT and in the underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS). First, the 
facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment 
A: 
• Segment A is one mile longer, has 6 new interchanges rather than 5, has 
seven potential major utility conflicts versus just two for Segment B and 
displaces 15 businesses versus zero businesses for Segment B.  
• Segment A would encroach on twice the wetland acreage, nearly twice 
the linear feet of rivers and streams and more acreage of forests, prairies 
and grasslands than Segment B. Segment A impacts more than 30 
irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged over 150 years. Finally, there would be 
no hazardous material sites impacted on Segment B and TXDOT has 
identified 2 with Segment A. 
• Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real 
concern to the taxpayers is that the estimated cost to construct Segment A 
is nearly $200M more than Segment B.   
• Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 
380 Highway increasing the risk of work zone accidents and disrupting 
existing traffic patterns. Additionally, priority has not been given to safety 
and the increased risk of fatal accidents, including those induced by a 
change in grade and, not one, but two 90 degree turns. 
• TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to 
planned future residential homes. It appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. A Preferred Alternative is not selected through a voting process, nor 
is it selected solely based on input from the public, municipal or agency 
leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative (comprised 
of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the 
technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly 
reviewing evaluation matrices.  
 
The design for Segment A meets the criteria outlined in TxDOT's Roadway 
Design Manual, including stopping sight distance.  
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill. It is important to note that TxDOT is already 
proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by depressing the 
mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 
to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers. Details of the traffic noise 
analysis and location of the noise receivers can be found in Appendix R of 
the DEIS.  
 
By far the issue that TxDOT has heard about the most from the public and 
stakeholders on the US 380 Collin County Feasibility Study and this EIS 
project has been direct and indirect impacts to ManeGait. Based on that, it 
was one of the many things that TxDOT considered. The numerous other 
considerations can be found on the Segment Analysis Matrix.  
 
The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by 
applicable federal environmental laws for this project are being, or have 
been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum 
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impact of unidentified future residents, property investors or developers 
over the impact of existing McKinney residents. The voices of the current 
residents should be a priority over unidentified future residents. 
• TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous 
proposed residences under construction west of Custer Road. Once again, 
this appears to accrue to the benefit of future residents or current 
investors, not the current residents of McKinney. 
• TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait 
Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the subject of substantial public 
concern”. The facility does serve a noble purpose, but TxDOT has not 
factored in McKinney residents directly impacted who include retired 
veterans, disabled residents (both young and old), seniors 55+ and 
countless children. More concerning to members of the McKinney 
community is how Bill Darling leveraged his ownership of 43 Tucker Hill 
lots to submit comments against Segment B in favor of Segment A – 
essentially impersonated residents of Tucker Hill for his personal gain. 
TxDOT’s own findings indicate that the continued emphasis on ManeGait is 
unwarranted and has stated Segment B “would not make the ManeGait 
inaccessible to persons with disabilities and would not violate the 
Americans with Disabilities Act.”   
Chloe E. Metzler 

of Understanding dated December 9, 2019, and executed by the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) and TxDOT. Under “NEPA Assignment”, 
TxDOT adheres to FHWA policies in accordance with the CEQ’s NEPA 
Implementing Regulations. As described throughout Chapter 3 of the DEIS, 
TxDOT assessed the direct impacts of the project such as clearing 
vegetation, placing fill material within wetlands, displacing homes or 
businesses, traffic noise, etc. and the potential for the alternatives 
considered to induce changes in land use and growth within the Study 
Area. TxDOT also addressed any adverse environmental impacts that 
cannot be avoided, the measures considered to minimize harm and to 
mitigate adverse effects, where applicable; and the steps taken during the 
study to comply with applicable state and federal environmental laws. 
  

325  4/20/2023 Chloe M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

YES to Segment B! Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

326  3/7/2023 Chris Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. And that was the 
form letter--- this is the straight up answer-- Segment A is shortsighted and 
stupid.    

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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327  3/16/2023 Chris Adams 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

328  3/8/2023 
Chris and Amber 

Evans 
Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Amber Evans 
Chris & Amber Evans 
crajevans@gmail.com 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

329  4/20/2023 Chris C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

It is the responsibility of our government to use tax payer funds in a 
responsible manner - Cost of Segment A burns up an excess of $99 million 
or more than Segment B. Building segment A is fraud, waste and abuse of 
tax dollars. 

Your comment is noted. The preliminary cost estimate for each segment is 
one of the many factors TxDOT considered when determining the Preferred 
Alternative, as shown in Figure 2-13 of the DEIS. As final design continues, 
cost estimates will be updated, and will factor in the costs of right-of-way 
acquisition. Impacts to future developments will also be re-evaluated. It is 
important to note that these costs are high-level estimates, using the 
information available now.  

330  4/20/2023 Chris G 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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331  2/21/2023 Chris Harrison Comment Form 

- C divides residential and farming/ranching communities 
- C affects and displaces more: residences (C -29 / D - 7), businesses (C-
15/D-4), community resources (C-7/D-0) 
- C damages one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin County 
- C destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodlands 
- C disturbs wetlands and suitable habitat for threatened species 
- C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife (prefers D) 
C has worse traffic performance! Lower traffic capacity, longer travel times, 
slower travel speeds and more dangerous elevation changes.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure. Based on TxDOT's 
evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced by either Segment C 
or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be acquired from any 
community facility either. More details about community facilities can be 
found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community facilities are 
defined as a physical feature provided – either by the municipality as a 
public service or by a private entity – within the community for the benefit 
of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, community centers, post 
office, library, etc.). The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on 
cultural resources within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic 
Resources including any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed 
or NRHP-eligible structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, 
including Section 4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would 
be affected by the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More 
information about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the 
DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
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data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 
2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies that can 
be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-
gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as 
provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on impacts 
to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and fish and 
wildlife species.  TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the 
impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things 
TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, 
the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the 
Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation 
strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections 
to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from 
streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill 
material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation 
credits from stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the US and wetlands.   
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

332  4/20/2023 Chris L. Self Email 

I second this opinion of my husband! 
Also, when are we going to be provided with the financials explaining why a 
$200m+ project makes fiscal sense over Segment A? Regards, 
Chris 
Chris L. Self, General Agent/Broker 
214-707-6056 (cell) 
214.544-8536 (fax) 
  

Your comment is noted. The preliminary cost estimate for each segment is 
one of the many factors TxDOT considered when determining the Preferred 
Alternative, as shown in Figure 2-13 of the DEIS. As final design continues, 
cost estimates will be updated, and will factor in the costs of right-of-way 
acquisition. Impacts to future developments will also be re-evaluated. It is 
important to note that these costs are high-level estimates, using the 
information available now.  
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333  3/19/2023 Chris Price Online (2) 

I am a resident of Prestwyck & I would like to comment about the design 
change to 380 & Prestwick Hollow Dr. I support the original design with an 
underpass of 380 at Prestwick. First when parents drop their children off at 
Hughes Elementary, which is located off Prestwick Hollow, they will no 
longer travel to 380 to go westbound, instead they will travel to Coit road to 
do so. Coit is very congested, especially during school hours. Without a 
traffic light at Coit & 380, it would be difficult to handle the additional 
traffic at this intersection, as the proposal is to limit the amount of traffic at 
380 & Prestwick, if the proposed design change stands. Second, if a way to 
cross 380 at Prestwick is removed, then the connection to the proposed 
Market Street grocery (NE Coit & 380) would be limited by pedestrian or 
bicycle access. Third, there isn’t a deceleration lane on Eastbound 380 at 
Prestwick, which will now be the only way to turn at this intersection.  
Please keep the old design 

Your comment and support for the previous design at Prestwick Hollow 
Drive and the future US 380 is noted. The updated design removed the 
connection between the frontage roads at Prestwick Hollow Drive because 
it was planned to be removed when the entire US 380 project was 
constructed. An underpass was not proposed at this location.  
 
Prestwick Hollow Drive would be accessible only by the eastbound frontage 
road. Westbound traffic would need to make a U-turn at Coit Road, 
approximately 0.36 miles west of Prestwick Hollow Drive. Those wanting to 
travel west from Prestwick Hollow Drive would need to drive 0.65 miles 
east then make a U-turn at future Independence Parkway. Prestwyck 
residents could take Prestwick Hollow Drive to Coit Road, then turn onto 
the east or westbound frontage roads at the grade-separated interchange. 
 
In the next phase of the project, TxDOT will evaluate if a signal would be 
warranted at the future US 380 and Coit Road.  

334  4/20/2023 Chris R 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Segment B provides a more direct east-west route for the bypass, and is 
cheaper. Do The Right Thing. 

Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

335  3/1/2023 Chris Roberts Email 

To the office of Stephen Endres, 
As a resident of Collin County, I am urging you to oppose the Route C 
proposal for the US 380 Bypass in NE McKinney. With a clear, decent 
alternative (Route D), there seems to be no need to choose the poorly-
planned and destructive Route C. Route C destroys more wetland, more 
forest, and more grassland than Route D, and displaces more homes and 
businesses. Additionally, Texas Parks and WIldlife Department strongly 
opposes Route C, a clear sign that this proposed segment is reckless. The 
residents of Mckinney and surrounding communities treasure our green 
space, as do the other various species that use these wetlands and 
forests. We can't deny that we must urbanize to some capacity as North 
Texas grows. However, this process must be done with respect to both our 
public and private green spaces. It is your responsibility to make sure we 
urbanize responsibly, and I believe Route C punts on that responsibility. I 
urge you to make Route D the preferred route. Thank you for your time, 
Chris Roberts   
715 Range Dr. 
Princeton, TX 75407  

Your comment, opposition of Segment C, and support of Segment D is 
noted. Detailed information can be found in the DEIS document and 
multiple appendices posted at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. 
An EIS is a multi-year environmental review process, guided by State and 
Federal requirements, that provides the most rigorous analysis conducted 
by TxDOT of proposed alternatives and their environmental impacts. Any 
TxDOT environmental document, such as the one created for this study, 
must meet standards required by TxDOT policy to comply with Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) NEPA compliance procedures and Title 43, 
Chapter 2 of the Texas Administrative Code. The project team analyzed the 
areas around Segments C and D through multiple in-person field visits 
where Right of Entry (ROE) was granted, use of aerial imagery/maps, and 
existing databases including Collin County Appraisal District listings.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
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require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative. 
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with Texas Parks and Wildlife 
Department (TPWD), which is guided by a 2021 Memorandum of 
Understanding between the two agencies that can be viewed at 
https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-gui.pdf. It outlines 
that for an EIS project, TxDOT is supposed to coordinate with TPWD as well 
as provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on 
impacts to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and 
fish and wildlife species. TPWD comments have been considered and, in 
fact, the impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many 
things that TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; 
however, the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind 
alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation strategies 
such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections to span 
streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from streams 
and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill material in 
jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation credits from 
stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation for impacts to 
waters of the US and wetlands.   

336  3/8/2023 Chris Roberts Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Chris Roberts 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. It is important to note Segment A has fewer potential home 
displacements in comparison to Segment B and results in fewer impacts to 
planned future residential homes.   

337  4/20/2023 Chris S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A!! YES to segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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338  3/6/2023 Chris Self Online 

I'm against your Option A selection. How can you justify an additional 
$200m+ for this project? What a waste of money! And, why weren't the 
permits held up in Prosper for 'future' builds like they were in McKinney? 
I'm hoping we can all have a face to face meeting where you can show 
us/prove to us that this is the best option for current residents instead of 
basing your decision on 'future' residents.  Also, what was the reasoning 
behind not even offering Tucker Hill a sound barrier wall that was originally 
discussed? I look forward to us having a face to face prior to considering 
legal counsel. 
Chris Self 
2312 Tremont Blvd (Tucker Hill) 
McKinney Tx  75071         

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. TxDOT selected the 
Blue Alternative, which is a combination of Segments A, E, and C, as the 
Preferred Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering 
public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation 
matrices. The decision is informed by both a qualitative and quantitative 
analysis. Refer to Section 2.4 in the DEIS for an explanation of why the 
Blue Alternative was selected over the other Build Alternatives. For more 
information, please reference the Alternatives Analysis Matrix in the DEIS 
in Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. You may also view the Segment Analysis 
Matrix on the Public Hearing website at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill. 

339  3/15/2023 Chris Stroud Email 

Mr. Endres, 
As a Prosper resident and person who owns a business in McKinney, I want 
to voice my support, again, for Route A. I am sure you are well versed in all 
of the reasons why this would be the ideal route. First I would like to quote 
TXDOT's own EIS report. 
1) It would require the least amount of now right of way. 
2) It would not displace any community facilities (Such as ManeGait, an 
organization of the utmost importance to the Collin county community 
which would unduly be impact by the alternate B route) 
3) Results in the least number of noise receptors with substantial noise 
level increases 
4) Be the least impactful on flood plains and regulatory floodways 
5 )Minimize the conversion of farmland 
6) Meet the project Purpose and Need. 
Additionally, Prosper has continued to develop as a master planned 
community with the idea that US380 would be a freeway, changing the 
route to cut through a significant portion of Prosper would 
disproportionately affect the Town of Prosper's commercial real estate, and 
new developments which support its tax base. This would in turn have 
other down stream effects on Town parks, schools, students, teachers, and 
residents. I implore you to make a final decision regarding this bypass and 
stick with the blue route as recommended by TXDOT's own EIS study. 
Continued delay and discussion has significantly and negatively affected 
the Collin County community. Thank you, 
Chris Stroud 

Your comment and support of Segment A is noted.  

340  3/7/2023 Chris Wilkes Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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Chris Wilkes 
Chris 

341  3/10/2023 Christie Abraham Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Thank you, 
Christie Abraham 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

342  4/20/2023 Christina D 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to A yes to B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

343  2/17/2023 Christine Bodin Online 

We live in the Kensington neighborhood of Stonebridge Ranch, which is 
directly off of 380. We noticed you did not choose Option B, which would 
have had much less impact on businesses, homes and nature/wetlands, 
and would cost millions less...which doesn't make any sense at all why you 
all didn't choose B over A. However, we are now asking that you do NOT go 
with the Inset C: Alternative Design. Our street is literally Freedom Drive 
and the Alternative Design appears to make an exit directly onto Freedom 
Drive...which is insanely awful. So, if it matters at all to you who don't live in 
McKinney or anywhere near Freedom Drive, please do not go with the Inset 
C: Alternative Design.  

Your comment and opposition to Inset C is noted. Based on the schematic 
design shown at the Public Hearing, Inset C does not show a ramp from the 
future US 380 freeway directly to Freedom Drive. A driver would have to 
slow down, exit the freeway frontage roads, and then get onto University 
Drive. Eastbound traffic would need to take a right turn to access Freedom 
Drive. The US 380 freeway is anticipated to attract future traffic from the 
existing US 380 (University Drive).  

344  4/20/2023 Christine C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A!!!! Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

345  4/20/2023 Christine H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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346  4/20/2023 Christine W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Segment A is unnecessary and will add even more traffic to 380. Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

347  4/20/2023 Christopher T 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

348  3/10/2023 
Christopher 
Thompson 

Online 

The segment of highway between Tucker Hill and Stonebridge has houses 
roughly equal distance from the current and proposed 380 alignment.  
Residences on both sides of the highway have a direct line of sight to the 
proposed roadway.  However, a noise barrier has only been proposed on 
one side of the highway.  It is unclear why one side would have more of an 
acoustic impact vs the other and if sufficient noise analysis has been done 
and made available to the public.  If there is a reasonable justification, 
results should be made available to the public for independent review and 
analysis.  From the outside looking in, it seems logical that a sound barrier 
would be needed on both sides of the highway given the similarity of 
conditions on either side. 

Your comment and concern about noise is noted. TxDOT continues to 
evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several areas, including 
Tucker Hill. A detailed technical report on the traffic noise analysis that was 
conducted can be found in Appendix R of the DEIS. 

349  4/20/2023 Christy E 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A ! Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
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350  2/21/2023 Christy Millard Email 

Stephen, 
I am writing to strongly urge you to choose Segment D. Segment D is a 
better choice for so many reasons. Specifically, far fewer homes and 
businesses would be affected. In addition, Segment C disrupts forests and 
wetlands that are habitats for threatened species. Texas Parks & Wildlife 
opposes C for these reasons. And based on studies, C will even have worse 
traffic performance. The only logical and right choice is Segment D. 
Christy Millard 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway.  Segment C stretches farther east out of the floodplain. Segment 
D straddles the floodplain for most of its length. Using bridges to span 
floodways to minimize the placement of fill material, including bridge 
bents, within the mapped 100-year floodplain is part of the design for 
Segments C and D. With an alignment outside of these areas, more of the 
roadway would require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be 
built, therefore reducing anticipated construction costs. 
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with Texas Parks and Wildlife 
Department (TPWD), which is guided by a 2021 Memorandum of 
Understanding between the two agencies that can be viewed at 
https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-gui.pdf. It outlines 
that for an EIS project, TxDOT is supposed to coordinate with TPWD as well 
as provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on 
impacts to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and 
fish and wildlife species. TPWD comments have been considered and, in 
fact, the impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many 
things that TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; 
however, the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind 
alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation strategies 
such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections to span 
streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from streams 
and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill material in 
jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation credits from 
stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation for impacts to 
waters of the US and wetlands.   
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

351  4/20/2023 Chuck D 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I strongly OPPOSE the proposed \"Segment A\" plan for the upcoming 380 
bypass road project. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
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352  3/7/2023 Chuck Davis Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  
Chuck Davis 
McKinney, Texas 
HSU Board of Trustees, Vice Chair 
(325) 794-6229 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

353  4/18/2023 Chuck Davis Email 

I am a homeowner, Texas taxpayer and citizen of McKinney, TX.  I strongly 
OPPOSE the construction of “Segment A” for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 
Road to FM 1827. We, the 200,000+ voters and taxpayers of McKinney, 
understand that TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost 
less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer 
businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 
Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. If TXDoT proceeds with the far more costly and disruptive 
“Segment A,” it will be seen by the voters of McKinney as our State 
government “pandering to” the interests of large developers, and a 
betrayal of the average citizen. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B 
as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sincerely, 
Chuck Davis 
5800 Spring Hill Dr. 
McKinney, TX  75072 
(325) 794-6229  
Sent from mobile device 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

354  3/20/2023 Chuck Hamilton Email 

I appreciate the many opportunities for public comment and input. There is 
no perfect solution. As a regular user of US 380 and resident of Collin 
County, I would like to share my support for TXDOT’s current preferred 
routing - Segments A, E, and C.  No option will cause no disruption, and the 
due diligence connected to the current preferred route leads me to support 
this proposal. Thank you,  
Chuck Hamilton 

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  

355  4/20/2023 Chuck K 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I am here supporting the NO to Segment A and YES for Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

356  2/21/2023 Chuck Vanzant Online 

Based on the fly over video, there will be so many people affected by the 
preferred plan.  New businesses around the Custer Road/380 intersection 
and then those to the east will be devastating.  The impact to the 
community on either side of 380 around Tucker Hill and Stonebridge 
Ranch is tragic. The bypass should be located further out in areas less 
developed and less intrusive to the existing homeowners. 
The consultants and the TX Dot people should be ashamed, 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted.  

357  4/20/2023 Cindy A 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Noooooooooooooo to A! Yes to B! Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

358  4/20/2023 Cindy A 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Thank you 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none.  

359  3/7/2023 Cindy Beauregard Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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360  4/20/2023 Cindy G 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I vote NO to prop. A and yes to B. We don’t need all of the destruction. I 
also kindly request that you use stop lights instead of roundabouts. Stop 
lights are much safer. Please no roundabouts!!! 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT 
during its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected 
through a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the 
public, municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the 
Blue Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  
 
There are no roundabouts included in the design for this project. If 
constructed, the project would adhere to current design standards and 
address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. The freeway 
design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from driveways and other 
roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be available 
at signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of 
conflict points. 

361  4/20/2023 Cindy H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to segment A…. YES to segment B. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

362  4/20/2023 Cindy K 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Segment B is by far the most intelligent way to go. Segment A cost much 
more money to construct and will impact many more citizens. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

363  3/8/2023 Cindy Kumpa Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Cindy Kumpa 
3317 Drip Rock Dr 
McKinney, Tx 75070 
ckumpa@gmail.com 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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364  3/8/2023 Cindy Maki Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

365  4/4/2023 Cindy Schneible Email 

I'm writing to submit my comments re: the proposed alignment for the 380 
bypass. I am in favor of Segment B (Coit to Ridge). I oppose selection of 
Segment A. 
Cindy Schneible 
201 Mallard Lakes Drive 
McKinney, TX 75072 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

366  4/20/2023 Clarence P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

367  3/28/2023 
Clarke 

Drummond 
Email 

Stephen, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Clarke Drummond 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

368  4/20/2023 Claudine B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX, I strongly oppose the 
construction of Segment A. Segment B will cost less, reduce the tax burden 
on McKinney residents, result in less disruption and require fewer 
businesses and homes to be destroyed. I strongly urge you to implement 
Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 bypass from Coit road to 
FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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369  3/8/2023 Clay East Email (2) 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

370  4/20/2023 Clay G 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Segment A does NOTHING to move traffic east or west! Segment B is 
consistent with the purpose of the new roadway. Only B makes any sense. 
It is the highest and best use of the public’s funds. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

371  2/4/2023 Clay Johnson Online 

No! No more widening of 380. 380 needs to reduce speed limits and 
increase lights in Prosper.  

Your comment and opposition to the project is noted.  

372  4/20/2023 Clay Y 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Option A is irresponsible! Option B makes much more sense financially & 
environmentally! 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

373  
2/25/2023 
2/26/2023 

Clay Yonts 
Email (1) 
Online (1) 

Good evening Stephen, 
I’m writing you as a concerned community member at 2601 Addison St. in 
Tucker Hill. I can’t believe we’re letting small-town politics be the 
determining factor in this decision!! Option B has been the smartest and 
least expensive option from the get-go. Tucker Hill, Stonebridge, Wren 
Creek, and some of the other neighborhoods that are going to be directly 
impacted, did not have fair representation in the early public comment.  
This makes absolutely no sense! Bill Darling‘s financial campaign 
contributions to four of the seven city council and city mayor has 
influenced them to not push back, which in turn would cost tax payers way 
more money. Financially, having the least environmental impact, traffic 
congestion, and the amount of businesses that will be directly impacted 
and displaced, it all very strongly suggests opposite option B as the best 
route. A bypass or a loop is created to divert the traffic to lessen 
congestion. If that is the true goal for this bypass, then you would want to 
get traffic off of 380 as quickly as possible. Option A keeps the bypass on 
380 longer, which in turn creates more traffic congestion, which is the 
opposite reason for creating this! Thanks, 
Clay Yonts 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. Public input is an important factor but it is not the only factor that 
TxDOT must consider under NEPA. There are multiple reasons why TxDOT 
has identified the Blue Alternative (Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative. This reasoning is detailed in Section 2.4 of the DEIS. 
 
Adjacent property owners from all studied alternatives were notified of all 
public meetings and input opportunities.  
 
The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing 
congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. 
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374  3/13/2023 Clay Yonts Email 

Good morning, 
I would like to formally request an extension of the comment period as we 
need more time to fully evaluate the impacts and possible mitigation 
measures that can be taken to protect Tucker Hill as well as the other 
communities and businesses affected by Option A. Thanks, 
Clay Yonts 
2601 Addison St.  
Mckinney 

This US 380 Project’s comment period has been longer than most because 
it opened when the DEIS was announced, which was January 13, 2023. 
TxDOT granted two separate 15-day extensions to the comment period to 
close April 20, 2023 instead of March 21, 2023 as advertised at the Public 
Hearing.   
 
Detailed study information is available in the DEIS document posted at 
www.kwww.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. 

375  3/15/2023 Clay Yonts Online 

As a McKinney resident, I find TXDOT’s recommendation of Segment A vs. 
Segment B fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers and places an 
unsupportable financial burden on the City of McKinney and its taxpayers!! 
Findings of the Environmental Impact Study should have led to selection of 
Segment B. 
No businesses displaced, rather than 15 current businesses displaced in 
Segment A. 
2 rather than 7 major utility conflicts in Segment A 
No hazardous material sites impacted, rather 2 in Segment A. 
Nearly twice the impact to rivers and streams; ½ mile vs. 1 mile 
Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged over 
150 years. 
Segment B saves over $150 million dollars for Collin County Taxpayers vs. 
Segment A 
$153M in right of way costs, rather than $198M in Segment A.  
$25M in utility relocation costs, rather than $75 in Segment A.  
$588M in design and construction costs rather than $608M in Segment A.  
$40M savings in utility relocation for the City of McKinney. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. Some of TxDOT's top 
considerations in choosing Segment A over Segment B, because Segment 
A: 
-Displaces fewer homes in comparison to Segment B  
-Results in fewer impacts to planned future residential homes  
-Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west 
of Custer Road  
-Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment 
-Avoids impact to ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the 
subject of substantial public concern  
-Requires acquisition of less ROW than Segment B  
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376  4/20/2023 Clay Yonts Online 

I am concerned about safety during construction and beyond and do not 
feel the study adequately addressed safety and access to our 
neighborhood during and after construction. The entrance/exit of our 
neighborhood will be a giant mess and a huge safety concern. We have 
elderly and disabled neighbors that need every second they have in the 
event of an emergency. Tucker Hill is a front-porch community by design 
and given the amount of time spent outside and, in our community, I am 
concerned about air quality and noise and do not feel they were adequately 
addressed nor were our facilities and neighborhood type properly identified 
in the study. How will emergency response time be affected during the 
construction period? Has TxDOT studied the full impact of air quality during 
and after construction? Where were the air quality monitors located for the 
current study? 
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

According to Section 3.6.3.3 of the DEIS, TxDOT will coordinate with 
emergency responders to prevent disruptions in service during phased 
construction of the proposed project and will develop a traffic management 
plan as discussed further in Section 3.17. The proposed grade separated 
interchanges and intersection improvements (including U-turns) along the 
proposed frontage roads would reduce congestion at major cross-streets 
allowing emergency vehicles to bypass traffic lights, shortening transit 
times through the Study Area. 
 
The Preferred Alternative would maintain the two existing entry points to 
Tucker Hill from the existing US 380 at Grassmere Ln. and Tremont Blvd. 
Each are accessible from frontage roads. 
 
In response to concerns from Tucker Hill residents, the roll plots for the 
Public Hearing showed that TxDOT added a connection over the freeway at 
Tremont Blvd. and the future US 380. This at-grade overpass over the 
depressed mainlanes will allow for left in and left out access to Tucker Hill. 
It also means that drivers will have a direct entrance to Tucker Hill instead 
of driving further to U-turn at another interchange. 
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

377  4/20/2023 Clint K 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

The cost to tax payers and the number of real-live people/businesses 
impacted should drive this decision. Please, please don’t sell out when real 
lives are being adversely impacted! 

Your comment is noted. The preliminary cost estimate for each segment is 
one of the many factors TxDOT considered when determining the Preferred 
Alternative, as shown in Figure 2-13 of the DEIS. As final design continues, 
cost estimates will be updated, and will factor in the costs of right-of-way 
acquisition. Impacts to future developments will also be re-evaluated. It is 
important to note that these costs are high-level estimates, using the 
information available now.  
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378  3/7/2023 Clint Kaeding Online 

Option A bypass makes absolutely no sense in terms of the things that 
SHOULD matter the most. It’s FAR, FAR more costly to tax payers and FAR 
more disruptive to EXISTING home owners and businesses. This feels very 
much like political corruption from my vantage point, as a few powerful 
(wealthy) people (e.g., Bill Darling) appear to be getting their way while the 
vast majority get screwed. I’m sure it’s nothing new in the realm of 
Government and politics, but that doesn’t mean it’s not completely & 
utterly WRONG. We (in Tucker Hill) are bearing the worst of this injustice, as 
we’re being strangled on 2 sides by freeways. There are hundreds of kids in 
our neighborhood alone who will be significantly impacted by this, and our 
front-porch neighborhood is going to lose much of its appeal and 
undoubtedly plummet in value while a small minority profit from our pain. 
This is flat out WRONG, and I would love to hear someone explain it in a 
truly rational way that doesn’t wreak of malfeasance. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT 
during its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected 
through a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the 
public, municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the 
Blue Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  
 
According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, 
Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B would 
potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially displace 
14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. None of 
the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing subdivisions. 
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill. After discussions during the Feasibility Study 
with stakeholders, TxDOT started to develop the design to depress the 
mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 
on Segment A to decrease noise impacts and visual barriers.  
 
Changes in property values are driven by the value associated with site-
specific factors such as accessibility, safety, noise, visual amenities, 
proximity to shopping, community cohesion, and business productivity. 
TxDOT cannot reasonably foresee how any of these factors will impact 
property values. 

379  3/13/2023 Clint Kaeding Email 

I would like to formally request an extension of the comments period, as 
we need more time to fully evaluate the impact and possible mitigation 
measures that can be taken to protect Tucker Hill and the other 
communities and businesses affected by Option A. Respectfully, 
Clint Kaeding 
Sr. Manager, Strategy & Delivery 
Customer Support and Services 
Cell – (913) 748-5412 
Work – (469) 603-3706 

This US 380 Project’s comment period has been longer than most because 
it opened when the DEIS was announced, which was January 13, 2023. 
TxDOT granted two separate 15-day extensions to the comment period to 
close April 20, 2023 instead of March 21, 2023 as advertised at the Public 
Hearing.   
 
Detailed study information is available in the DEIS document posted at 
www.kwww.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. 



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

380  3/11/2023 Clint Kaeding Email 

Stephen,  
My wife, Katy and I submitted our comments to the TxDot site, but have 
heard that some previous comments from our neighborhood were either 
not received or “lost” (there doesn’t seem to be any record of them in the 
public records for many of us who submitted them), so I’m following up 
with an email. To be blunt, the current “preferred route” (Option A - Blue 
alternative) makes absolutely NO sense in terms of the things that SHOULD 
matter the most. It’s FAR, FAR more costly to tax payers and FAR, FAR more 
disruptive to EXISTING home owners and businesses (vs. the “planned 
developments” that Prosper quickly stood up as deterrents to routing 
through their open/unoccupied land). TxDot seems to be choosing to 
impact real, actual people and businesses at the expense of 
future/hypothetical developments that aren’t even in existence yet. The 
whole thing feels very much like political coercion/corruption from my 
vantage point, as a few powerful/wealthy people appear to be getting their 
way while the far larger majority get screwed. I’m sure it’s nothing new in 
the realm of Government and politics, but that doesn’t mean it’s not 
completely and utterly WRONG. We (in Tucker Hill) are being “asked” to 
bear some of the worst of it, as the Blue Alternative would wrap our 
neighborhood with freeways on 2+ sides, severely detracting from the 
appeal of our front-porch community, and having devastating impacts on 
our property values. The same goes for many other EXISTING homeowners 
and businesses that far outnumber those impacted by Option B (gold 
alternative). Expanding 380 is one thing, but choking out our neighborhood 
with a 380-expansion AND a bypass is more than any neighborhood should 
be forced to endure. This may be a moot point if the expansion of 380 is 
happening regardless of where the bypass goes, but has anyone even 
considered modernizing the Traffic Light synchronization on 380??? It’s 
truly baffling to me how terrible the current setup is relative to so many 
other parts of the country I travel to (including Overland Park, KS where we 
moved from 3 years ago as just one very similar example). We routinely sit 
at stoplights on 380 for 90-120+ seconds with periods of virtually no 
oncoming traffic at all preventing us from making a turn, only to finally get 
a green light once a caravan of people are approaching. And this is not at 
all an anomaly… it happens over and over every single day! We also sit at 
red lights while there’s a green turn arrow for roads that doesn’t even exist 
and nobody in the turn lane (e.g., Stonebridge, Ridge, etc. north of 380). 
It’s incredibly frustrating. Multiply these completely pointless 
stops/starts/stop/starts/stop/starts… by the thousands and thousands of 
people trying to move along 380 and I guarantee that HUGE strides could 
be made in traffic flow if hundreds-of-thousands of minutes weren’t being 
wasted every single day by people sitting idle at these arbitrary/illogical 
traffic lights. I travel a lot and there are countless other areas of the 
country that have figured this out, so I know it is technically possible and 
far less disruptive. We understand that continued growth is inevitable (and 
not at all a bad thing) and that something has to be done for the 
infrastructure to support it. But any such solution should be driven by 1) 
What is most cost-effective (highest ROI), and 2) What will adversely impact 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. TxDOT has not 
identified any comments that weren't received or lost. Your comments are 
included on pages 542, 764, and 2033 in the Public Meeting summary at 
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/APPROVED
%200135-02-
065etc%20US380_PublicMeetingDocumentation_1%20of%204_08.16.20
22.pdf. Other comment response matrices presented by TxDOT can be 
found at Drive380.com.  
 
While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during 
its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through 
a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, 
municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue 
Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  
 
The project is needed because population growth within the central portion 
of Collin County has caused increases in current and forecasted traffic 
volumes that exceed the capacity of US 380 between Coit Road and FM 
1827, leading to increased congestion, reduced mobility, and higher crash 
rates compared to other similar roadways in the region. The purpose of the 
proposed action is to manage congestion, improve east-west mobility, and 
improve safety. More information about the purpose and need for the 
project is available in Section 1.0 of the DEIS starting on page 1-1. Even if 
all the planned roadways in Collin County, including the Outer Loop, are 
built, existing US 380 will continue to experience a failing level of service in 
the future. The regional model shows that both east to west freeways are 
needed to relieve congestion. 
 
According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, 
Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B would 
potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially displace 
14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. None of 
the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing subdivisions. 
 
The proposed project would construct a freeway, which would limit access 
to freeway mainlanes to only on and off ramps and does not have 
signalized intersections. Typical section drawings are posted on the Public 
Hearing website.  
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the fewest REAL people (not future/hypothetical). I don’t see how anyone 
can honestly make the claim that the current proposal checks either of 
these boxes. If there’s something I’m missing that takes precedence over 
these, then I’d like you to explain. Respectfully, 
Clint Kaeding 
Sr. Manager, Strategy & Delivery 
Customer Support and Services 
Cell – (913) 748-5412 
Work – (469) 603-3706 

381  4/19/2023 Clint Kaeding Email 

Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

382  3/24/2023 Clint Moss Email 

Mr. Enders,  
I live in Prosper and am writing to support the recent TxDOT 
recommendation of the 380 bypass being placed in McKinney, east of 
Prosper City limits. As noted in TxDOTs own EIS report, this placement is 
advantageous for the following reasons: 
1. Requires the least amount of right of way 
2. Would not displace any community facilities 
• Numerous residential and commercial facilities that are already present 
or in construction would be negatively impacted if bypass cut through 
Prosper. This disproportionately impacts Prosper and our potential tax 
basis given that Prosper is of significantly diminished size compared to 
McKinney, who can absorb the tax impacts much easier. 
3. Result in the least number of noise receptors 
4. Be least impactful on flood plains and floodways 
5. Minimize the conversion of farmland 
6. Meet the project Purpose and Need 
I implore you to please make a final decision to keep the currently 
recommended bypass, east of Prosper, as recommended by TxDOT’s own 
EIS study. This decision seems to be the least impactful to residents, 
commercial entities, and cities. Do not let political pressure (Keith Self, 
allegedly) sway your decision to benefit a handful of individuals while 
negatively impacting tens of thousands of others. Thank you for your 
understanding. 
Clint Moss 
3831 Glacier Point Ct  
Prosper, TX 

Your comment and support of the project is noted. While public input is one 
of the many factors considered by TxDOT during its decision-making 
process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through a voting process, 
nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, municipal or agency 
leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative (comprised 
of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the 
technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly 
reviewing evaluation matrices.  
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383  2/17/2023 Clint Tenney Online 

I am here to oppose option C and support option D for the following 
reasons 
D was the proposed option that made the most sense.  
C Divides peoples property especially residential and farmland.  
C damages forests which Collin County is beginning to run low on.  
C disturbs wetlands and will have flooding be an issue.  
C is short sighted for the amount of growth coming to this area.  
Please do option D.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted.  

384  3/7/2023 Clint Tucker Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

385  3/7/2023 Cody Hill Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Cody 
1116 Bristlewood Dr 
McKinney TX 75072 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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386  2/20/2023 Colin Woodward Email 

Mr. Endres, 
I am writing to strongly urge you to choose Segment D. Segment D is a 
better choice for so many reasons. Specifically, far fewer homes and 
businesses would be affected. In addition, Segment C disrupts forests and 
wetlands that are habitats for threatened species. Texas Parks & Wildlife 
opposes C for these reasons. And based on studies, C will even have worse 
traffic performance. The only logical and right choice is Segment D.  
Sincerely, 
Colin Woodward 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. 
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with Texas Parks and Wildlife 
Department (TPWD), which is guided by a 2021 Memorandum of 
Understanding between the two agencies that can be viewed at 
https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-gui.pdf. It outlines 
that for an EIS project, TxDOT is supposed to coordinate with TPWD as well 
as provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on 
impacts to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and 
fish and wildlife species. TPWD comments have been considered and, in 
fact, the impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many 
things that TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; 
however, the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind 
alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation strategies 
such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections to span 
streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from streams 
and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill material in 
jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation credits from 
stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation for impacts to 
waters of the US and wetlands.   
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

387  4/20/2023 Colleen P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I strongly Oppose Segment A! I support Segment B as a better option. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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388  4/20/2023 Colleen S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Although either route doesn’t affect my home, I am absolutely opposed to 
segment A. Why would we choose a more expensive option that disrupts 
fewer businesses and homes? Not to mention it doesn’t ‘bypass’ enough, 
doesn’t bypass Custer. Please do the right thing and choose segment B. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses, including business being built at the time of EIS 
drafting, and Segment B would potentially displace none.  
 
The preliminary cost estimate for each segment is one of the many factors 
TxDOT considered when determining the Preferred Alternative, as shown in 
Figure 2-13 of the DEIS. As final design continues, cost estimates will be 
updated, and will factor in the costs of right-of-way acquisition. Impacts to 
future developments will also be re-evaluated. It is important to note that 
these costs are high-level estimates, using the information available now.  

389  3/15/2023 
Colleen 

Shamburger 
Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes. I am concerned that the more expensive 
option doesn't really bypass the intersection at Custer? I strongly urge you 
to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass 
from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Thanks! Colleen Shamburger 
6304 Castle Rock Circle 
McKinney TX 75071 
214-762-3261  

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

390  2/16/2023 
Concerned 

Citizen 
Paper form 

We will NOT vote to fund option A. Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. While public input is 
one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during its decision-making 
process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through a voting process, 
nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, municipal or agency 
leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative (comprised 
of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the 
technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly 
reviewing evaluation matrices.  
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391  3/16/2023 Connie Baxter 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

392  3/7/2023 Connie Brown Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

393  4/20/2023 Connie E 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

We are vehemently opposed. We can’t attend local meetings due to health, 
but it makes no sense to uproot so many businesses. From what we have 
read, you’ve never provided good reasoning for your adherence to this plan 
when other plans would be less disruptive. We are registered voters and 
will not vote for any local funds to support this plan. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT 
during its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected 
through a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the 
public, municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT selected the 
Blue Alternative, which is a combination of Segments A, E, and C, as the 
Preferred Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering 
public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation 
matrices. The decision is informed by both a qualitative and quantitative 
analysis. Refer to Section 2.4 in the DEIS for an explanation of why the 
Blue Alternative was selected over the other Build Alternatives. For more 
information, please reference the Alternatives Analysis Matrix in the DEIS 
in Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. You may also view the Segment Analysis 
Matrix on the Public Hearing website at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  
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394  4/20/2023 Connie S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Why are you choosing the more expensive disruptive route? You have my 
email….I would love to hear the reasoning 
behind your decision to push for Segment A. Common sense dictates 
Segment B…as well as your stewardship to the taxpayers money. I 
anxiously await your reply. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. Some of TxDOT's top 
considerations in choosing Segment A over Segment B, because Segment 
A: 
-Displaces fewer homes in comparison to Segment B  
-Results in fewer impacts to planned future residential homes  
-Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west 
of Custer Road  
-Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment 
-Avoids impact to ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the 
subject of substantial public concern  
-Requires acquisition of less ROW than Segment B  
 
The preliminary cost estimate for each segment is one of the many factors 
TxDOT considered when determining the Preferred Alternative, as shown in 
Figure 2-13 of the DEIS. As final design continues, cost estimates will be 
updated, and will factor in the costs of right-of-way acquisition. Impacts to 
future developments will also be re-evaluated. It is important to note that 
these costs are high-level estimates, using the information available now.  

395  4/20/2023 Conrad K 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Apparently this Segment A choice is purely POLITICAL for some groups in 
Prosper. Totaly illogical that taxpayers should pay a million more for the 
Segment A option that would potentially displace so many homes and 
businesses compared to Segment B. It is time to be responsible to your 
taxpayers. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. While public input is 
one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during its decision-making 
process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through a voting process, 
nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, municipal or agency 
leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative (comprised 
of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the 
technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly 
reviewing evaluation matrices.  
 
According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, 
Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B would 
potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially displace 
14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
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396  3/15/2023 
Corey Anne 

Snowert 
Email 

Mr. Stephen Endres, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. Based on the fact that Segment B is obviously the least 
disruptive option, it will be obvious to the residents of McKinney that this 
choice was not made in the best interest of our community but instead due 
to unethical bribes and politics I strongly urge you to implement Segment B 
as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Concerned McKinney Resident, 
Corey Anne Snowert 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
 
Public input is an important factor but it is not the only factor that TxDOT 
must consider under NEPA. There are multiple reasons why TxDOT has 
identified the Blue Alternative (Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative. This reasoning is detailed in Section 2.4 of the DEIS. No final 
decision regarding an alignment will be made until TxDOT reviews and 
considers all timely public input.   

397  3/16/2023 
Corina 

Constantine 
Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Corina Constantine 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

398  2/21/2023 Courtney Fuller Online 

I moved to the Willow Wood neighborhood while it was first being built. I 
was immediately attracted to the quietness and "slowness" I felt coming 
from working downtown in a loud, dirty, messy enviorment. My kids go to 
school in a safe community away from the hustle and grind. It is clean, 
quiet, calm, and beautiful. I love being close to the creeks, fields, farms 
and other beautiful land that you do not often see in many areas of Dallas. 
Segment C would cut right through our neighordhood and cause disruption, 
noise, dirty air, and overall chaos to a place my family chose to build our 
family and life in. I highly oppose to segment C. Segment D would make 
much more sense to the families and businesses built in these 
neigborhoods. It seems incredibly irresponsible, selfish, and immoral to cut 
through our homes, land, and businesses.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
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399  4/20/2023 Courtney H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

400  2/22/2023 Courtney Parnick Email 

Hello,  
We live in the Heatherwood community off Lake Forest and less than a 
mile south of Bloomdale. Having the bypass come in is going to be loud 
and create more traffic. I understand the need to alleviate the traffic from 
380 but you’re not thinking about the communities. It’s my understanding 
that there will be no sound barrier and our community (Bluewood Dr) will 
literally come out onto the frontage road. Why does it have to be soo close 
to the current communities? You pushing it a little further north to 
accommodate a new water line is not going to be a big enough buffer.  
You’re going to have cars coming off the frontage road at 70 mph onto 
Lake Forrest which is very dangerous. Also who will be maintaining the 
additional space between Heatherwood and the bypass? When families 
built their homes in Heatherwood there was a knowledge that eventually 
there would be a two land road north of the subdivision (like Eldorado or 
Virginia) and now you want to drop a bypass in our backyard. Thank you, 
Courtney   

Your comment is noted. During TxDOT's US 380 Feasibility Study, which 
started in 2016 and concluded in 2020, TxDOT identified that moving the 
east-west portion of the US 380 bypass, currently named Segment E, 
further north did not address US 380 congestion and would not satisfy 
regional travel demands. Additionally, Erwin Park to the east and north of 
Bloomdale Road presents a hard constraint that TxDOT has worked to 
avoid throughout the project. Moving Segment E north by a half mile would 
impact Erwin Park. That said, TxDOT updated the design of Segment E, 
including moving it north to allow for the future waterline to create an 80-
foot buffer between Heatherwood and the future freeway. 
 
TxDOT's evaluation shows the Heatherwood neighborhood currently has a 
brick privacy wall or barrier of some type that would reduce noise, therefore 
making the area unable to meet state and federal feasibility and 
reasonableness requirements.  
 
The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing 
congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. 

401  4/20/2023 Craig B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I do not approve of option A. There is much more open land to use with 
Option B, would be less disruptive and cost less. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

402  3/27/2023 Craig B Long Email 

NO to Segment A 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Craig B Long 
McKinney TX 75072  

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

403  4/20/2023 Craig C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A; Yes to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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404  2/25/2023 Craig Hansen Online 

I am writing in support of TxDOT's choice of Segment A for the Preferred 
Alternative (A+E+C).  The enumerated reasons below are consistent with 
the TxDOT presentations and the comments in the DEIS. 
Choosing Segment A preserves the sanctity of ManeGait, and allows that 
organization to continue to serve the needs of constituents across the 
communities.  As TxDOT noted on the Segment A Details slide, previous 
community comments showed substantial concern regarding any adverse 
impacts to ManeGait operations. 
Choosing Segment A acknowledges, and supports, the Prosper 
Thoroughfare Plan, which prescribes that US 380 be widened (as a LAR) 
along the existing route through town. 
The Segment A Details slide specifically stated the desire of TxDOT to 
utilize more of the existing 380 alignment. 
TxDOT acknowledges that Prosper has several residential developments 
underway in the path of Segment B.  Section 3.20 points out that Segment 
B does not align with Prosper's planned roadway network. 

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  

405  4/20/2023 Craig J 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

The two 90 degree turns in option A will cause a major slowdown and 
distribution in traffic. Doesn’t make sense. Option B is the logical route to 
go with. 

Your comment and support of Segment B is noted. The traffic and safety 
analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates that the Preferred 
Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing congestion, improving 
east-west mobility, and improving safety. If constructed, the project would 
adhere to current design standards and address existing deficiencies in the 
system where feasible. The freeway design eliminates direct access to the 
mainlanes from driveways and other roadways, and opportunities for left 
turns or U-turns will only be available at signalized intersections on cross 
streets, thereby reducing the number of conflict points. 

406  4/20/2023 Craig L 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

TxDot 380 bypass. I oppose segment A, yes to segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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407  2/24/2023 Craig Reavis Email 

I wish to outline my reasons I am supporting Plan B for the US 380 EIS 
project.  
After attending the second TXDOT meeting I came back with a bad feeling 
about how the whole project has and is being decided.  After reviewing the 
cost differences between plan A and plan B it is beyond me why TXDOT 
would chose plan A.  It appears those who made these choices had no 
concern for the tax payers who will eventually pay for this project.  Money 
that could be used for other projects would be wasted on saving a horse 
facility over choosing the wellbeing and life’s work of families who will be 
totally torn apart.  Many new and long existing businesses along Hwy 380 
will be eliminated when Plan B would avoid closing these.  The charts 
presented at the meeting are showing old and incorrect  data that is used 
to justify these closings.    The tax payers of Collin County be dammed. The 
City of McKinney will be hurt financially harder than the City of Prosper.  
Most businesses that will be affected are in McKinney while open spaces 
in Prosper are not considered because of political pressure from that city.  
Again, these open spaces do not require businesses to be torn apart and 
families thrown out of their homes.  The information provided from TXDOT 
states that there will be 22 residential homes and 35 businesses 
eliminated with plan A (these are numbers from old data and they are 
actually substantially higher than that). TXDOT tells us that these new 
routes will increase the possibilities of new commercial development along 
the new highway.   And yet Prosper complains that this will stunt their 
growth.   The large number of homes and businesses that are affected are 
located in McKinney, not Prosper.  This proves that McKinney will bear the 
brunt of the financial burden. All of the above was made apparent when I 
attended the TXDOT meeting.  But what really caught my attention as I 
walked among the displays was the people representing TXDOT were totally 
unprepared to answer even the simplest questions.  The most common 
answer to my many questions was “I don’t know”. Even talking to a few of 
the people who should know the answers, the responses were the same 
and I was left totally unsatisfied with the presentations.  I did discuss some 
concerns with the people at the Right Of Way table and found them to be 
very good at listening.   But upon returning home and reviewing the 
literature that I was given, I now know that their presentation to me was a 
fairy tale. I know that my submission of this review will have little to no 
effect on the outcome of the 380 EIS Project.  I have come to realize that 
anything I have concerns about are basically of no concern to those who 
make these decisions.  The design, the choices, the planning have all been 
made and we, the tax payers of Collin County are left with little choice other 
than to realize that our voices are not important.  The meeting was just fluff 
to justify political BS. I am a senior citizen of Collin County of 47 years.   My 
home will be adversely affected to some degree.   The only saving grace I 
can think of is that this project will outlive me and the results will be forced 
upon by those who outlive me and my family.   
Craig Reavis 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. Some of TxDOT's top considerations in choosing Segment A over 
Segment B, because Segment A: 
-Displaces fewer homes in comparison to Segment B  
-Results in fewer impacts to planned future residential homes  
-Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west 
of Custer Road  
-Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment 
-Avoids impact to ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the 
subject of substantial public concern  
-Requires acquisition of less ROW than Segment B  
 
According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, 
Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B would 
potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially displace 
14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. None of 
the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing subdivisions. 
The numbers cited in the comment are not specific to Segments A or B 
instead they are for the entirety of the Blue Alternative from Coit Road to 
FM 1827, which includes Segments A, E, and C.  
 
While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during 
its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through 
a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, 
municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue 
Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  
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408  4/20/2023 Cruz R 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

yes Segment B Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

409  3/16/2023 Crystal Bayley Email 

Dear TxDOT, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Crystal Bayley 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

410  2/25/2023 Crystal Collins Email 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B As a homeowner and citizen of 
McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 
support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TDOT for the US 
380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  
Please consider the other option that doesn’t disrupt our neighborhood 
that will be less than a mile from this.  
Thank you. 
Crystal Collins 
1300 Goose Meadow Lane 
McKinney, Tx.  
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  
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411  2/6/2023 Crystal Miller 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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412  4/20/2023 Culbert P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

413  3/6/2023 
Cynthia and 
George Ross 

Comment Form 

As a resident of Tucker Hill for 13 years and with the pond and dog park 
across the alley from me, I and my husband are concerned about the noise 
and increased resident pollution. The following would ease the impact, we 
believe. 
1. Sound wall along 380 from Harvard building east to by-pass; 
2. Provide tree border and reasonable open space area along eastern 
portion of Tucker Hill; 
3. Create as many green grass/tree areas within building area - in 
neighborhoods, parks, By Pass "Camouflage, 

Your comment is noted. TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and 
possible mitigation in several areas, including Tucker Hill. It is important to 
note that TxDOT is already proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred 
Alternative by depressing the mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and 
Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods to decrease traffic noise and visual 
barriers. Vegetation such as trees, shrubs and grasses, though very natural 
and attractive in appearance, offer little reduction in noise levels. 
Therefore, it is not considered part of the project. However, for 
beautification purposes, TxDOT does offer green ribbon programs that 
cities can apply for during future phases of the project.   
 
Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles 
per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air 
quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is 
consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 
State Implementation Plan (SIP), the North Central Texas Council of 
Governments (NCTCOG) Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). TxDOT modeled carbon 
monoxide concentrations (CO TAQA) and none of the modeled 
concentrations exceeded the Environmental Protection Agency's 1-hour or 
8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. TxDOT 
performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis. The total 
MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43% by 2050 
due to higher combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification 
of the US fleet. More information about the air quality analysis that was 
conducted can be found in the DEIS document in Section 3.12.  

414  4/20/2023 Cynthia B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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415  4/20/2023 Cynthia Bergman Email 

NO to Segment A 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Cynthia Bergman 
1604 La Cima Dr 
McKinney, TX 75071 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

416  4/20/2023 Cynthia C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A and YES to segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

417  4/20/2023 Cynthia D 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

This would be a huge impact to the community - not good. Don’t turn this 
area into a freeway community…look at Los Angeles….NIGHTMARE. 

Your comment is noted.  

418  4/20/2023 Cynthia G 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Concerned with pollution and noise level with turning north. I will be 
surrounded on two sides with large highway. I understand the need for 380 
and being depressed helps with noise but a sound wall is needed for the 
new road/highway going North. I just can’t grasp the impact on our families 
with this impact. 

TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill. It is important to note that TxDOT is already 
proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by depressing the 
mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 
to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers. 

419  4/20/2023 Cynthia S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A - Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
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420  2/21/2023 Cynthia Vanzant Online 

I believe any displacement is unacceptable.  In my opinion is the best 
option would be to make 380 a highway and make all feeder roads larger 
thoroughfares.  There is enough room to make 380 a highway so why is 
this not an option?  Also I do not see this proposal as helping the traffic 
issue on 380.  I only see maybe 10%  of the present traffic using this new 
highway.  I am opposed to all of the present options. 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. US 380 is currently a 
US highway. The Green Alternative, or Segment F, from Coit Road to FM 
1827 (also referred to as "keeping 380 on 380" or expanding the existing 
US 380 to a freeway), was identified during the Feasibility Study, but 
ultimately was not carried forward for further analysis after because it 
would have displaced more than 30 residents and 200 businesses 
including Raytheon. 
 
The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative (as well as all Build Alternatives) effectively 
meets the criteria of managing congestion, improving east-west mobility, 
and improving safety. You can find information about the traffic analysis 
conducted for the Blue Alternative in the DEIS. Please reference the 
Alternatives Analysis Matrix in Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. 

421  2/17/2023 D G Online 

Option B should be THE option chosen and not option A because: 
-The purpose of a bypass is to bypass the congested areas not slam into 
them. 
-Just because Prosper opposes doesn’t mean it should be followed. 
Educate them that an outer loop can spur further growth. 
-The movement from westbound 380 arterial to westbound 380 frontage 
road/freeway will be backed up continuously, not everyone will take the 
freeway at multiple points in McKinney. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, 
indicates that the Preferred Alternative (as well as all Build Alternatives) 
effectively meets the criteria of managing congestion, improving east-west 
mobility, and improving safety. You can find information about the traffic 
analysis conducted for the Blue Alternative in the DEIS. Please reference 
the Alternatives Analysis Matrix in Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. 

422  3/23/2023 D S Online 

Dear Mr. Stephen Endres and those it concerns, 
I am a McKinney business owner and I SUPPORT SEGMENT A ONLY for the 
380 bypass option. My family and I are in a unique position because we 
can see this from both McKinney and Prosper viewpoints and opinions. 
However, when reviewing the detailed information TXDOT has provided all 
citizens of both cities and after reviewing the DEIS, Segment A is 100% 
clearly the best and only option for everyone's futures. Let's use our 
collective common sense and stand with the DEIS study that clearly shows 
Segment A as the most viable option and put this issue to rest. I ask you to 
NOT punish the many because of a few! Citizens in every town and 
subdivision along the 380 corridors are upset and being pitted against one 
another because of this expansion project. Finalize Segment A as the final 
decision, close discussions and let's all move forward. Respectfully, 
Dream Street Developers, LLC. 

Your comment and support of Segment A is noted.  
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423  2/17/2023 Dale Bai num Online 

Ref:  Section A - I think alternative route B should be chosen.  The currently 
preferred route A leaves this section too narrow and doesn't support much 
future growth.  It is still limited.  The preferred option A requires people to 
travel farther on this narrow section until the bypass goes north at Ridge 
road.  US380 is currently a mess and utillzing preferred option A continues 
several miles of the mess that can't be fixed.  This will continue to  e a 
bottleneck in the future even after the project is completed 

Your comment and support of Segment B is noted. By building a freeway, 
TxDOT is quadrupling the potential capacity of US 380 in order to handle 
future traffic. The proposed project would upgrade the current arterial with 
at-grade intersections to a freeway with frontage roads.   
 
TxDOT's analyses found that each build alternative, including the Preferred 
Alternative, is expected to attract traffic from arterial streets. Drivers taking 
long trips would likely take the freeway option because the mainlanes have 
no stop signs, they could drive at a higher rate of speed, and greatly reduce 
their travel times. You can find information about the traffic analysis 
conducted for the Blue Alternative in the DEIS. Please reference the 
Alternatives Analysis Matrix in Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. 

424  3/14/2023 Dale Hoenshell Online 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, Texas, I strongly support the 
Project 380 Segment B bypass alignment option. This option appears to 
reduce pressure on a larger portion of US 380 and be less disruptive 
having been adjusted to minimize existing developed or sensitive areas. My 
understanding, the current estimate is $99 million less than Segment A. 
Segment B completely avoids a large interchange and overpasses for 
Stonebridge Drive and Custer Road along with associated water duct 
infrastructure and the long-term maintenance cost for future generations 
as they age. Segment B allows for less destruction and replacement of the 
existing 380 infrastructure investment. Segment B enables high future 
growth to move traffic flow safely, minimize air quality and other 
environmental impacts in already developed dense residential single and 
multi-family housing areas. It also appears to enable long term economic 
growth while splitting the disruption to a small area of Prosper and 
McKinney. 

Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  
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425  4/3/2023 Dallas Taylor Online 

The sound data for the noise study was taken between 11:26am-11:55a 
on Tue. Dec. 14, 2021 - while school was in session, at a stop light, during 
low traffic hours, while many were working from home during the 
pandemic. I've conducted real-world tests that are reflecting noise levels at 
similar locations 100-200%+ higher than what is estimated by 2050. 
(under current conditions.) I've proven this here: 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-YwQ9dAce4o. Tucker Hill needs more 
noise mitigation to get the decibel level under 67db. (longer depression, 
sound wall on the south side, cantilever-style access roads.) No study has 
been done on the east side of the neighborhood and the effects of highway 
noise from multiple directions. Nor have there been studies done on the 
construction noise and side street noise which will be pushed into our 
neighborhood with all traffic flowing on it during construction. The 
measurement used by TxDOT is outdated (last updated in 2001) and has 
known unreliability 

Your comment is noted. TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and 
possible mitigation in several areas, including Tucker Hill. The traffic noise 
analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA)–approved) Guidelines. Sound levels were 
forecasted utilizing the required Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
computer program, Traffic Noise Model 2.5 (TNM). Input for the model is 
comprised of the roadway, traffic counts, elevation and other topographic 
features. Its accuracy is contingent upon computed sound levels that are 
within 3dB of those measured adjacent to the project. These field 
measurements are used for validating TNM and not for noise analysis for 
the present-day or future environment. The validated TNM was utilized to 
compute sound levels for two  scenarios, as follows: 
- existing – representing present-day acoustic environment; 
- future build condition – representing design year acoustic environment if 
project is constructed. 
 
TxDOT's Traffic Noise Policy Implementation Guidance states "Input data 
for traffic noise modeling such as traffic volumes, traffic speed, and vehicle 
mix must represent the traffic characteristics that yield the loudest hourly 
traffic noise levels on a regular basis under normal conditions. Note that in 
heavily congested urban corridors, the peak traffic period may not 
represent the worst noise conditions, since speeds may be lower and 
heavy truck volumes may drop as truckers try to avoid congestion."  
 
Input for each scenario consisted of worst-case traffic projections provided 
by TxDOT.   
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426  3/31/2023 Dallas Taylor Email 

On the behalf of the residents of Tucker Hill, we are writing to request an 
additional extension of time to submit comments for the EIS. The noise 
study is based on fundamentally flawed data & estimates. It needs to be 
retested entirely including real-world tests in similar locations around DFW. 
Here are a few (but not complete): 
• The sound data that the entire noise study is based on was taken 
between 11:26am-11:55a a Tuesday, December 14, 2021. This was a 
week before school was out, at a stop light on 380, during very low traffic 
hours, while many people were still working from home during the 
pandemic. Anyone with an SPL meter at peak hours can see these noise 
levels are upwards of 100% (10db) louder than what was tested. 
• I've conducted and am continuing to conduct real-world tests that are 
reflecting noise levels at similar locations 100-200%+ higher than what is 
estimated by 2050. (current conditions!) Well above the legal limit of 67db 
for residential. I've proven this in this video. I plan on visiting other 
locations in DFW to corroborate this.  
• Outside of the depression, there are no other noise mitigations in the 
designs. 
• Even with every mitigation strategy possible (deep depression, cantilever 
side roads, sound walls, lowering the east side to ground level) it will be 
very difficult to get noise levels to 67db or below for the south side of the 
neighborhood. We may need a tunnel to mitigate this properly. 
• There has been no study done for the east side of the neighborhood and 
the effects of highway noise from multiple directions. Nor have there been 
studies done on the construction noise, and side street noise which will be 
pushed into our neighborhood with all traffic flowing on it during 
construction. 
• The measurement technique used by TxDOT is outdated (last updated in 
2001) and has known unreliability. 
The residents of Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch's long-term health and 
well-being are at stake. Noise is a major contributor to many health 
problems. We also need to meet with TxDOT to work together to present 
our findings and work on solutions together. At the moment, we're not 
getting any feedback, which is deeply concerning. We've been presented 
with an enormous amount of data with very little time to organize, test, and 
understand. We respectfully ask for an extension to the deadline and 
meetings with TxDOT and acousticians to remedy the major noise issues 
that are inevitable.  

Your comment is noted. The traffic noise analysis was conducted in 
accordance with TxDOT’s (FHWA–approved) Guidelines. Sound levels were 
forecasted utilizing the required Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
computer program, Traffic Noise Model 2.5 (TNM). Input for the model is 
comprised of the roadway, traffic counts, elevation and other topographic 
features. Its accuracy is contingent upon computed sound levels that are 
within 3dB of those measured adjacent to the project. These field 
measurements are used for validating TNM and not for noise analysis for 
the present-day or future environment. The validated TNM was utilized to 
compute sound levels for two  scenarios, as follows: 
- existing – representing present-day acoustic environment; 
- future build condition – representing design year acoustic environment if 
project is constructed. 
 
TxDOT's Traffic Noise Policy Implementation Guidance states "Input data 
for traffic noise modeling such as traffic volumes, traffic speed, and vehicle 
mix must represent the traffic characteristics that yield the loudest hourly 
traffic noise levels on a regular basis under normal conditions. Note that in 
heavily congested urban corridors, the peak traffic period may not 
represent the worst noise conditions, since speeds may be lower and 
heavy truck volumes may drop as truckers try to avoid congestion."  
 
Input for each scenario consisted of worst-case traffic projections provided 
by TxDOT.   
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill.  
 
This US 380 Project’s comment period has been longer than most because 
it opened when the DEIS was announced, which was January 13, 2023. 
TxDOT granted two separate 15-day extensions to the comment period to 
close April 20, 2023 instead of March 21, 2023 as advertised at the Public 
Hearing.  
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427  3/7/2023 Dallas Taylor Email 

Hi Stephen, 
I was watching the kiddos while my wife attended the Public Hearing on the 
380 Bypass. She spoke with one of the Acousticians but didn't catch his 
name. All she knew is that he also used to live in Maryland like us. I'm an 
expert in sound myself and have a few clarifying questions about the noise 
data. Can you provide me with the contact info of the acoustician so I can 
reach out? 

March 9, 2023 reply:  
 
Good Morning Mr. Taylor, 
 
It was a pleasure meeting your wife at the US 380 Public Hearing and for 
us to provide information regarding the TxDOT noise study.  I understand 
that you have a few clarifying questions concerning the traffic noise 
analysis.  Would you be able to please submit these questions or 
comments through the website at PUBLIC HEARING COMMENT FORM 
(arcgis.com)?    

428  3/16/2023 Damian Mobley Email 

Hi Stephen - 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Thank you, 
Damian Mobley 
940-218-0324 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

429  4/18/2023 Damon Villar Email 

Whom it may concern, 
See attached document... 
Tucker Hill is a front-porch community by design and given the amount of 
time spent outside and in our community, I am concerned about air quality 
and noise and do not feel they were adequately addressed nor were our 
facilities and neighborhood type properly identified in the study. Has TxDOT 
studied the full impact of air quality during and after construction? If so, 
where were the air quality monitors located for the current study? I am 
concerned about safety during construction and beyond and do not feel the 
study adequately addressed safety and access to our neighborhood during 
and after construction. How will emergency response time be affected 
during the construction period? What will happen with overflow parking at 
Harvard Park into Tucker Hill when you take a row of parking?  
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary.  

The current design shows that TxDOT would likely need to acquire the land 
where the last row of parking is for the Harvard Park parking lot. TxDOT 
does not anticipate that additional right-of-way beyond what is described in 
the DEIS will be needed for the project.  If the property owner chooses to 
reconfigure parking due to the TxDOT ROW acquisition, they would have to 
do so on their own property. During the TxDOT ROW acquisition process, 
TxDOT hires a third party to appraise and assess any potential damage and 
if the building can still operate with its original purpose.  
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 
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430  2/18/2023 
Dan and Amber 

Block 
Email 

Hi Stephen, 
Thank you for hosting the 380 Bypass Open House last Thursday, Feb. 15, 
2023.  I was able to have meaningful conversations with several of the 
Engineers on site and they encouraged me to include the following notes is 
my Public Hearing Comment email.  My wife and I live at 2548 FM 2933, 
McKinney (Site/Lot 417).  Thank you in advance for taking the time to read 
these comments, and for considering their importance to my family, our 
neighborhood, and the greater McKinney Community. 
1. Horse Operation 
a. Eventing (Dressage, Stadium & Cross-Country Jumping) 
i. We own a house on ~1 acre that separates a 5 acre front pasture from a 
5 acre back pasture, each with different properties conducive to on-site 
horse training. 
1. The front pasture is flat and free of trees (except for three Pecan trees 
we planted for future shade) which allows us to operate a riding arena 
necessary for my wife (and fellow competitors) to train for the Dressage 
and Stadium Jumping portions of their Eventing Competitions.   
2. The back pasture is dominated by a large dome rock outcrop, and is 
dotted with trees, both providing natural impediments typical of the Cross-
Country Jumping portion of the Eventing Competitions. 
3. In NTX the dominant horse country is near Aubrey and Pilot Point, north 
of McKinney.  Eventers in these areas have lots of options for training 
facilities.  East of McKinney there are fewer spaces, and for those who live 
in this area our place has become a community asset which supports an 
important and vibrant part of Collin County. 
b. Horse Therapy 
i. My wife mentors a young girl who struggles with anxiety and depression.  
For the past 5 years she has been coming to our place to decompress and 
work on body mechanics.  She loves the horses and lights up when riding 
in the sand arena, a place she feels safe due to the soft and smooth 
footing. 
Route C as planned would go right through our riding arena and take up 
3/5ths of our front 5 acres, eliminating our “safe place” for horse therapy, 
and the training ground for 2/3rds of the Eventing Competitions.  For this 
reason we ask that your reject Route C and  support ROUTE D. 
2. Agriculture Operation 
a. The separation of the front and back pastures is vital for our horses and 
donkey (currently we have 3 horses, but have owned 4), as we either split 
them into two groups (front & back), or rotate them all between each 
pasture, depending on the season.  Texas summers are not conducive to 
strong hay growth so we keep them out of the front pasture during spring in 
order to cut one crop of hay (flat, good soil, relatively free of trees).  During 
this time the horses effectively drain the grass resources in the back 
pasture where the rock outcrop and thinner soil limits grass density. After 
our hay harvest we rotate them between each pasture as the front begins 
to produce a bit before the Texas heat burns it all off.  After this, and for 
much of the summer we must supplement with hay. 
Route C as planned would eliminate 3/5ths of our front pasture and 

Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted.  
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prevent us from harvesting enough hay to either sell (for our Ag Tax 
Exemption) or use to supplement our horses feed in the heat of the 
summer.  The back pasture CAN NOT sustain our horses on its own, and so 
if Route C is chosen we will be unable to economically/sufficiently feed our 
horses, nor maintain our Ag Exemption.  For this reason we ask that you 
reject Route C and support ROUTE D. Final Note:  Please consider altering 
Route C so that it traverses the western side of FM 2933 near our house 
instead of the eastern side.  The western side is owned by one family who 
do not have a dwelling on the property.  It would be a simpler ROW process 
and would not interrupt the livelihoods of me and my four neighbors.  I get 
it that destroying 5 families does not seem like a large inconvenience given 
the scope of the 380 Bypass project, but for us it is VITAL, and the solution 
to run along the western side of the road seems doable.  Our Horse and 
Agriculture Operations are at stake and our place rendered useless if 
Route C goes right through our front pasture. 
Thank you for your time and consideration, 
Dan and Amber Block 
214-471-3331 

431  3/9/2023 
Dan and Jeanette 

Madsen 
Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. It is important to note Segment A has fewer potential home 
displacements in comparison to Segment B and results in fewer impacts to 
planned future residential homes.   

432  4/20/2023 Dan Tobin Online 

The property owner at 7200 West University Drive in McKinney strongly 
opposes the current proposed alignment. This property is improved with a 
40,000 SF mixed-use development, which won the City of McKinney's 
development award in 2019. This alignment threatens the sustainability of 
the building and risks it being functionally obsolete. There are many 
negative consequences of that happening, including an empty building that 
blights the neighborhood. 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. The current design 
shows TxDOT would need to acquire the land where the row of parking is 
closest to the existing US 380. TxDOT does not anticipate that additional 
right-of-way beyond what is described in the DEIS will be needed for the 
project.  If the property owner chooses to reconfigure parking due to the 
TxDOT ROW acquisition, they would have to do so on their own property. 
During the TxDOT ROW acquisition process, TxDOT will hire a third-party 
independent appraiser to determine the value of the property in 
accordance with state law. If the appraisal process indicates that the 
remaining property will have a lesser value after the project is constructed, 
the property owner will be offered an amount for damages to be included in 
the total offer made by TxDOT. 
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433  4/20/2023 Dan W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

The impact of Segment A will have a direct impact on my family safety and 
health along with negative impact to housing prices to Tucker Hill. Segment 
B is cheaper and a smarter alternative taking in consideration of existing 
homeowners over developers. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 

434  3/15/2023 Dani Phillips Email 

Stephen, 
I oppose segment A of the bypass project. We live very close to the pond on 
Stonebridge drive/380/Watch Hill Lane. As I drive around the suburbs of 
north texas, I don’t see a neighborhood as close as ours to a bypass. Our 
children in our neighborhood can walk all around the area including 
crossing stonebridge and to the local parks and restaurants. A bypass at 
our neighborhood will severely change our neighborhood. Furthermore, the 
proposed bypass would be done right around the time our kids will start 
driving down 380 to get to high school. A drive that takes less than 10 
minutes needs a highway? Even if traffic increases and it takes 25 minutes 
that is not a big deal and much safer on surface roads than people 
speeding along a freeway. Colt road/segment B is a much better option for 
a segment if you just push ahead with the project, there are not 
neighborhoods as close to 380 at that intersection.  
Thank you.  
Dani 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. One of several 
examples of neighborhoods near freeways in North Texas are the Vista of 
Coppell and Westhaven neighborhoods directly adjacent to SH 121 in 
Coppell. These neighborhoods would actually be closer to the freeway 
frontage roads than what is being proposed near Stonebridge Ranch and 
the future US 380. Other examples would include neighborhoods at SH 
121 and SRT as well as Valley Ranch and Las Colinas. 
 
The purpose of this project is to manage congestion, improve east-west 
regional mobility, and improve safety.  
 
There are neighborhoods adjacent to both Segments A and B.  

435  4/20/2023 Daniel A 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Yes to B. Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

436  4/20/2023 Daniel K 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A. Why would the TxDOT even consider theSegment A which 
cost more, Increases the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy more 
businesses and homes, and result in more overall disruption to 36,000 
Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney? 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. Some of TxDOT's top 
considerations in choosing Segment A over Segment B, because Segment 
A: 
-Displaces fewer homes in comparison to Segment B  
-Results in fewer impacts to planned future residential homes  
-Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west 
of Custer Road  
-Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment 
-Avoids impact to ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the 
subject of substantial public concern  
-Requires acquisition of less ROW than Segment B  
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437  3/20/2023 Daniel Konieczny Online 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
As a resident of the Tucker Hill community, I am very concerned that the 
TxDOT is considering Segment A for the 380 proposed route.  It is my 
understanding that this is the more expansion route option that would 
adversely impact more businesses and residents than the alternative 
Segment B.  Segment A would also have a greater tax burden for the 
McKinney community. Segment B is the best option which reduces costs, 
has the smallest impacts. Regards, 
Daniel Konieczny 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none.  

438  2/17/2023 Daniel L. Online 

I strongly support the original diverging diamond interchange (DDI) 
schematic for the Custer Rd and future US380 interchange. While the 
proposed design change reduces ROW impacts, the high throughput of the 
DDI will "future proof" this intersection. Custer Rd serves as a major North-
South travel corridor for those in between US-75 and Preston Rd.   I work in 
McKinney (commuting from further South) and Custer Rd is a very useful 
option for North-South travel. Having driven through DDIs elsewhere in 
Texas, I am a firm believer in their use for allowing high throughput on the 
cross street.   With the nearest traffic light a half mile to the South, this 
should be the ideal location for a DDI. Keeping the original schematic for 
the DDI may greatly relieve future strain on what likely will be a busy 
interchange between Custer Rd and the proposed US380. 
Thank you for your consideration. 

Your comment and support for the DDI interchange at Custer Road and the 
future US 380 is noted.  

439  3/8/2023 Daniel Owens Email 

Mr. Endres,  
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  
Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that 
will cost less, reduce the tax burden on Mckinney residents, destroy fewer 
businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 
Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
Mckinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Rd to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Daniel Owens  

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

440  2/22/2023 Daniel Stockman Online 

My family is in favor of the approved route A Your comment and support of Segment A is noted.  
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441  3/15/2023 Daniel Western Email 

Dear Mr Endres,  
I am writing to express my support for the proposed expansion of US 
Highway 380 in Texas, as outlined in the US 380 Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) available on the Keep It Moving Dallas website.  I am in 
agreement with the proposed Segments A, E and C. I strongly disagree with  
segment B  as being an option. 
As a frequent passer-by of these routes, I have experienced firsthand the 
traffic congestion and delays during peak hours, which greatly affect my 
daily commute and overall quality of life. I believe that the proposed 
expansion will not only improve traffic flow and reduce congestion but also 
promote economic growth in the region, which will benefit the community 
as a whole. I appreciate the efforts of the project team in conducting a 
thorough analysis of the potential impacts of the expansion and providing 
opportunities for public involvement and feedback. I have reviewed the 
project summary, benefits, and potential impacts on the Keep It Moving 
Dallas website, and I am confident that the proposed route is the best 
option for the long-term sustainability and development of the region. 
Therefore, I fully support the proposed expansion of US Highway 380 and 
urge the project team to move forward with its implementation as soon as 
possible. Thank you for your consideration and commitment to improving 
transportation in our community. Sincerely,  
Daniel Western  
Whitley Place Home Owner 
Prosper Texas 
E: daniel_western@hotmail.com 

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  

442  4/20/2023 Danielle K 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A, YES to segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

443  2/26/2023 
Danielle 

Kazmierczak 
Online 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

444  3/7/2023 Danny App Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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445  2/6/2023 
Danny C. 
Nickason 

Segment C 
Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D. Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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446  4/20/2023 Danny S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Our family has serious concerns with the excessive noise and pollution that 
will severely impact us and our neighborhood during both the extensive 
construction phase of Segment A and the traffic that will be using the 
completed roadway. The construction of the 380 route will severely impact 
not just our home values but potentially our health as well. Routing to 
Segment B is not a perfect plan but will greatly minimize the disruption of 
people’s homes and lives but also local businesses along the Segment A 
route. Please consider the hundreds of homes, businesses and families 
that will be impacted by the Segment A route and adjust to Segment B as 
that is a more cost effective plan and minimizes the potential life altering 
destruction of our Tucker Hill community and adjacent neighborhoods as 
well. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. According to Section 
3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, Segment A potentially 
displaces two residences and Segment B would potentially displace four 
residences. Segment A would potentially displace 14 businesses, including 
business being built at the time of EIS drafting, and Segment B would 
potentially displace none.  
 
Changes in property values are driven by the value associated with site-
specific factors such as accessibility, safety, noise, visual amenities, 
proximity to shopping, community cohesion, and business productivity. 
TxDOT cannot reasonably foresee how any of these factors will impact 
property values. 
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill. It is important to note that TxDOT is already 
proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by depressing the 
mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 
to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers.  

447  3/15/2023 Darci Tolbert Email 

Hello: 
We live at 4290 Bellingrath Drive in Prosper, at Whitley Place. Please 
consider the residents of Whitley Place regarding the bypass. Most of us 
have invested a significant amount in the area and are very involved in the 
community, schools, etc. Please keep the bypass away from Whitley Place 
Subdivision. Appreciate all your efforts and your work in Texas. Thank you, 
Darci Tolbert 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment is noted. TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative as its 
Preferred Alternative, which includes Segment A along the existing US 380 
in Prosper.  

448  2/25/2023 Darelle Walsh Email 

Comment: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
Dear Mr. Endres, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. I 
just don’t understand how a proposition that has been thoroughly argued 
against, destroys a ton of wild life habitats, as well as small businesses 
and disrupts homes could be picked as the best option. As an educated 
thinker it does not make any sense and makes me wonder if this was a 
political decision instead of a decision that has been researched to find the 
best course of action. Again, as a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., 
I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and support Segment B 
in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from 
Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Darelle Walsh 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative, which is a combination of 
Segments A, E, and C, as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the 
technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly 
reviewing evaluation matrices. The decision is informed by both a 
qualitative and quantitative analysis. 
 
Refer to Section 2.4 in the DEIS for an explanation of why the Blue 
Alternative was selected over the other Build Alternatives.  
 
For more information, please reference the Alternatives Analysis Matrix in 
the DEIS in Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. You may also view the Segment 
Analysis Matrix on the Public Hearing website at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  
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449  2/24/2023 
Darlene and 

Steve Simmons 
Email 

Hello 
As a homeowner in Stonebridge, I strongly oppose option A! Pls go for B. 
Sincerely 
Darlene/ Steve Simmons 
Cascades-Stonebridge 
McKinney , Tx 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

450  4/20/2023 Darrel C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

It is inconceivable to me that the current choice for the 380 Loop stands 
up to any logical scrutiny. $200m more in cost and vastly more impactful to 
existing developed uses. Please reconsider the route being mindful of all 
the cost financial and otherwise. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. According to Section 
3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, Segment A potentially 
displaces two residences and Segment B would potentially displace four 
residences. Segment A would potentially displace 14 businesses and 
Segment B would potentially displace none.  

451  2/19/2023 Darren Brereton Email 

I am sending this email to oppose route C and support route D when 
discussing the Spur 399 Extension.  Route D would impact fewer people 
and would allow the continued community use of the Mitchel Block riding 
arena.  This space is used for therapeutic horse riding along with 
community get togethers. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment C, and support of Segment D is 
noted.  
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452  2/21/2023 Darren Clark Comment Form 

Completely opposed to route "C". Why were 2 yr old maps used for mapping 
out section C? Seems you have calculated costs without taking into 
account the sewer lines being laid right now - surely this adds more cost 
and makes "D" the better plan. "C" affects so many more residences + 
businesses including a personal friends farm land. This route is strongly 
opposed by Texas Parks & Wildlife as they know D disturbs much less 
wetlands + species habitats.  

Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted. Aerial maps show on 
the schematic design roll plots were created when the team conducted 
detailed aerial surveys at the beginning of the project. The corridor was 
flown to capture and create high-resolution models of ground elevation and 
topographic information.   
 
Major utilities that will be impacted by the project are accounted for in the 
evaluation matrix. Not all the utilities along the corridor will be impacted.  
 
According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D (with the 
Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 businesses, 
while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would potentially 
displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace seven 
residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 residences. In 
order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT used Collin County 
Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially acquired parcel 
and anticipated displacement to determine the address, residence type 
and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or covered parking 
structures are not included in the displacement count. Buildings are 
considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed ROW 
physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with Texas Parks and Wildlife 
Department (TPWD), which is guided by a 2021 Memorandum of 
Understanding between the two agencies that can be viewed at 
https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-gui.pdf. It outlines 
that for an EIS project, TxDOT is supposed to coordinate with TPWD as well 
as provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on 
impacts to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and 
fish and wildlife species. TPWD comments have been considered and, in 
fact, the impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many 
things that TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; 
however, the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind 
alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation strategies 
such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections to span 
streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from streams 
and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill material in 
jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation credits from 
stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation for impacts to 
waters of the US and wetlands.   

453  3/31/2023 Darryl Jackson Online 

I’m opposed to segment A because it is more expensive, it will bring more 
traffic noise to my neighborhood, and I think the bypass should start 
further west. I think diverting traffic as far west as possible due to all the 
businesses and neighborhoods along US 380 from Custer to 75 would 
alleviate traffic congestion along this stretch sooner. I support segment B 
of the options that are given. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, 
indicates that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of 
managing congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety.  
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454  2/25/2023 
Dave and 
Stephanie 
Johnson 

Online 

Comments on 380 Expansion 
Dave and Stephanie Johnson 
7505 Wescott Lane McKinney, TX 75071 
Tucker Hill Subdivision 
First, we are convinced that Option B continues to be the better option for 
the following reasons: 
● Option B is cheaper and displaces fewer businesses. 
● The overall driving distance for Option B is shorter, thereby reducing 
travel time and pollution for the entire area. 
● Tucker Hill is unique in North Texas, with homes specifically designed for 
residents to spend a lot of their time outside on their front porches, 
enjoying life with neighbors. Since Option A cuts very close to our homes at 
the front of our neighborhood (just one lot length away from some of our 
neighbors' garages), and now cuts north very close to our east side, the 
serenity and beauty of our neighborhood will be severely impacted. If 
TxDOT goes forward with the Blue Alternative, damage to the neighborhood 
can be mitigated by two things: 
1. A sound barrier wall should be placed on the north side of 380 in front of 
Tucker Hill (as already planned for the south side); that is absolutely 
essential. 
2. A major concern for Tucker Hill is entering and exiting the neighborhood 
during construction. We require one or the other of the following: 
a. TxDOT must guarantee that both of our only entrances will be kept open 
at the front of our development during construction. It will be a safety 
hazard if there is an emergency and for some reason, the one and only exit 
from the community becomes blocked. 
b. If TxDOT cannot guarantee this, NO construction in front of Tucker Hill 
can begin until Stonebridge Drive has been expanded north of 380 and 
west of Tucker Hill. (The developer has planned since Tucker Hill's 
inception to have a west entrance/exit from an expanded Stonebridge 
Drive.) 

Your comment and support of Segment B is noted. TxDOT continues to 
evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several areas, including 
Tucker Hill.  
 
During the next phase of project development, TxDOT will also develop a 
detailed traffic control plan before construction to minimize traffic 
disruption and outline how access will be maintained during construction. 
TxDOT will continue to work with stakeholders and residents through final 
design to minimize impacts to residences and neighborhoods, as feasible. 
More information about construction phase impacts can be found in 
Section 3.17 of the DEIS.  

455  4/20/2023 Dave J 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

A decision of this magnitude should consider the increased construction 
disruption to residents, which is by far more significant with option A. In 
addition, the KNOWN costs point to selecting option B. Speculation 
regarding future development that may occur in the path of segment B 
serves as a shallow criterion for decision-making. Properties can be zoned 
and rezoned at the will of a given town or city. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  
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456  3/15/2023 Dave Verrelli Email 

Mr. Endres, 
In response to the Subject Decision, I want to thank the Team for a 
thorough and extensive review of the Options and selection of the Blue 
Alternative.  At this point in time, no decision is going to be 100% accepted 
by the residents of Collin County since the obvious and most direct route 
decision was taken off the Board last year.  “Keep 380 on 380”. Clearly, 
the businesses along 380 were built in their locations because of the drive 
by customers that would see their storefronts and stop in.  Taking the By 
Pass traffic away from these businesses isn’t going to be embraced by the 
local store owners. As a previous resident of McKinney and a current 
resident of Prosper, I have a unique perspective of the two competing 
positions.  But in the long run since McKinney didn’t plan accordingly along 
380 by allowing residential communities and businesses to build too close 
to 380, it only makes sense that any displacements caused by the Blue 
Alternative impact McKinney not Prosper residents and businesses. My 
only Comment/Question is, “Did the Team ever consider building a 
roadway under 380 similar to the expansion of I-635 in Dallas to move the 
McKinney ByPass traffic between Coit and FM 1827?  This option would 
only need the main lanes of transportation as the two frontage lanes each 
way would be handled by the existing lanes of 380 and thus the Project 
wouldn’t need the full width of 10 lanes each 12 ft wide of roadway. 
Growing up in the Washington DC area, I witnessed the Metro being built 
and drove across many a metal plate until the underground construction 
was completed.  It can be done. Again, Thanks for your hard work and 
Good Luck publishing the FEIS. 
Dave Verrelli 
741 Butchart Drive 
Prosper, TX  75078 

Your comment and support of the Blue Alternative is noted. There are 
select sections of the freeway that will be depressed including Segment A 
in between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods. It is 
important to note that the right-of-way width needed for a freeway would 
not differ significantly regardless if the freeway was above, below, or at-
grade. Therefore, there would still be a large number of residential and 
business displacements (including Raytheon) along the existing US 380 in 
McKinney. Above and below grade freeways are also more expensive to 
construct as well as TxDOT is being asked by cities to remove existing 
elevated freeways in several locations across the state. 

457  2/17/2023 David  Bruce Online 

I am opposed to the C route.  Under no circumstances would I support the 
C route unless there is a change or compromise that would move the 
beginning of the C to move to the D route.   Start it out on the East side of 
the airport but then move it half mile to mile down to the D route.  

Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted.  

458  4/20/2023 David & Sara L 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Option A is the wrong decision Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

459  3/16/2023 David A. Frank Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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Sincerely,  
David A. Frank 

460  2/17/2023 David Adams Online 

Please keep 380 on 380.   No need to ruin existing establishments.  Your comment is noted.  

461  4/20/2023 
David and Eileen 

Kaeser 
Email 

Stephen, 
My wife and I live in Tucker Hill and we are extremely concerned over what 
seems to be, a lack of consideration for the needs of our community here 
in Tucker Hill. We bought in this neighborhood 4 ½ years ago where, the 
attraction is the enormous amounts of character and peacefulness this 
community holds. Reviewing the plans, we have so many concerns. My 1st 
concern is air quality and noise. It doesn't look like the studies properly 
address these issues to a satisfactory level. We have a pool and clubhouse 
literally feet from the proposed route. We're not sure where these air-
quality studies took place but I can't imagine these were taken so close to 
where groups of people including children gather outdoors, not to mention 
the noise. 
Next, is safety in/out of our development during construction. We only have 
2 ways of getting in and out of this development. Have there been any 
studies on how this will affect the traffic flow especially if emergency 
vehicles need to enter quickly?  
We truly believe Tucker Hill has been unduly and unfairly impacted by many 
of these "studies" to push along a pre-determined agenda. Looking at all 
the facts, Segment A costs $150 million more than Segment B, Segment A 
affects more homes and businesses than B and Segment A affects more of 
the streams and wetlands, making this a more environmentally unfriendly 
choice. Can you explain in a simplistic manner to me, how any of this 
makes sense? 
Please respond. Thank you.  
David and Eileen Kaeser 
(214) 620-5663 
davidkaeser@hotmail.com  

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. TxDOT continues to 
evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several areas, including 
Tucker Hill. It is important to note that TxDOT is already proposing 
mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by depressing the main lanes 
between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods is 
anticipated to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers compared to not 
depressing the freeway.  
 
According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, 
Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B would 
potentially displace four residences.  
 
The pool referenced in the comment appears to be more than 350 feet 
away from the proposed right-of-way and the shared use path. The Harvard 
business park is also between the proposed roadway and the 
pool/clubhouse.  
 
The Preferred Alternative would maintain the two existing entry points to 
Tucker Hill from the existing US 380 at Grassmere Ln. and Tremont Blvd. 
Each is accessible from frontage roads.  
 
In response to concerns from Tucker Hill residents, the roll plots for the 
Public Hearing showed that TxDOT added a connection over the freeway at 
Tremont Blvd. and the future US 380. This at-grade overpass over the 
depressed mainlanes will allow for left in and left out access to Tucker Hill. 
It also means that drivers will have a direct entrance to Tucker Hill instead 
of driving further to U-turn at another interchange.  
 
Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles 
per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air 
quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is 
consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 
State Implementation Plan (SIP), the NCTCOG’s Mobility 2045 Update, as 
well as the 2023 -- 2026 TIP. TxDOT modeled carbon monoxide 
concentrations and none of the modeled concentrations exceeded the 1-
hour or 8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon 
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monoxide. TxDOT performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) 
analysis. The total MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by 
approximately 43% by 2050 due to higher combustion efficiencies of 
vehicle engines and electrification of the US fleet. The location along study 
segments with the highest traffic counts (ETC and Design years) were used 
as the locations for receptors. The receptors are illustrated in Appendix P, 
CO TAQA Technical Report, Attachment A, Exhibit 3.  
 
The same criteria were used to compare all segments. Specific weights 
were not applied to evaluation criteria. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative 
(comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after 
reviewing the technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, 
and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices. One of the many reasons 
that TxDOT evaluated the project by end-to-end alternatives and by 
segment is because there are notable differences in the three focus areas.  
For example, Focus Area 1, which includes Segments A and B, is expected 
to have much more future development particularly residential which will 
likely be built by the time TxDOT is able to construct this project.   
 
The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by 
applicable federal environmental laws for this project are being, or have 
been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum 
of Understanding dated December 9, 2019, and executed by the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) and TxDOT. As described throughout 
Chapter 3 of the DEIS, TxDOT assessed the direct impacts of the project 
such as clearing vegetation, placing fill material within wetlands, displacing 
homes or businesses, traffic noise, etc. and the potential for the 
alternatives considered to induce changes in land use and growth within 
the Study Area. TxDOT also addressed any adverse environmental impacts 
that cannot be avoided, the measures considered to minimize harm and to 
mitigate adverse effects, where applicable; and the steps taken during the 
study to comply with applicable state and federal environmental laws. 

462  2/26/2023 
David and Elaine 

Ewing 
Email 

Mr. Endres, 
NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Our opposition to Segment A of the “Blue Alternative” is based on the 
following facts presented by TxDOT in their February 2023 Announcement: 
1. Segment A destroys 27 businesses, 12 displacements and 2 homes 
currently. It will likely be more than that by the time the project is 
constructed whereas Segment B destroys no business, 7 displacements, 
and 5 homes.  
2. The cost of Segment A right of way acquisition estimated today is 
$957.8 million compared to $888.8 million for Segment B. It is likely to 
reach more than $1 billion by the time the project is constructed based on 
current construction projects which are not counted in the current TxDOT 
estimates.  

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
 
Right-of-way acquisition estimates were calculated using Collin County 
Appraisal District as a guide to come up with square footage cost. All right-
of-way acquisition would be completed in accordance with the Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, 
as amended. Brochures, including two booklets titled “The Purchase of 
Right of Way,” and “Relocation Assistance,” are available on the project 
website. These booklets contain detailed information to inform property 
owners of their rights and provide information about the TxDOT right-of-way 
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3. The proposed Blue Alternative which includes Segment A calls for $120 
million from the City of McKinney for right of way acquisition which will be 
an unplanned tax burden to McKinney taxpayers. The amount of that tax 
burden quite likely will increase as the cost of ROW acquisitions and 
related expenses increase.   
4. Segment A will have a significant detrimental impact on Stonebridge 
Ranch and Tucker Hill which border the proposed construction of Segment 
A. It will create major traffic disruption, increased noise, and increased 
health and environmental problems, not to mention the impact on schools, 
morning and afternoon traffic, and school zones divided by US380 
Segment A. Thank you, 
David & Elaine Ewing 
700 Braxton Court 
McKinney, TX 75071 
  

acquisition process. Individual property acquisition cost and relocation 
assistance will be evaluated based on fair market value determined by an 
independent third-party appraiser.  
 
TxDOT is working closely with the City of McKinney to determine the cost of 
acquiring right-of-way. TxDOT will continue to assist the City in identifying 
funding opportunities. This project is currently partially funded for 
construction and cannot let for construction until funding is identified; 
however, right-of-way acquisition can proceed even if the project is not 
funded for construction.  
 
The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing 
congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. If 
constructed, the project would adhere to current design standards and 
address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. The freeway 
design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from driveways and other 
roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be available 
at signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of 
conflict points. 
 
A traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA)–approved) Guidelines for Analysis and 
Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise. Existing 
sound level measurements were collected at noise-sensitive areas, and 
noise modeling software was used to predict what noise levels could be 
expected in 2050. In areas where a noise impact was projected to occur, 
noise barriers were evaluated for feasibility and reasonableness. A detailed 
technical report on the traffic noise analysis that was conducted can be 
found in Appendix R of the DEIS. 
 
TxDOT is proposing the following mitigation as part of the Preferred 
Alternative identified in the draft EIS:   
-building sound barriers (noise walls) that do not exist today,  
-depressing the main lanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch 
neighborhoods to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers, and 
-providing local street crossings over the depressed section to provide 
connectivity between neighborhoods. 
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463  4/4/2023 
David and Pam 

Sylvester 
Email 

My wife and I are 10-year residents of Tucker Hill and we feel that Option B 
is the ideal solution as it has the hallmark of "Less Is More" which makes it 
the most “Ethical” of choices.  A solid business ethic is the result of good 
people expressing wisdom and high purpose while making decisions that 
result in less harm to its citizens and the environment, all for the ultimate 
good of the community.  Tucker Hill is fortunate to have sincere ethical 
leaders who have been consistently engaged and  focused on obtaining a 
result that achieves the least harm and the "ultimate good" for Tucker Hill 
and the local community as a whole. 
Option B fulfills this: 
  Option B is less costly. 
  Option B has less business impact. 
  Option B has low home displacement. 
  Option B provides a more direct and expedient route and will be safer. 
  Option B has far less environmental impact. 
  Option B provides less disruption to Collin College and Baylor Hospital. 
  Option B benefits are many, detailed and support “Less is More”. 
Truly Option B is the most ethical, cost effective and beneficial  -  providing 
the least harm to its citizens and environment - all for the "ultimate good" 
of the community. 
Most Sincerely, David and Pam Sylvester - Tucker Hill 
April 2, 2020 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. Some of TxDOT's top considerations in choosing Segment A over 
Segment B, because Segment A: 
-Displaces fewer homes in comparison to Segment B  
-Results in fewer impacts to planned future residential homes  
-Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west 
of Custer Road  
-Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment 
-Avoids impact to ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the 
subject of substantial public concern  
-Requires acquisition of less ROW than Segment B  
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464  2/6/2023 David Bruce 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D. Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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465  4/20/2023 David C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Yes to B. No to A. Do the right thing for the thousands of residents, not the 
few individuals with a certain vested financial interest. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

466  4/20/2023 David Carmichael Email (2) 

To whom it may concern,   
My wife and I live at 7709 Townsend Blvd in the Tucker Hill community of 
McKinney.  I have been involved with working on keeping our community 
safe and out of the path of the 380 Bypass from the beginning.  We helped 
push for the Segment B option, and it was looking as if TxDOT would 
choose that route, at least in 2022 but money, power, and politics always 
win against the small Taxpaying Homeowners.   So here we are with TxDOT 
choosing Segment A and spending over 200 million more of our money on 
an option that makes no sense, has a dangerous 90-degree turn, takes out 
our only entrance, encroaches on more wetlands, affects more streams 
and rivers, and gives preferential treatment to a horse ranch and their 
visitors over homeowners who live in the affect area daily.  It appears 
irrefutable that Segment B is the better alternative and that there are 
serious flaws in the conclusions reached by TxDOT and in the underlying 
Environmental Impact Study (EIS). Why are Segment decisions made with 
inconsistencies ?   We were told the comments are a small part of the 
decision, while those in Segment B were told that the decision was made 
because more comments came in against B. Why was the traffic study 
done during the 2020 pandemic when no one was driving to work, so that 
the noise and air pollution did not show accurate levels? Why was one mph 
shown as the normal wind speed in the study? Why did TxDOT tell our 
elected officials that there was nothing they could do to influence the 
decision but tell those impacted to go to their elected officials to push 
them to influence the alignment choices? Why does it appear that more 
intense study was done to the affects of a bypass to ManeGate than to 
Tucker Hill, as our parks, pool, clubhouse etc.  were not identified so no 
impact studies were done? Is TxDOT pushing the Bypass thru to gain 
federal funding while available, without doing their due diligence to study 
the full effects to the Homeowners and businesses involved? What is the 
plan for emergency services, school busses and individuals to enter and 
exit the Tucker Hill community during construction? If the City of McKinney 
cannot come up with the money to move utilities where will this money 
come from? Will or can Segment A shift closer to Tucker Hill, without study 
to affects of the shift? How do paid lobbyist effect the decision making 
process?  We have seen that money and influence obviously have effects. 
Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all 
pollutants that cause harm to humans and a rigorous health impact 
analysis to understand both current and future impacts. If TxDOT will not 
mitigate these harms, then TxDOT should at the very least do a rigorous 
analysis of these harms and explicitly note the opportunities we for go with 
the current preferred alignment.  See attached document outlining all the 
inconsistencies we have found int the EIS study, also the areas we believe 
need more study to see the actual impacts to out neighborhood as well as 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A and support of Segment B is 
noted.  
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 
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the other affected by Segment A. Thank you, 
David Carmichael 
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

467  3/7/2023 David Chapman Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  
David Chapman 
davechap@me.com 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

468  3/9/2023 David Coggiola Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. It is important to note Segment A has fewer potential home 
displacements in comparison to Segment B and results in fewer impacts to 
planned future residential homes.   

469  4/20/2023 David D 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

This expansion of 380 would destroy our neighborhood and effect our 
hearing 

Your comment is noted.  
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470  2/6/2023 David Deeds 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D. Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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471  4/20/2023 David F 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Choose the $150M cheaper option to taxpayers. Your comment is noted.  

472  2/17/2023 David Farmer Email 

Hello. My name is David Farmer and I would like to voice my opposition to 
the 380 bypass (route C). The bypass would destroy the property owned by 
a good friend. This property serves as a place for therapeutic horse riding, 
community rides, events, and church services. The bypass would go 
directly through the riding arena and honey bee area on the property, and 
the noise from the highway would be incredibly detrimental to the animals. 
I would instead like to voice support of route D. It crosses through the flood 
plain, and would only disrupt 7 homes instead of 29. Thank you for 
listening, and I hope you will consider the impact of route D on the people 
and animals that call the area home. Thank you, 
David Farmer 
830-876-8096 

Your comment, opposition of Segment C, and support of Segment D is 
noted.  

473  4/20/2023 David G 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A, yes to B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

474  1/20/2023 David Greene E-mail 

Stephen, I live in McKinney along 380 and have scanned the DEIS links. 
What is the timeline to start and complete this project? 
David Greene 
7400 Stanhope Street 
McKinney 

Your comment is noted. The conceptual timeline shared at the Public 
Hearing indicates that a Record of Decision for the EIS is anticipated to be 
issued in the fall of 2023. The next phase of project development is final 
design, ROW acquisition, and utilities coordination. This phase is estimated 
to take 2-4 years, putting the Ready to Let date sometime in 2027. 
Currently this project is not fully funded. Phased construction can only 
begin once full project funding is identified and secured for US 380. 
 
This anticipated timeline is subject to change pending coordination, public 
involvement, technical analysis, and identification of funding.   

475  4/20/2023 David H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

The purpose of this project is to help relieve congestion on an already 
heavily used roadway, correct? Yet, segment A of the preferred option, has 
the higher impact to motorists over segment B while construction will be 
underway, causing more congestion and headache to those that use it on a 
daily basis. No to segment A. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

476  4/20/2023 David H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I am a senior citizen living in the area that would be drastically affected if 
Route A was selected, by Enviornmental issues and the inability to obtain 
immediate medical attention. I requested Route B be selected for the care 
of my family. Please do not block us in. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  
 
According to Section 3.6.3.3 of the DEIS, TxDOT will coordinate with 
emergency responders to prevent disruptions in service during phased 
construction of the proposed project and will develop a traffic management 
plan as discussed further in Section 3.17. The proposed grade separated 
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interchanges and intersection improvements (including U-turns) along the 
proposed frontage roads would reduce congestion at major cross-streets 
allowing emergency vehicles to bypass traffic lights, shortening transit 
times through the Study Area.  
 
The Preferred Alternative would maintain the two existing entry points to 
Tucker Hill from the existing US 380 at Grassmere Ln. and Tremont Blvd. 
Each is accessible from frontage roads. 

477  3/16/2023 David Harap 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

478  3/13/2023 David Hedgpeth Email 

I would like to formally request an extension of the comment period as we 
need more time to fully evaluate the impacts and possible mitigation 
measures that can be taken to protect Tucker Hill as well as the other 
communities and businesses affected by Option A. 
David Hedgpeth CFS/CDS/ASC,  Principal 
Hill Country Transportation Resources, LLC 
Litigation Support 
2005 Tremont Blvd 
McKinney, Texas 75071 
214-843-6689 
david.hedgpeth@yahoo.com 
This email is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain 
confidential and privileged information.  Any unauthorized review, use, 
disclosure or distribution is prohibited.  If you are not the intended 
recipient, please contact the sender by reply email and delete the original 
message.  

This US 380 Project’s comment period has been longer than most because 
it opened when the DEIS was announced, which was January 13, 2023. 
TxDOT granted two separate 15-day extensions to the comment period to 
close April 20, 2023 instead of March 21, 2023 as advertised at the Public 
Hearing.   
 
Detailed study information is available in the DEIS document posted at 
www.kwww.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. 

479  3/16/2023 David Hughey Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
David Hughey 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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480  4/20/2023 David J 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A, Yes to segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

481  4/19/2023 David Johnson Email 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
Having further reviewed the proposed Segment A impact to myself and my 
neighbors during the extended comment period, I have found substantial 
new points of discussion as well as questions that should be answered. 
These are in addition to my earlier submitted comments. Both my wife and 
I are elderly as are 75% of the people on my street which is located very 
near the proposed extended 380. Even closer than us to the proposed 
extension are other neighbors in the same demographic. Not surprisingly, 
this population is already experiencing numerous health issues. Moreover, 
many children reside in close proximity to the proposed construction. In my 
opinion, TxDOT’s study fails to address the increased noise, adverse 
mental health effects, and significant air pollution that will accompany the 
widening of 380 and which will be deleterious to the people who live here. 
Even for those who are young and healthy, the fact that Tucker Hill is a 
“front porch community” with many outdoor facilities and events has been 
overlooked by the study. Also concerning to me is the lack of study applied 
to safety issues during and after the construction process. My safety 
concerns include having sufficient neighborhood access for both residents 
and emergency personnel. The safety of having two 90 degree turns in the 
freeway has likewise not been properly considered when compared to the 
alternative. 
Questions that I need to have addressed include the following: 
 
3. Beyond depressing the fast lanes that pass in front of Tucker Hill, how 
will TxDOT further reduce the unacceptable noise level that is going to 
accompany the new roadway (unacceptable considering the neighborhood 
demographic and lifestyle)? 
8. What does adding a sound wall, in addition to the depression, do to 
mitigate the unreasonable levels of noise?  
13. What is TxDOT planning to do to add back additional parking for the 
Harvard building which is currently slated to lose an entire row of spaces 
(and this will lead to the already limited resident-only Residents’ Club 
parking being inappropriately used by those who don’t live here)? 
18. What would implementing a cantilevered approach in front of the 
Harvard building do in terms of both space and noise reduction (helping to 
address concerns raised in the previous two questions)? 
23. What would a combined depression, sound wall, and cantilevered 
approach do in terms of space and               noise reduction?  
28. How will emergency response services be affected during the period of 
construction? 
32. When is TxDOT going to complete and publish a vibration analysis that 
identifies impact to homes near the construction area (homes that can 
already rumble when a large truck passes by), or if already published, 

Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 
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where are the results of the analysis? 
37. What is the full impact of increased air pollution as a result of the 
widening (both before and after construction)? 
42. Where were monitors for air quality installed for the current study? 
46. What is the effect of air pollution on the neighborhood when CURRENT 
traffic studies are considered on both the SOUTH and EAST sides? 
51. What is the effect of noise on the neighborhood when an UPGRADED 
monitoring package is used along with CURRENT measurements during 
PEAK periods of traffic on BOTH the SOUTH and EAST sides? 
56. Where is the complete analysis of safety impacts due to the sharper 
turns involved in segment A versus segment B? 
61. Where is TxDOT’s study of the aesthetic impacts that 380 widening will 
cause? 
65. Where can we obtain a copy of the study that explains everything in 
language which a non-technical                    person is able to understand?  
70. What assurances is TxDOT providing that no further western shifts of 
the “first curve” of 380 (already UNACCEPTABLE!!!) will take place? 
75. What will TxDOT do to lower the elevation of the eastern bypass portion 
that heads to the north? 
79. What engineering possibilities exist for TxDOT to erect a sound wall on 
the eastern bypass portion that heads to the north? 
 
Besides the concerns and questions raised above, please note MY 
OFFICIAL AGREEMENT with the research below which spells out many other 
deficiencies regarding TxDOT’s position. 
Regards,  
Dave Johnson 
7505 Wescott Ln 
McKinney, TX 75071 
 
***** Research Notes 
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 
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482  4/20/2023 David K 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

It is very clear that the Segment A route would be much more destructive to 
current businesses and more disruptive to homeowners - and to traffic 
flow. Has TXDOT done any traffic flow modeling to determine which route 
would work better - realizing the amount of traffic \"back up\" at the stop 
lights on A vs B segments?? 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none.  
 
The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing 
congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. If 
constructed, the project would adhere to current design standards and 
address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. The freeway 
design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from driveways and other 
roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be available 
at signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of 
conflict points. Results of traffic analysis can be found in Appendix I of the 
DEIS and on the Segment Analysis Matrix. 

483  4/19/2023 David Keese Online 

Please see the attached letter. 
Dear Mr. Endres: 
I write this letter as a Collin County, Texas resident due to my concerns that 
the selection of Segment A for the 380 bypass will negatively impact 
significantly more Collin County residents and businesses than Segment B, 
as well as result in a significantly higher costs than Segment B. Texas 
Department of Transportation has provided several justifications for the 
preliminary selection of Segment A, however, the factors in favor of 
Segment B significantly outweigh the factors supporting Segment A. 
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

484  2/25/2023 David Miller Online 

Option B is less expensive and safer than Option A.   TXDOT should 
reconsider and implement Segment B. 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. 
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485  3/28/2023 David Norton Email 

I vote NO to Segment A 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
David Norton 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

486  4/20/2023 David P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I strongly oppose Segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

487  4/20/2023 David R 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Yes to Segment B Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

488  3/19/2023 David S Online 

No to segment A, yes to B. Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. 

489  3/13/2023 David Smedley Email 

I live in Tucker Hill at 2300 Grassmere Lane. It’s the first house on the 
southeast side. I’m still baffled that Segment B wasn’t selected. Segment A 
appears that it would be about 100 yards from my house on the South. 
Then when the bypass turns North the highway will be 1628 feet from my 
house on the East side. In effect I will be cornered in by the bypass. Also, I 
understand that you caved to Billingsley and adjusted bringing the North 
turning part further West towards my house and Tucker Hill. Why in the 
world would you agree to that? By 380 cornering my house my home value 
will be dramatically negatively impacted. Will I be compensated. Thank you 
in advance for your response. 
Sent from my iPad 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. The previous design 
was approximately 855 feet from the address you provided to the freeway 
frontage roads. With the design shift, it is approximately 800 feet away 
from the address provided.  
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490  3/9/2023 David Teed Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
David Teed 
Sent from my iPad 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. It is important to note Segment A has fewer potential home 
displacements in comparison to Segment B and results in fewer impacts to 
planned future residential homes.   

491  4/20/2023 David V 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to A go with B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

492  3/16/2023 David Vartian 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

493  2/16/2023 David Vidusek Online 

My  comment is for the Coit Road to CR161 (Segment A).  This is the best 
alternative available - given the recommendations of the feasibility and the 
EIS project over the past few years, this TxDOT preferred alternative is the 
best option.  

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  
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494  3/7/2023 
Dawn and Scott 

Craven 
Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Thank you for your time. 
Dawn & Scott Craven 
Stonebridge Ranch residents 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

495  4/20/2023 Dayn J 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A, Yes to Segment B. My home is close to the intersection 
of Stonebridge Dr / 380, so I will be negatively impacted by Segment A and 
most likely will need to move after a 16.5 year residence in my Stonebridge 
home. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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496  3/31/2023 
De la Vega 

Development 
Email 

Hello Mr. Endres, 
I hope you have been well.  Please accept this email as De la Vega 
Development’s initial comments regarding the proposed expansion of US 
Highway 380 near the intersection of Custer Road.  It is our understanding 
that the final design has not been settled however, we remain highly 
concerned with how the proposed improvements may reduce access to our 
development.   Attached is the overlay of our development’s infrastructure 
(site access) with the proposed highway improvements prepared by the 
project civil engineer, Burns & McDonnell.  As you recall from our March 
3rd video conference, West Grove is a multimillion-dollar investment 
anchored by a Whole Foods Market and other retail and restaurant 
tenants.  As presented in the February 16th public hearing, we were 
informed by TxDOT officials that the diverging diamond intersection at 
North Custer Road was the design that would be advanced by TxDOT.  That 
design coupled with a slight realignment of the exit ramp from US 380 to 
the west provided access to our primary drive for the motoring public 
exiting the highway ramp.  Please refer to the DEIS West Grove Exhibit.  
During our March 3rd video conference, you informed us that the diverging 
diamond layout was not going to move forward and the intersection at 
Custer was now going to be a traditional intersection.  However, we now 
understand in speaking with the City of McKinney earlier this week that 
there remains much debate regarding which type of intersection will 
ultimately be arrived at.  We would like to request a meeting with you to 
discuss our design concerns as soon as possible. As was discussed, the 
Whole Foods lease requires that access to the site shall not be negatively 
impacted.  Given that the store is not currently open, we are focused on 
protecting our lease and making sure that any offsite changes to access 
will not trigger a termination right by Whole Foods.  We need to mitigate 
any proposed change that introduces unnecessary risk to the success of 
our development and brings a termination risk from Whole Foods.  We 
respectfully request continued dialogue on this matter, and we look 
forward to meeting with you soon. All the best, 
JORGE RAMIREZ 
CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER 
4514 COLE AVENUE, SUITE 815 
DALLAS, TEXAS 75205 
O: 214.750.7688 x213 
jr@delavegagroup.com 
 
  

Comment noted. A traditional interchange is currently being considered by 
TxDOT. It was shown in the alternative design on the roll plots at the Public 
Hearing in February and can also be accessed on TxDOT website. The 
diverging diamond interchange is no longer under consideration.  
 
TxDOT is coordinating with the City of McKinney in regards to traffic 
operations at the interchange.  
 
TxDOT has not eliminated access to the property. Both designs showed 
similar access to the property.  
 
TxDOT will meet with your representatives and City of McKinney after the 
close of the comment period.  

497  4/20/2023 Dean F 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
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498  2/16/2023 Deb Bold Paper form 

I support D for all of the reasons attached. I support D 
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Your comment and support of Segment D is noted.  
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

499  4/20/2023 Debbie B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A ….YES to SEGMENT B!! Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

500  4/20/2023 Debbie C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

501  3/10/2023 
Debbie Cagle 

Wells 
Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. It is important to note Segment A has fewer potential home 
displacements in comparison to Segment B and results in fewer impacts to 
planned future residential homes.   

502  3/16/2023 
Debbie Cagle 

Wells 
Email 

I am writing to express my opposition to Route C on the TX-DOT Spur 399 
extension project. Route C affects and displaces significantly more homes, 
businesses, and community resources than route D. It also divides the 
residential and farming/ranching communities that make this area of 
Collin County unique. Perhaps even more concerning, Route C severely 
damages one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin County. It 
destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodland and 141% more acres 
of grassland and prairie than Route D. Not surprisingly, Route C is also 
strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. While Route C may be the 
more economical option in the short-term, Route D will preserve more 
developable land for future growth in Collin County by making use of flood 
plain space that is otherwise unusable. Sincerely, 
Debby Block 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be 
displaced by either Segment C or D. Additionally, new right-of-way would 
not be acquired from any community facility either. More details about 
community facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
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including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
The proposed US 380 project could influence future land use changes 
within the Area of Influence (AOI) (defined in Section 3.15.2 of the DEIS); 
however, new and planned residential developments are more likely to 
influence changes in land use patterns, changes in land cover, and induce 
growth within the AOI than construction of any of the roadway segments. 
According to input from the City of McKinney, the proposed project would 
support future commercial and industrial development around Segment C; 
however, the proposed project would not be the primary factor considered 
in making land use decisions in the area. 
 
TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the impacts 
mentioned in their comments were several of the many things TxDOT had 
to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, the natural 
resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the Preferred 
Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation strategies 
such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections to span 
streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from streams 
and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill material in 
jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation credits from 
stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation for impacts to 
waters of the US and wetlands.   

503  2/22/2023 Debi Ishmael Online 

I oppose route C, and want it changed back to route D Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted.  
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504  2/6/2023 
Debi Ladd/ Faye 

Stevens 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D. Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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505  4/20/2023 Debora K 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO TO SEGMENT A, YES TO SEGMENT B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

506  4/20/2023 
Debora S. 
Kaufmann 

Email 

Good evening,   
Please see attached our family's opposition to segment A.  
Sincerely,  
Debora S. Kaufmann 
MBA, Finance and Global Business 
cell: 818-568-0738 
Email: DeboraSKaufmann@gmail.com 
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

507  4/20/2023 Deborah P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to Segment A. YES to Segment B. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

508  4/20/2023 Deborah S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Vote No to proposed Segment A YES TO B for obvious reasons! Lower tax 
dollars, less business impact, less noise pollution in Tucker Hill, less fatality 
risk to name a few obvious reasons! I oppose proposed Segment A, and 
vote NO TO SEGMENT A!!! VOTE YES TO B AS THE PREFERRED OPTION 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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509  2/21/2023 Debra Campbell Email 

My name is Debra Campbell and I live at 2101 State Blvd in McKinney 
(Tucker Hill) 
debckl3@hotmail.com.  214-842-1683 
I am not employed by TXDOT or do Business with TXDOT. I will not benefit 
monetarily from the project or other item about which I am commenting. 
(It's a shame that other cities, builders etc can't say the same thing.  Mane 
Gait could have lots of options for moving their facility IF the traffic even 
affected their horses.) 
US 380 from Coit Road to FM 1827, Collin County, Texas  
NO TO A.  B costs a lot less money and would be least disruptive to traffic 
in McKinney.  I thought it was interesting that there will be 3 lanes going 
into McKinney and 5 lanes going into Prosper.  Prosper is who will benefit 
the most from this bypass because of their tremendous growth but they are 
not willing to negotiate for a solution. We should complete the outer loop 
for Collin County and then reacess what would be best for 380. Make 
improvements to 380, not this bypass.  It makes no sense Tucker Hill 
worked tirelessly with honesty and integrity seeking viable solutions and 
advocating for a route that was least impactful overall. The dishonest 
antics of others (Prosper) paid off for them by encouraging everybody they 
knew to write in to say NO to B.  My cousin who worked in by Highland Park 
ISD said there were petitions and examples of letters being sent around for 
everyone to sign.  These questions should be answered by people who will 
be affected by the bypass not individuals for other counties. I was told 
there was an individual who send in a No to B using all the empty lot 
addresses. Prosper declaring in November they were putting in a cemetery 
along Route B so that wouldn’t be acceptable. I’ve been told deals were 
made to vote for the airport and they would let Route A go thru without 
resistance. What a bunch of unethical people who got their way. It is not 
right for this bypass to affect Tucker Hill  on two sides while other Cities 
want the Bypass as long as they don’t have to give up anything.  So Unfair.  

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. It is important to note 
that the number of freeway mainlanes proposed in the US 380 Collin 
County projects varies depending on the projected traffic demand within 
the project area. The US 380 project from Teel Parkway/Championship 
Drive to west of Lakewood Drive is proposed to include three mainlanes in 
each direction and this McKinney project from Coit Road to FM 1827 is 
proposed for four mainlanes in each direction.  
 
Even if all the planned roadways in Collin County, including the Outer Loop, 
are built, existing US 380 will continue to experience a failing level of 
service in the future. The regional model shows that both east to west 
freeways are needed to relieve congestion. 
 
While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during 
its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through 
a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, 
municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue 
Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  
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510  4/16/2023 Debra Campbell Email 

As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s 
recommendation of Segment A over Segment B is fiscally irresponsible to 
the taxpayers costing over $150 million more, applies criteria to support 
their decision inconsistently, and provides numerous biased, false, and 
inconsistent findings in their environmental study. Furthermore, there is 
objective evidence of political maneuvering, campaigning, and rezoning 
efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed 
TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn these actions as unethical.  
Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do harm to a significant 
percentage of McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant fiscal 
irresponsibility. This decision is made more egregious with the existence of 
a viable lower impact. This does not make sense. Please do not proceed 
with this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants that cause harm 
to humans and a rigorous health impact analysis to understand both 
current and future.  The pollution appendices are missing critical analyses 
and portions are invalid as presented. This project should not proceed until 
those egregious omissions and errors are corrected. Tucker Hill is a very 
unique front porch community.  We spend a lot of time on our porches and 
walking the neighborhood. I am in my 70’s and have had numerous  health 
problems including cancer. Can u guarantee that 380 will Not be 
detrimental to my health and well being after construction and during 
construction due to the excessive noise and environmental pollution?  
Have you researched the correlation between noise and mental and 
physical health?  This can be very stressful and detrimental to everyone’s 
health and well being. I’m also concerned about emergency vehicle access 
to Tucker Hill.  Can you guarantee that Stonebridge will be completed 
before any construction on 380 Is started in front of Tucker Hill? Why can’t 
the outer loop be used as a solution? Wouldn’t it make more sense to 
connect to NDT and 35??? I’d the 380 segment A is selected and all the 
studies regarding our health are completed you must promise a depressed 
380 in front of Tucker hill with large sound barriers.  I can’t even imagine 
how loud the noise will be. Why are we the only neighborhood that will be 
affected on 2 sides by 380 Bypass and flood plains on the north side with 
no way to exit the neighborhood I’m the rear. Thanks in advance for your 
consideration to all my questions. 
Debra Campbell. 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. Detailed information 
can be found in the DEIS document and multiple appendices posted at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. An EIS is a multi-year 
environmental review process, guided by State and Federal requirements, 
that provides the most rigorous analysis conducted by TxDOT of proposed 
alternatives and their environmental impacts. Any TxDOT environmental 
document, such as the one created for this study, must meet standards 
required by TxDOT policy to comply with FHWA NEPA compliance 
procedures and Title 43, Chapter 2 of the Texas Administrative Code. While 
public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during its 
decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through a 
voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, 
municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials.  
 
The same criteria were used to compare all segments. Specific weights 
were not applied to evaluation criteria. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative 
(comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after 
reviewing the technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, 
and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  
One of the many reasons that TxDOT evaluated the project by end-to-end 
alternatives and by segment is because there are notable differences in 
the three focus areas.  For example, Focus Area 1, which includes 
Segments A and B, is expected to have much more future development 
particularly residential which will likely be built by the time TxDOT is able to 
construct this project.  
 
Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles 
per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air 
quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. TxDOT conducted a 
quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis including benzene 
and VOCs (Section 3.12.3 of the DEIS), and a Carbon Monoxide Traffic Air 
Quality analysis (Section 3.12.2 of the DEIS), included in Appendix P of the 
DEIS. TxDOT modeled carbon monoxide concentrations and none of the 
modeled concentrations exceeded the 1-hour or 8-hour National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. The total MSAT emissions are 
predicted to decrease by approximately 43% by 2050 due to higher 
combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification of the US 
fleet. As required, the project is consistent with the Texas Commission on 
Environmental Quality (TCEQ) State Implementation Plan (SIP), the 
NCTCOG’s Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 TIP.  
 
During the next phase of project development, TxDOT will break the project 
into different construction projects. Each construction project will also 
develop a detailed traffic control plan or construction phasing plan before 
construction to minimize traffic disruption and outline how access will be 
maintained during construction. TxDOT will continue to work with adjacent 
property owners and stakeholders through final design to minimize impacts 
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to adjacent properties and neighborhoods, as feasible. More information 
about construction phase impacts can be found in Section 3.17 of the 
DEIS.  
 
The Preferred Alternative would maintain the two existing entry points to 
Tucker Hill from the existing US 380 at Grassmere Ln. and Tremont Blvd. 
Each is accessible from frontage roads.  
 
In response to concerns from Tucker Hill residents, the roll plots for the 
Public Hearing showed that TxDOT added a connection over the freeway at 
Tremont Blvd. and the future US 380. This at-grade overpass over the 
depressed mainlanes will allow for left in and left out access to Tucker Hill. 
It also means that drivers will have a direct entrance to Tucker Hill instead 
of driving further to U-turn at another interchange.  
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill. It is important to note that TxDOT is already 
proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by depressing the 
mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 
to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers.  
 
Even if all the planned roadways in Collin County, including the Outer Loop, 
are built, existing US 380 will continue to experience a failing level of 
service in the future. The regional model shows that both east to west 
freeways are needed to relieve congestion. 

511  3/7/2023 Debra Flowers Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Debra Flowers 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

512  4/20/2023 Debra J 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No more high traffic flow in our communities Your comment is noted.  
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513  3/26/2023 Debra Jordan Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

514  3/14/2023 Debra Kerner Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
debra 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

515  4/20/2023 Debra P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Highway 380: No to Segment A. Yes to Segment B. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

516  4/20/2023 Dee P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Oppose segment A, strongly support segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

517  3/16/2023 Deepak Pokhrel 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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518  4/20/2023 Delores M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I’m am against Option A. I’m 81 years old and rather not have to move due 
to road construction affecting my home!! 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

519  2/19/2023 Delores Morgan Email 

Good afternoon Stephen!  I prefer the blue alternative A segment.  I live in 
Lakewood at Brookhollow in Prosper. Thank you! 
Delores Morgan 
ddmiris@aol.com 
469-907-8040 

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  

520  3/12/2023 
Denese 

Berardesco 
Comment Form 

We live in La Cima (Stonebridge & 380) in Stonebridge. It is unreasonable 
to see how a freeway and bypasses at Stonebridge & Custer will continue 
to support values for properties located in La Cima. Currently we have 
constant Custer/380 noise from early morning to late at night. Now with 
the new development moving in with De La Vega, we now have clear 
visibility of all this traffic with more to come. Who at the city of McKinney is 
protecting our values like the support prosper had? 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. Changes in property 
values are driven by the value associated with site-specific factors such as 
accessibility, safety, noise, visual amenities, proximity to shopping, 
community cohesion, and business productivity. TxDOT cannot reasonably 
foresee how any of these factors will impact property values. 

521  3/7/2023 Denise Bouhasin Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX. for over 26 years, I 
STRONGLY OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass 
from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an 
existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on 
McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in 
less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and 
thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to 
implement SEGMENT B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from 
Coit Road to FM 1827. Thank you for your careful consideration for this 
bypass. 

�Denise Bouhasin� 
Round Hill Rd.  McKinney TX 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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522  1/20/2023 
Denise 

VanderHeiden 
Email 

Why would DOT choose to disrupt hundreds if not thousands of 
homeowners and put a route close to Stonebridge Ranch and Tucker Hill 
when they could go up Custer Road? Is it because the Mane Event horse 
people have so much money and have such good PR? This is ridiculous 
and stinks of political payoff. I think DOT should look at areas of less 
impact on current residents. Mane Event can stay where they are if the 
route goes up Custer Road (it has been proved that it would not affect the 
horses) and, if they don't like it, they can relocate! Many of the 
homeowners that will be affected do not have the same resources that 
Mane Event has. Sadly, that is probably why we will end up dealing with the 
horrible effects of having a huge freeway cutting through our 
neighborhoods where many houses and families live. I hope that DOT will 
reconsider and put this bypass in an area that won't affect so many 
families that have no choice but to stay in their homes in this terrible real 
estate market that we find ourselves in with the high interest rates making 
it another impediment to moving. I have lived here for 13 years and am 
very close to highway 380, same as hundreds of other households that 
would be affected by this. We do not have the option of moving. It is 
unconscionable that DOT would do this to this many homeowners as 
opposed to displaced a horse therapy operation. Regards, 
Denise VanderHeiden 

Your comment is noted. While the Preferred Alternative is adjacent to the 
Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods, it does not bisect any 
existing subdivisions.   
 
The considerations you mention are some of the many factors TxDOT 
considered in its selection of the Preferred Alternative (Blue A+E+C). 
Engineering, social, economic, and environmental impacts have been 
thoroughly evaluated in the Draft EIS. For more information on the 
mitigation measures proposed, please refer to the DEIS. 
 
Some of TxDOT's top considerations in choosing Segment A over Segment 
B, because Segment A: 
-Displaces fewer homes in comparison to Segment B  
-Results in fewer impacts to planned future residential homes  
-Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west 
of Custer Road  
-Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment 
-Avoids impact to ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the 
subject of substantial public concern  
-Requires acquisition of less ROW than Segment B   
 
To view the Segment Analysis Matrix, please visit 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.   

523  3/7/2023 
Denise 

VanderHeiden 
Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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524  2/22/2023 
Dennis and 

Lesley Croysdale 
Online 

The presentation showing how Alternative A was decided upon was poor.  
The obstacles to choosing Alternative B looked superior and no one was 
available to explain why Alternative B was not selected.  The lack of sound 
barriers at Stonebridge Dr. was disturbing and the explanation why they 
would not be built was inadequate.  The use of 2005 software to estimate 
the amount of sound from the new highway appears to be inadequate and 
the explanation given as to the actual sound once construction was 
completed did not indicate that sound barriers would be added 
subsequently.  Accordingly, we are opposed to the current decision to 
adopt Alt A and would support Alt B. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. Detailed information can be found in the DEIS document and 
multiple appendices posted at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. 
An EIS is a multi-year environmental review process, guided by State and 
Federal requirements, that provides the most rigorous analysis conducted 
by TxDOT of proposed alternatives and their environmental impacts. Any 
TxDOT environmental document, such as the one created for this study, 
must meet standards required by TxDOT policy to comply with Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) NEPA compliance procedures and Title 43, 
Chapter 2 of the Texas Administrative Code. The project team analyzed the 
areas around all alternatives through multiple in-person field visits where 
Right of Entry (ROE) was granted, use of aerial imagery/maps, and existing 
databases including Collin County Appraisal District listings.  
 
A traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA)–approved) Guidelines for Analysis and 
Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise including 
using the federally required software from 2005. Existing sound level 
measurements were collected at noise-sensitive areas, and noise modeling 
software was used to predict what noise levels could be expected in 2050. 
In areas where a noise impact was projected to occur, noise barriers were 
evaluated for feasibility and reasonableness.  

525  3/15/2023 Dennis Burkett Email 

Good afternoon Stephen,  
Again, thanks for your dedication to these projects!  I’m sure you’ll be glad 
when this one is finalized & you guys are able to start the process for 
construction. I would like to suggest that because of the on-going current 
construction of Ridge Road north of US 380 (bridge over the creek, etc.) 
that the choice to go east of Tucker Hill will be much more expensive than 
previously estimated.  This project (which is currently well underway) is 
significant (a divided 4-lane roadway).  I would anticipate that it’s 
completion will require additional re-drawing of the 380 project.  Thus I 
would again suggest that the route which goes west of Tucker Hill & west of 
Custer Road would be a better choice.  (I realize that ManeGait’s 14 acres 
is a political issue, but surely their relocation would not be as expensive as 
some might suggest.  Additionally I understand that the Darling family has 
some experience in acquiring & developing land when they were previously 
involved in subdivision development.) Thanks for accepting feedback from 
area residents! 
Dennis Burkett 
(dburkett007@yahoo.com) 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
 
Throughout the Feasibility Study and EIS, TxDOT has been working with the 
City of McKinney on this project and all of their local roadway projects. The 
US 380 project would not have to be changed to accommodate for 
improvements to Ridge Road as currently being constructed.  
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526  2/22/2023 Dennis De Mattei Email 

Hello, 
I would like to express my support for the “ Blue Alignment” as shown on 
the latest DEIS at it adequately addresses the environmental, social and 
engineering requirements of the project. Sincerely, 
Dennis J. De Mattei 
300 Yosemite Drive 
Prosper, TX 75078 

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  

527  4/3/2023 Dennis Duffin Online 

I totally disagree with access (or lack thereof) to Stickhorse Lane in 
Segment C. It appears the designers have failed to accommodate passage 
for residents in that area. 

Your comment is noted. Design in this area is still underway and will 
connect all three projects. A future Public Hearing for the Princeton project 
will be held to provide more details and an updated design. You can find 
project information and to sign up to receive Public Hearing notices at 
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/projects/us-highways/us-380-from-
fm-1827-to-cr-560-princeton-area.  
 
During the next phase of project development, TxDOT will break the project 
into different construction projects. Each construction project will also 
develop a detailed traffic control plan or construction phasing plan before 
construction to minimize traffic disruption and outline how access will be 
maintained during construction. TxDOT will continue to work with adjacent 
property owners and stakeholders through final design to minimize impacts 
to adjacent properties and neighborhoods, as feasible. More information 
about construction phase impacts can be found in Section 3.17 of the 
DEIS.  

528  4/20/2023 Dennis McKee Email 

To whom it may concern: 
This letter contains questions to which I seek answers and expresses how 
this project will personally impact my and my wife’s quality of life.  
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary.  

Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

529  4/20/2023 Dennis S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to seqment A and yes to seqment B. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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530  2/6/2023 Dent Doctor 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D. Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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531  2/17/2023 Dhruv Patel Online 

I am voicing my concern towards Segment C - vs not choosing SegmentD - 
there are various factor missed on segment C - where it states residences 
that effects segments - matter of fact there are lot more than listed 
residents that effected by choosing segment C - matter of fact when study 
suggests that segment D is more faster and also improving wetland 
(contrast there are lot more wildlife on segment C which seems to be 
missed by your study) - there are about 8 residents specially on Roll 12 
that choose by study that missed why not adjust roll 12 to more east-side 
is completely another argument (otherside is not even touched because it's 
owned by prominent well known Glaciers) - segment C was completely 
opposed by texas wildlife and preffred segment D. ) Overall when Segment 
C effects more people and more businesses - reasons provided was it 
would cost less  - when making decision smaller and better/faster segment 
D is more faster and less time consuming for traffic. 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east out of the floodplain. Segment 
D straddles the floodplain for most of its length. Using bridges to span 
floodways to minimize the placement of fill material, including bridge 
bents, within the mapped 100-year floodplain is part of the design for 
Segments C and D. With an alignment outside of these areas, more of the 
roadway would require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be 
built, therefore reducing anticipated construction costs. The project team 
analyzed the areas around Segments C and D through multiple in-person 
field visits, use of aerial imagery/maps, and existing databases including 
Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) listings. Additionally, you can 
reference the DEIS Appendix O for the species analysis and Appendix N for 
more details about water resources.  
 
Texas Parks and Wildlife (TPWD) comments have been considered and, in 
fact, the impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many 
things TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; 
however, the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind 
the Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided 
mitigation strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road 
sections to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of 
vegetation from streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the 
placement of fill material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also 
purchase mitigation credits from stream and wetland banks within service 
area as mitigation for impacts to waters of the US and wetlands.   
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.   
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532  3/1/2023 Diana Heald Online 

What a travesty to do route C and demolish 22 homes and 35 businesses. 
Why not use route D and the flood plane that does no one any good and 
saves people’s property. TX Dot will lose all trust and value as other gov’t 
agencies have. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted. TxDOT selected 
Segment C over Segment D because Segment C minimizes impacts to 100-
year floodplains and regulatory floodways, therefore, requiring TxDOT to 
build much less of the roadway on elevated (bridge) structure. Segment C 
is also expected to draw traffic off FM 1827 by providing better 
connections to local roadways, would impact fewer major utilities, and 
would cost less to construct than Segment D.  
 
It is important to note that Segment D (with the Spur 399 interchange) is 
expected to displace 20 businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 
interchange) would potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would 
potentially displace seven residences, while Segment C would potentially 
displace 10 residences. 

533  4/20/2023 Diana R 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

My neighborhood that I moved to to keep away from high traffic will only 
get noisier. Unless they plan to redo all our windows to noiseless windows. 

Your comment is noted.  

534  4/18/2023 
Diane and Carl 

Heldreth 
Email 

Hi Stephen, 
I previously sent an email - but with the date coming soon…I am just re-
emphasizing my husband and I say - “No to Segment A”. Just from a 
monetary/cost standpoint - - (which should be “the #1 reason/item TxDot 
should look at” - - Segment B costs less, so why not go with Segment B? I 
am truly praying that common sense and TxDot looking at the lower cost of 
Segment B (less expensive, less destruction of homes, businesses, etc.) in 

addition to the reasons below … Will Prevail!!! � Thank you, Stephen!  
Have a great week! 
Diane and Carl Heldreth 
Stonebridge Ranch resident (for approx. 17 years) 
And: 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. The preliminary cost estimate for each segment is one of the many 
factors TxDOT considered when determining the Preferred Alternative, as 
shown in Figure 2-13 of the DEIS. As final design continues, cost estimates 
will be updated, and will factor in the costs of right-of-way acquisition. 
Impacts to future developments will also be re-evaluated. It is important to 
note that these costs are high-level estimates, using the information 
available now.  
 
According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, 
Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B would 
potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially displace 
14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. None of 
the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing subdivisions.  
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535  3/16/2023 Diane Arnold 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

536  2/17/2023 Diane Bednar Online 

I oppose Section C and ask that you reconsider section D for the following 
reasons: 
1) our friends and family who have a horse rescue and multiple young 
children under age 5 will be displaced. 
2) Section C will displace 4X the residents compared to Section D. 
3) section C will displace 4X the businesses compared to Section D. 
4) Section C displaces 7 Community Resources, where Section D displaces 
0. 
5) Section C damages one of the largest remaining forests in Collin County, 
71% more than Section D. 
6) Section C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. 
7) Section C also has worse traffic performance. Regards, 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure. Based on TxDOT's 
evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced by either Segment C 
or D. Additionally, new right-of-way would not be acquired from any 
community facility either. More details about community facilities can be 
found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community facilities are 
defined as a physical feature provided – either by the municipality as a 
public service or by a private entity – within the community for the benefit 
of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, community centers, post 
office, library, etc.). The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on 
cultural resources within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic 
Resources including any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed 
or NRHP-eligible structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, 
including Section 4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would 
be affected by the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More 
information about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the 
DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
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including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
The proposed US 380 project could influence future land use changes 
within the Area of Influence (AOI) (defined in Section 3.15.2 of the DEIS); 
however, new and planned residential developments are more likely to 
influence changes in land use patterns, changes in land cover, and induce 
growth within the AOI than construction of any of the roadway segments. 
According to input from the City of McKinney, the proposed project would 
support future commercial and industrial development around Segment C; 
however, the proposed project would not be the primary factor considered 
in making land use decisions in the area. 
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 
2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies that can 
be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-
gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as 
provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on impacts 
to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and fish and 
wildlife species. TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the 
impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things 
TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, 
the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the 
Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation 
strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections 
to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from 
streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill 
material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation 
credits from stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the US and wetlands.   
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

537  4/20/2023 Diane D 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Segment B is the best Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

538  4/20/2023 Diane H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Please select Segment B … it costs less, reduces taxes on McKinney 
residents, less homes and businesses destroyed, and less disruption to 
thousands+ McKinney residents in Stonebridge Ranch and McKinney. 
Thank you! 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none.  

539  2/21/2023 Diane Heldreth Email 

Hi Stephen, 
I hope you are doing well!  My husband and I live in Stonebridge Ranch in 
McKinney and have lived here for almost 17 years!  We still live here - 
because we love McKinney…wonderful neighborhood! My husband and I 
have plans tonight, otherwise we’d be there to hear info and ask questions. 
Per emails from Stonebridge Ranch HOA - it says the project that TXDot is 
proposing will cost “McKinney residents an unbudgeted $120 Million 
Dollars”?  We don’t understand why residents of McKinney have to be 
responsible for paying the unbudgeted $120 million dollars?   As you know 
- there will be millions/billions++ drivers’ that will forever be using 380, etc. 
(non-residents of McKinney, out of towners, visitors, out of state truckers, 
etc.) - so, why do McKinney residents have to pay the $120 million dollar 
bill?  We also understand per the information received, that if you stay with 
the projected plan, it will disrupt many homes/homeowners’ dream homes, 
and many businesses (who I would imagine chose their locations to build 
their businesses and build their clientele/ customers).  If any of this 
information is incorrect, please let me know. Also, if this project happens - 
will Highway 380 and all other roads involved in this project be Toll Roads?  
And, if so, where would the toll road money be allocated for years’ to 
come? Wish we could be there tonight…and, if you are able to 
provide/email the meeting Minutes, we would appreciate it! Thank you, 
Stephen! Respectfully, 
Diane Heldreth 

Your comment is noted. TxDOT is working closely with the City of McKinney 
to determine the cost of acquiring right-of-way. TxDOT will continue to 
assist the City in identifying funding opportunities. This project is currently 
partially funded for construction and cannot let for construction until 
funding is identified; however, right-of-way acquisition can proceed even if 
the project is not funded for construction.  
 
Texas Administrative Code (TAC), Title 43, Section 15.52 requires local 
governments be responsible for a specified percentage of project costs. 
The minimum percentage of local participation is designated by the 
department on a case-by-case basis but is typically 10% of actual project 
costs. TAC 43, Section 15.55 also allows the Transportation Commission to 
require, request, or accept from a local government matching or other 
funds, rights-of-way, utility adjustments, additional participation, planning, 
documents, or any other local incentives. 
 
The dollar amount you mention is an estimate and still needs to be 
finalized since the project costs provided at the Public Hearing are high-
level estimates, using the information available now. As final design 
continues, these will be updated. 
 
Tolling is not being considered as a funding option for this project.  

540  3/7/2023 Diane Herod Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Diane Herod 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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541  2/23/2023 Diane Miller Comment Form 

Switch back to D - protect the animal rescue. Please protect the Mane Gait 
facility. It is designed to rescue horses and provide therapeutuc riding for 
disabled children and others. I am a retired occupational therapist and 
worked w/ children at the Wylie facility. It was magical for my patients in 
importing cofidence, posture, strength, balance and just fun. Families 
come there to help. Benefical to all involved. Plus the animals have been 
rescued and another move will tramatize them this facility needs to be 
protected. 

Your comment and support of Segment D is noted. The Preferred 
Alternative selected was the Blue Alternative, which runs along the existing 
US 380 from Coit Road to Ridge Road, therefore not impacting ManeGait.  

542  3/7/2023 Diane Miller Email 

When considering the 380by pass, Please choose option D which is mostly 
flood plane snd disturbs fewer homes and farms than option C. It really 
matters to those who live in the path. 
Thank you 
Diane Miller 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted.  

543  2/22/2023 Diane Reynolds Email 

My husband and I retired in Tucker Hill 10 years ago. We have been 
involved in meetings concerning this issue for the past several years, and 
the decision to use the most expensive route is outrageous. Tucker Hill has 
one way in and one way out of this neighborhood. Residents enter and 
leave the neighborhood via 380. The promise of a Stonebridge extension 
going north has been promised since we purchased our home, but nothing 
has been done. When this construction on the 380 bypass begins we will 
essentially be landlocked. Emergency vehicles will not have easy access to 
Tucker Hill, and the construction, air quality, and noise will be unbearable 
for residents living in Tucker Hill. From all the bullet points I’ve read, Main 
Gait, and the parks, etc. recently started in Prosper are the deciding factors 
for TxDot. How can TxDot justify the additional cost of this route over the 
less expensive routes? This decision is wasteful of resources and 
irresponsible of cost. TxDot needs to do the right thing by ALL taxpayers 
and not just those that live in Prosper and on Main Gate property. Also, why 
is the Outer Loop that is already under development not considered 
instead of the bypass. 
Diane Reynolds 
7416 Ardmore St 
McKinney, TX 75071 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. During the next phase of project development, TxDOT will break the 
project into different construction projects. Each construction project will 
also develop a detailed traffic control plan or construction phasing plan 
before construction to minimize traffic disruption and outline how access 
will be maintained during construction. TxDOT will continue to work with 
adjacent property owners and stakeholders through final design to 
minimize impacts to adjacent properties and neighborhoods, as feasible. 
More information about construction phase impacts can be found in 
Section 3.17 of the DEIS.  
 
According to Section 3.6.3.3 of the DEIS, TxDOT will coordinate with 
emergency responders to prevent disruptions in service during phased 
construction of the proposed project and will develop a traffic management 
plan as discussed further in Section 3.17. The proposed grade separated 
interchanges and intersection improvements (including U-turns) along the 
proposed frontage roads would reduce congestion at major cross-streets 
allowing emergency vehicles to bypass traffic lights, shortening transit 
times through the Study Area.  
 
The Preferred Alternative would maintain the two existing entry points to 
Tucker Hill from the existing US 380 at Grassmere Ln. and Tremont Blvd. 
Each is accessible from frontage roads. 
 
Even if all the planned roadways in Collin County, including the Outer Loop, 
are built, existing US 380 will continue to experience a failing level of 
service in the future. The regional model shows that both east to west 
freeways are needed to relieve congestion. 
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544  3/27/2023 Diane Reynolds Online 

Dear Mr Endres 
Building the bypass using Option B will not solve the traffic issues along 
380 to 75 where the biggest backups occur n McKinney. The construction 
and road pollution will cause health problems and birth defects for those in 
close proximity. Why are horses for therapy more important than people 
who live 24/7 in homes surrounded by this Option B? Main Gate was 
offered a place to move and they refused. How does one entity or 
individual have this much power with TxDot? The additional cost, 
displacement of more homes and businesses should absolutely be 
considered in this decision. Option A has clearly been stated to be millions 
less in cost than Option B with less displacements. How can TxDot justify 
this decision? Please consider another Option for 380 or no bypass at all.  
The new Universal Studios on 380 in Frisco will change or make the 
current Option B obsolete.  
Diane Reynolds 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. TxDOT selected the 
Blue Alternative, which is a combination of Segments A, E, and C, as the 
Preferred Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering 
public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation 
matrices. The decision is informed by both a qualitative and quantitative 
analysis. Refer to Section 2.4 in the DEIS for an explanation of why the 
Blue Alternative was selected over the other Build Alternatives. For more 
information, please reference the Alternatives Analysis Matrix in the DEIS 
in Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. You may also view the Segment Analysis 
Matrix on the Public Hearing website at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  
 
Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles 
per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air 
quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is 
consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 
State Implementation Plan (SIP), the North Central Texas Council of 
Governments (NCTCOG) Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). TxDOT modeled carbon 
monoxide concentrations (CO TAQA) and none of the modeled 
concentrations exceeded the Environmental Protection Agency's 1-hour or 
8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. TxDOT 
performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis. The total 
MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43% by 2050 
due to higher combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification 
of the US fleet. More information about the air quality analysis that was 
conducted can be found in the DEIS document in Section 3.12.  

545  3/27/2023 Diane Reynolds Online 

I don’t have a copy of my previous comment, but I think I wrote option b, 
but option A is the one going around Tucker Hill. Option A is the one I 
oppose for the reasons previously listed. Sorry for the confusion! 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
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546  4/20/2023 Diane Reynolds Email 

Stephen: 
As a McKinney homeowner and tax payer, I find that TXDT’s 
recommendation of Segment A over Segment B to be fiscally irresponsible 
to the taxpayers by costing over $150 million more. TXDT applies criteria to 
support their decision inconsistently, and provides numerous biased, false, 
and inconsistent findings in their environmental study. The political 
maneuvering, campaigning and rezoning efforts by the City of Prosper and 
ManeGait has swayed TXDT’s position. I find these actions unethical and 
improper. My neighborhood, Tucker Hill, will be effectively cut off from the 
City of McKinney by Segment A. We have only one way in and one way out 
of this neighborhood. How will TXDT mitigate this problem? We have been 
promised another entrance for years. My husband and I chose this 
neighborhood for the front porch community and close proximity to Baylor 
Hospital.  Access to emergency services are important for all of us in 
Tucker Hill. Please explain how our safety will be considered for emergency 
situations with only one entrance? Unlike those who utilize the services at 
ManeGait periodically, we live in our homes 24/7. We will experience 
increased air pollution and increased noise pollution 24/7 reducing our 
quality of life and forcing us to stay inside our homes as much as possible. 
TXDT’s study of air pollution was based on 1MPH wind. The wind in 
TuckerHill is consistently much higher in the 10-20 MPH range. I check the 
wind frequently because of my allergies. How can TXDT justify the 1MPH 
study? The study is most definitely flawed with incorrect data. Families in 
TuckerHill with medical conditions, allergies and disabilities will be 
negatively impacted by the new conditions of a freeway surrounding our 
neighborhood. ManeGait was given more consideration than an entire 
community of McKinney citizens that live 24/7 in their homes as opposed 
to a client population who visit periodically. ManeGait was offered another 
location at no charge, but they refused the offer. Our neighborhood 
residents do not have the option of a no cost relocation. 
We currently experience consistent traffic backups from Ridge Rd to Hwy 
75. How does Segment A impact that portion of 380? Will Segment A 
alleviate traffic problems from Ridge Rd to Hwy75? Does TXDT have data 
on the traffic traveling east on this portion of 380 that need a northern 
route at this intersection? 
Ridge Rd is currently being built out going north across 380. Has TXDT 
considered using this Ridge Rd north artery instead of building the bypass 
in close proximity to this newly constructed road? 
Please consider the less expensive and less disruptive route Segment B or 
look for another completely different option. 
Diane Reynolds 
7416 Ardmore St 
McKinney TX 75071 
Sent from my iPhone 11 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is again noted. The 
environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by 
applicable federal environmental laws for this project are being, or have 
been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum 
of Understanding dated December 9, 2019, and executed by the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) and TxDOT. Under “NEPA Assignment”, 
TxDOT adheres to FHWA policies in accordance with the CEQ’s NEPA 
Implementing Regulations. As described throughout Chapter 3 of the DEIS, 
TxDOT assessed the direct impacts of the project such as clearing 
vegetation, placing fill material within wetlands, displacing homes or 
businesses, traffic noise, etc. and the potential for the alternatives 
considered to induce changes in land use and growth within the Study 
Area. TxDOT also addressed any adverse environmental impacts that 
cannot be avoided, the measures considered to minimize harm and to 
mitigate adverse effects, where applicable; and the steps taken during the 
study to comply with applicable state and federal environmental laws. 
 
A Preferred Alternative is not selected through a voting process, nor is it 
selected solely based on input from the public, municipal or agency 
leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative (comprised 
of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the 
technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly 
reviewing evaluation matrices.  
 
The Preferred Alternative would maintain the two existing entry points to 
Tucker Hill from the existing US 380 at Grassmere Ln. and Tremont Blvd. 
Each is accessible from frontage roads.  
 
In response to concerns from Tucker Hill residents, the roll plots for the 
Public Hearing showed that TxDOT added a connection over the freeway at 
Tremont Blvd. and the future US 380. This at-grade overpass over the 
depressed mainlanes will allow for left in and left out access to Tucker Hill. 
It also means that drivers will have a direct entrance to Tucker Hill instead 
of driving further to U-turn at another interchange.  
 
According to Section 3.6.3.3 of the DEIS, TxDOT will coordinate with 
emergency responders to prevent disruptions in service during phased 
construction of the proposed project and will develop a traffic management 
plan as discussed further in Section 3.17. The proposed grade separated 
interchanges and intersection improvements (including U-turns) along the 
proposed frontage roads would reduce congestion at major cross-streets 
allowing emergency vehicles to bypass traffic lights, shortening transit 
times through the Study Area.  
 
Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles 
per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air 
quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is 
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consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 
State Implementation Plan (SIP), the North Central Texas Council of 
Governments (NCTCOG) Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). TxDOT modeled carbon 
monoxide concentrations (CO TAQA) and none of the modeled 
concentrations exceeded the Environmental Protection Agency's 1-hour or 
8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. TxDOT 
performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis. The total 
MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43% by 2050 
due to higher combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification 
of the US fleet. The CAL3QHC air dispersion model parameters used in the 
Carbon Monoxide Traffic Air Quality Analysis (CO TAQA) are specified in the 
TxDOT Environmental Guide: Volume 2 Activity Instructions (DEIS Appendix 
P, CO TAQA Technical Report, Table 12). The wind speed used was one 
meter per second (m/s), equivalent to 2.24 miles per hour. More 
information about the air quality analysis that was conducted can be found 
in the DEIS document in Section 3.12.  
 
A new location freeway would likely attract traffic away from the existing US 
380, thereby alleviating congestion, and reducing the number of crashes. 
Results of traffic analysis can be found in Appendix I of the DEIS and on the 
Segment Analysis Matrix. A new location freeway that diverges from US 
380 at Ridge Road would potentially displace more existing residents than 
the proposed Segment A. It is also likely that there would be issues with 
impacts to community resources such as the Zinger Bat and Aviator ball 
parks.  

547  2/25/2023 Diane Skiff Online 

We do. Or want 380 encroaching deep into Prosper. Keep 380 where it is. 
McKinney’s failure to plan is not and should not be our burden to bear.  
Thank you. 

Your comment is noted. TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative as its 
Preferred Alternative, which includes Segment A along the existing US 380 
in Prosper. This means that the new location portion of the freeway would 
not diverge from the existing US 380 at Coit Road or into the Town of 
Prosper. 

548  4/20/2023 Dianna D 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Not to segment A. I strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the 
preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

549  3/14/2023 Dianna Porter Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Dianna Porter 
Stonebridge Ranch McKinney resident and local business supporter 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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550  3/16/2023 
Dianne 

Blankenstein 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

551  4/20/2023 Dick E 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to A. B is a better option. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

552  2/17/2023 Diego Valadez Online 

Segment C would greatly interfere with my daily commute. I live about half 
a mile north of 380 right at New Hope rd. I will have traffic at my doorstep 
ALL day. I would like segment D to be approved. 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted.  

553  2/25/2023 Dillon Mitchell Email 

Dear Mr. Endres,  
With great respect, I ask that you consider my comments below regarding 
the 380 bypass.  
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Reasons to consider OPPOSING Segment A: 
• Costs taxpayers $98.8 million more 
• Impacts 57% more natural wetlands  & wildlife 
• Negatively impacts Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 
Reasons to SUPPORT Segment B: 
• Requires 73% fewer business and residential displacements 
• Avoids costly reconstruction of the intersection at U.S. 380 & Custer 
Road 
• 14% shorter, saving time and money 
Thank you for your consideration, 
Dillon Mitchell 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

554  4/20/2023 Dinah R 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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555  3/6/2023 DJ Mechler Email 

Why? 
• C severely damages one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin 
County. 
•  C destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodlands and 141% more 
acres of grassland and prairie. 
• C disturbs the wetlands that serve as a refuge for wildlife, including 
beavers, river otters, turtles, migratory and non-migratory water and forest 
birds, frogs, etc. 
• C eliminates a large area of suitable habitat for endangered/threatened 
species. 
• C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife (prefers Segment D). 
• C divides residential and farming/ranching communities. 
• C affects and displaces significantly more homes, businesses, and 
community resources. 
• C has worse traffic performance (lower traffic capacity, slower travel 
speeds, and more elevation changes). 
Please oppose Segment C and make Segment D the preferred route. 
Thank you. 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure. Based on TxDOT's 
evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced by either Segment C 
or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be acquired from any 
community facility either. More details about community facilities can be 
found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community facilities are 
defined as a physical feature provided – either by the municipality as a 
public service or by a private entity – within the community for the benefit 
of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, community centers, post 
office, library, etc.). The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on 
cultural resources within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic 
Resources including any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed 
or NRHP-eligible structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, 
including Section 4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would 
be affected by the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More 
information about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the 
DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
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data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 
2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies that can 
be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-
gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as 
provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on impacts 
to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and fish and 
wildlife species. TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the 
impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things 
TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, 
the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the 
Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation 
strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections 
to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from 
streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill 
material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation 
credits from stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the US and wetlands.  
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

556  3/16/2023 
Djakhangir 
Zakhidov 

Stonebridge 
Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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557  3/20/2023 Dmitry Savy Online 

After reviewing the engineering studies, EIS study, and additional 
resources, I agree with the alignment of Segment A. It will allow many 
valuable areas to remain or still be usable without close proximity to the 
highway.  This includes the planned Rutherford Park in Prosper, the 
planned PISD Science and Learning Center, and existing Mane Gait 
Therapeutic Rehabilitation Horse Center.  As well it allows the many 
community housing developments that are already in construction or pre-
construction to continue. 

Your comment and support of Segment A is noted.  

558  4/20/2023 Dolisa D 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I strongly oppose the Segment A option. Segment B, as the less expensive 
and less disruptive option, would be the better choice. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

559  3/14/2023 Dolisa Douthitt Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Dolisa Douthitt 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

560  3/28/2023 Don DeBoer Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. My property value is ALREADY being negatively impacted and 
once construction begins it will be SEVERLY impacted. Did TxDot even 
consider the economic impact on homeowners within half a mile of 
Segment A? I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. The choice of 
Segment A strongly suggests inappropriate influence by pro-Prosper 
sources. We have yet to hear any rational and transparent explanation for 
this choice. Sincerely, 
Don DeBoer 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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561  3/15/2023 Don Hooton Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Don Hooton 
7713 Thistledown Dr. 
McKinney, TX  75071 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

562  3/26/2023 Don Maher Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Don Maher 
5213 Turnbridge Ct 
McKinney Tx 75072 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

563  4/20/2023 Don S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Common sense and logic would choose segment B over segment A! The 
reasons are obvious! 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

564  1/24/2023 Don Silver Email 

Mr. Endres, 
Can you tell me under the proposed plan approximately how many feet 
away would the bypass be to: 
1. 7405 Continental Dr, McKinney 
2. 3701 Texas Dall Court, McKinney  approximately 
Also, if there’s a detailed map showing this, that would be helpful, too. 
Thanks, 
Don 

7405 Continental Dr., McKinney is 1.6 miles away and 3701 Texas Dall 
Court, McKinney is approximately 0.52 miles away. 
 
For a detailed map, see the schematic design roll plots at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  
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565  2/6/2023 Don/Lona Harris 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D. Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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566  2/28/2023 
Donald L. Stopfel 
and Lisa Stopfel 

Email 

To: Stephen Endres, TXDOT 
February 28, 2023 
 NO TO ROUTE “A” OF 380 PROJECT 
As both a resident of Stonebridge Ranch and a Realtor, I do not support the 
preferred route “A” for the following reasons: 
1. NOISE:  TXDOT’s noise study is flawed in multiple assumptions. As a P.E. 
who has managed similar projects points out, once completed, current & 
distant home owners WILL experience an increase in noise levels from the 
elevated bridges with low walls & increased traffic speeds.  
2. HOME VALUES:  Thousands of north Texas Realtors calculate property 
values daily via competitive pricing analysis.  It is A FACT that close 
proximity to busy highways lowers property selling prices & reduces the 
number of prospective buyers.  The projected duration of the TXDOT 380 
route “A” will negatively impact property values FOR YEARS.   
3. CONSTRUCTION:   The dirt generated by a project of this size & duration 
historically produces significant dust on surrounding properties. Traffic flow 
becomes bumper-to-bumper as the current TXDOT Denton to Collin County 
line project does.  
4. CONFLICT OF INTERESTS:  Developers heavily invested in their own 
current & future Parker development projects publicly supported the PAC 
that rallied Parker & surrounding “Commentors” This is in direct violation of 
the State of Texas ergo TXDOT’s operating protocol.     
5. COST: The $100,000,000+ (& historically more) is hardly justified by 
TXDOT’s flawed sales pitch  
Donald L. Stopfel & Lisa Stopfel 
6820 Thorntree Drive 
Mckinney, TX 75072 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. A traffic noise 
analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (FHWA–approved) 
Guidelines for Analysis and Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise and 
Construction Noise. Existing sound level measurements were collected at 
noise-sensitive areas, and noise modeling software was used to predict 
what noise levels could be expected in 2050. In areas where a noise 
impact was projected to occur, noise barriers were evaluated for feasibility 
and reasonableness. Noise barriers were proposed for Stonebridge Ranch. 
A detailed technical report on the traffic noise analysis can be found in 
Appendix R of the DEIS. It is also important to note that TxDOT is already 
proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by depressing the 
mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 
to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers.  
 
Changes in property values are driven by the value associated with site-
specific factors such as accessibility, safety, noise, visual amenities, 
proximity to shopping, community cohesion, and business productivity. 
TxDOT cannot reasonably foresee how any of these factors will impact 
property values. 
 
During the next phase of project development, TxDOT will break the project 
into different construction projects. Each construction project will also 
develop a detailed traffic control plan or construction phasing plan before 
construction to minimize traffic disruption and outline how access will be 
maintained during construction. TxDOT will continue to work with adjacent 
property owners and stakeholders through final design to minimize impacts 
to adjacent properties and neighborhoods, as feasible. More information 
about construction phase impacts can be found in Section 3.17 of the 
DEIS.  
 
Public input and cost are important factors but not the only factors that 
TxDOT must consider under NEPA. There are multiple reasons why TxDOT 
has identified the Blue Alternative (Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative. This reasoning is detailed in Section 2.4 of the DEIS. TxDOT, at 
its sole discretion, will make the final selection of an alignment for the 
project in the Record of Decision. 

567  4/20/2023 Donald M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Segment B only !! Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  
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568  3/4/2023 Donald Martinez Email 

Stephen,   
I am writing in opposition of segment A. Option B continues to be a better 
option, less expensive and less north/south versus A. B also impacts less 
established neighborhoods versus A. The overpass at Stonebridge Drive is 
such a significant impact to North Texas’ largest master planned 
community they has been here for over 30 years. The argument that B is 
impacting neighborhoods is laughable considering those neighborhoods 
are not even built, yet alone not established for 30 years. I I also do not 
understand why Prosper is treated differently with the layout from Coit to 
Custer. From the flyovers, it appears that the road is much smaller and less 
impactful in that section. Why cannot it not be that way through Custer? A 
better solution for Stonebridge Drive must be engineered if A ends up 
being the option. Again, I strongly oppose option A as a resident of 
Stonebridge Ranch. Thank you, 
Donald Martinez  

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. The right-of-way width for the project varies through the corridor 
from Coit Road to FM 1827. For example, more right-of-way is usually 
required around interchanges. The right-of-way that would need to be 
acquired for the project between Custer Road and Ridge Road is narrower 
at between 257 to 271 feet wide. TxDOT is already proposing mitigation by 
depressing the main lanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch 
neighborhoods which is anticipated to decrease traffic noise and visual 
barriers compared to not depressing the freeway. Appendix C of the DEIS 
and the schematic roll plots provide more detail on all typical sections for 
the project.  

569  4/3/2023 Donald Sams Online 

Someone from TXDOT needs to show the residents on Stickhorse Lane, at 
the west end of CR 330 will have access to the new intersection of Hwy 
380 and the new New Hope road intersection.  From the colored diagram 
that we have seen it appears that we will have to back tract to the east on 
CR 330 to access Hwy 380 in order to travel west into the city of McKinney. 

Your comment is noted. Design in this area is still underway and will 
connect all three projects. A future Public Hearing for the Princeton project 
will be held to provide more details and an updated design. You can find 
project information and to sign up to receive Public Hearing notices at 
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/projects/us-highways/us-380-from-
fm-1827-to-cr-560-princeton-area.  
 
During the next phase of project development, TxDOT will break the project 
into different construction projects. Each construction project will also 
develop a detailed traffic control plan or construction phasing plan before 
construction to minimize traffic disruption and outline how access will be 
maintained during construction. TxDOT will continue to work with adjacent 
property owners and stakeholders through final design to minimize impacts 
to adjacent properties and neighborhoods, as feasible. More information 
about construction phase impacts can be found in Section 3.17 of the 
DEIS.  

570  4/20/2023 Donna K 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to segment A. Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
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571  3/7/2023 Donna Tarallo Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Donna Tarallo 
2608 White Owl Dr. 
McKinney, TX 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

572  4/20/2023 Donna W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I oppose Segment A. Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

573  4/3/2023 Doug Ashby Online 

I live at the far north end of Tucker Hill. I am opposed to Route A and 
strongly prefer Route B. We have several hundred families who will be 
impacted detrimentally by Route A. This is mainly because TH has just one 
entrance and exit to the neighborhood. This will make emergency response 
- especially to the houses at the north end - unacceptable. This is a major 
health concern. Also, digging out the existing 380 with no protective 
barriers will crerate unacceptable health hazards to residents in TH. There 
are not any sound barriers which will make my home difficult to live in, as 
there is nothing between my house and the north portion of Route A. Then 
there is the financial consideration in that Route A will cost $200M more 
for no known benefit. Thank you, 
Doug Ashby 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. The Preferred Alternative would maintain the two existing entry 
points to Tucker Hill from the existing US 380 at Grassmere Ln. and 
Tremont Blvd. Each is accessible from frontage roads.  
 
In response to concerns from Tucker Hill residents, the roll plots for the 
Public Hearing showed that TxDOT added a connection over the freeway at 
Tremont Blvd. and the future US 380. This at-grade overpass over the 
depressed mainlanes will allow for left in and left out access to Tucker Hill. 
It also means that drivers will have a direct entrance to Tucker Hill instead 
of driving further to U-turn at another interchange.  
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill. It is important to note that TxDOT is already 
proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by depressing the 
mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 
to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers.  
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574  2/27/2023 Doug Dodson Email 

Sir - I dont understand at all the merits of choosing a more expensive 
option that disrupt more businesses and homes. WHY SEGMENT B VERSUS 
SEGMENT A?  I've attended two different public hearings and i just don't 
get it. As a resident of Stonebridge Ranch, with my home about ,2 miles 
from the current intersection of 380 and Stonebridge Drive, I cannot 
express how much I oppose the SEGMENT B option. The McKinney City 
Council and the Stonebridge Rancg HOA feel the same. Won't you 
reconsider your recommendation?  
Thank you 
Doug Dodson 
1408 Haverford Way 
McKinney, TX 75071  

Your comment is noted. The Preferred Alternative selected was the Blue 
Alternative, which does not include Segment B. Some of TxDOT's top 
considerations in choosing Segment A over Segment B, because Segment 
A: 
-Displaces fewer homes in comparison to Segment B  
-Results in fewer impacts to planned future residential homes  
-Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west 
of Custer Road  
-Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment 
-Avoids impact to ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the 
subject of substantial public concern  
-Requires acquisition of less ROW than Segment B  

575  4/20/2023 Doug I 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

STRONGLY OPPOSE the construction of segment A and STONGLY SUPPORT 
the segment B construction option. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

576  3/16/2023 Doug Maddox 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

577  3/16/2023 Doug Maxey 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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578  2/17/2023 Douglas  Clark Online 

NO bypass in Prosper!!! Stop your political agenda. TXDOT has wasted so 
much time trying to find alternatives for a route that should have been built 
years ago. Too late, move on! GO NORTH! 

Your comment is noted. TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative as its 
Preferred Alternative, which includes Segment A along the existing US 380 
in Prosper. This means that the new location portion of the freeway would 
not diverge from the existing US 380 at Coit Road or into the Town of 
Prosper. 

579  3/16/2023 Douglas A Beale 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

580  1/28/2023 Douglas Clark Online 

Stop pushing an expansion and bypass that the residents of both 
McKinney and a prosper do not want or support. If this expansion was done 
years ago when there was more open land perhaps residents would feel 
differently. By continuing to try and impose a bypass only frustrates the 
established communities and does nothing to benefit them and only 
causes harm to them. If a bypass or extension is needed consider going 
North into Celina where there is much more open undeveloped land. You 
all are wasting so much time trying to force something bc that is just not 
beneficial due to the established businesses and homes. So make it easy 
and start looking North!! 

Your comment and opposition to the project is noted. Results of public 
input are available on the Segment Analysis Matrix that can be found at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  
 
It is important to note that there are also similar impacts and challenges in 
constructing a freeway north of Bloomdale Road/Prosper Trail. Initial traffic 
analysis conducted during the US 380 Collin County Feasibility Study 
indicated that locating an alternative further north did not address US 380 
congestion and would not satisfy regional travel demands. 

581  3/22/2023 Douglas Mousel Online 

On behalf of 310 Prosper, LP and 104 Prosper, LP, I am submitting 
comments in support of TxDOT's selection of the Blue Alternative as its 
Preferred Alternative for the US 380 McKinney Improvements from Coit 
Road to FM 1827. Specifically, we support TxDOT's selection of Segment A 
over Segment B for the reasons stated in the EIS and TxDOT's 
presentation. We are also supportive of the minor design changes under 
consideration for final design. Thank you. 
Douglas Mousel 
dmousel@landplan.net 

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  

582  4/20/2023 Douglas T 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Choose the B route! Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  
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583  2/21/2023 Duke Monson Online 

The interim design change 'Inset G: Alternative Design' shown on Segment 
C Roll 17 is totally unacceptable. It forces any FM1827 traffic bound for 
Princeton or for the west side of McKinney to use the west-bound Segment 
C service road until the next Segment C U-turn interchange, then perform 
the U-turn and proceed on the east-bound Segment C service road until 
that service road intersects with University, and then turn westward if 
heading for McKinney, or eastward if heading for Princeton. The alternative 
is to use local roads (such as Rockcrest/Tarvin) to find a different path to 
University and then go east or west on University (with all the problems that 
entails today, with no traffic lights to manage the traffic onto US380 from 
local roads). Until the Princeton US380 bypass is built, there won’t be any 
real lessoning of traffic coming from the north and east of New Hope, and 
none of it will want to use the Inset G route (in my opinion). I think the 
initial at-grade interchange of Spur 399 and US380 should remain as 
presented in November 2022 at the last Spur 399 public hearing. As the 
eastern end of Segment C is built out, the Spur 399 interchange can be 
extended (underneath the elevated Segment C) to have at-grade 
interchanges with the east and westbound service roads of Segment C. 
Again, as the eastern end of Segment C is built out, the FM1827 
interchange can be built as presented on Roll 17 of Segment C (without the 
Inset G change). This will allow traffic to access University much as it does 
today to get to McKinney or Princeton. At some point in time, there will be 
two interchanges at-grade (one for FM1827 and one for Spur 399) within 
close proximity. I don’t see that as a problem, certainly not enough of a 
problem to force the Inset G option to be built and used. A future upgrade 
(if traffic volume warrants it), would be to add fly-overs from Spur 399 to 
the east- and west-bound Segment C service roads from the north and 
south Spur 399 roadways.  

Your comment and opposition of the alternative design for Segment C.  
 
The purpose of Inset G design was to not increase traffic on FM 1827 and 
was originally in coordination with Town of New Hope representatives. 
TxDOT will continue to work with the Town of New Hope and consider any 
updated or future comments about the project.  

584  4/20/2023 Dustin M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Save the restaurants! Your comment is noted.  
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585  2/28/2023 Dusttin Pearson Online 

The proposed alignment of B vs. proposed alignment of A has a significant 
increase in cost. Why was A note chosen over B? How much of the project 
is requested to be funded by the City of McKinney? There is already an 
existing Collin County outer loop being constructed, wouldn't it make more 
sense to tie this project into that loop rather than displace and disrupt 
existing properties, families, and businesses along 380? The Tucker Hill 
Neighborhood requests additional sound barrier considerations as option B 
radically impacts the Tucker Hill neighborhood.  

Your comment is noted. Some of TxDOT's top considerations in choosing 
Segment A over Segment B, because Segment A: 
-Displaces fewer homes in comparison to Segment B  
-Results in fewer impacts to planned future residential homes  
-Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west 
of Custer Road  
-Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment 
-Avoids impact to ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the 
subject of substantial public concern  
-Requires acquisition of less ROW than Segment B  
 
Even if all the planned roadways in Collin County, including the Outer Loop, 
are built, existing US 380 will continue to experience a failing level of 
service in the future. The regional model shows that both east to west 
freeways are needed to relieve congestion. 
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill. It is important to note that TxDOT is already 
proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by depressing the 
mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 
to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers.  

586  4/20/2023 Earl T 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I vote for route segment B Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

587  3/7/2023 
Ed and Melody 

Smith 
Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Ed and Melody Smith 
1612 Fife Hills Drive 
McKinney, TX 75072 
Sent from my iPad 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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588  3/16/2023 Ed Balli 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

589  4/20/2023 Ed Gistaro Email (2) 

Mr.  Endres, 
As one of the elderly residents of Tucker Hill, I have written to you several 
times regarding my opposition to Option A for the ByPass.  Below is a more 
eloquent and substantiated numerous reasons why this is a bad idea.  Our 
community has worked tirelessly trying to get our concerns heard that 
would result in a different choice.  Below consists of the documented 
reasons why it is not too late to reconsider your decision.  I sincerely hope it 
helps sway you to our side. 
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

590  4/20/2023 Ed H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Segment A is short sighted as homes & business and transit traffic will 
continue to develop around the Segment, thus continuing to hamper traffic 
flow. Be a Leader and continue to enhance the benefits of living in 
McKinney. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
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591  3/16/2023 Ed Sommer Email 

It would appear that those with the loudest voices take precedence over 
common sense. Adding a route parallel to 380 as far as I 35 north of 
Denton will provide significant traffic relief for decades. Now 380 is used 
for local traffic and is the primary route East and West to the tollway and 
Denton. The cost of fuel will move the big trucks to the freeway to avoid the 
stoplights.  That alone would open up 380 because those trucks block 
traffic by running side by side holding up two or three lanes. Residents of 
Prosper and West would most likely choose to add a few miles to their 
drive as it would be a faster drive to 75 on a new freeway with savings in 
fuel and emissions. 380 has a lot of businesses bringing revenue to the 
city.  Disrupting those businesses will be a tax burden to the residents.  A 
new road will provide opportunities for new businesses to surface and help 
with future tax needs. Put yourself in the position of driving from 75 to the 
toll way.  Given the choice of option A or driving a new freeway, which 
would you honestly choose?  This is what we are all facing. Main gate can 
and should be moved.  This single obsticle is impeeding the lives of 10's of 
thousand people for years to come. I could probably write chapters on why 
route A is a poor choice but my single voice in a crowd of yelling people will 
go unnoticed. I appreciate the opportunity to share a few of my opinions. 
Warm Regards, 
Edward Sommer  
Ed Sommer 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. The traffic and safety 
analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates that the Preferred 
Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing congestion, improving 
east-west mobility, and improving safety.  

592  4/17/2023 Ed Sommer Email 

200 million back into your budget. Goes a long way to make other 
improvements 
Ed Sommer 

Your comment is noted.  

593  4/18/2023 Ed Thompson Online 

A,E,C if we must. With SRT widening and the Outer Loop, this will likely not 
be as needed in the future. 

Your comment is noted. Even if all the planned roadways in Collin County, 
including the Outer Loop, are built, existing US 380 will continue to 
experience a failing level of service in the future. The regional model shows 
that both east to west freeways are needed to relieve congestion. 
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594  2/21/2023 Edie Fife Online 

Has TxDOT considered making 380 a 2-level highway?  The lower level 
could handle local traffic for businesses, restaurants, and residences while 
the upper level would accommodate through traffic. For example, morning 
commuters wanting to drive from east of McKinney west to the Tollway 
could use the upper level to quickly commute west. There would be no 
traffic signals on the upper levels, similar to N Dallas Tollway. This 
approach would significantly minimize the number of properties that would 
be subject to eminent domain. The lower level would not disrupt 
businesses because they would not be bypassed and would still be 
accessible to local residents. There is already noise from 380, so adding a 
second level would not substantially increase noise along the 380 corridor. 
Noise abatement or remediation could be handled with berms and 
installation of evergreens such as cedars and hollies. Thank you for 
considering this option. 
A Prosper Texas homeowner 

Double decked (or elevated) freeway sections were considered during the 
Feasibility Study. It will not be further considered for the corridor because it 
would not substantially reduce the amount of right-of-way needed to 
construct the roadway, and it would be more expensive. It's important to 
note that TxDOT is being asked by cities to remove elevated freeways in 
several locations across the state, including I-35 in downtown Austin.  
 
Vegetation such as trees, shrubs and grasses, though very natural and 
attractive in appearance, offer little reduction in noise levels. Therefore, it 
is not considered part of the project 

595  4/20/2023 Edward B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A and YES to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

596  4/20/2023 Edward F 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

What is driving TxDOT to choose Segment A when Segment B is clearly the 
better choice from a cost/benefit standpoint. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. Some of TxDOT's top considerations in choosing Segment A over 
Segment B, because Segment A: 
-Displaces fewer homes in comparison to Segment B  
-Results in fewer impacts to planned future residential homes  
-Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west 
of Custer Road  
-Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment 
-Avoids impact to ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the 
subject of substantial public concern  
-Requires acquisition of less ROW than Segment B  

597  4/20/2023 Edward J 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No on Segment A yes to Segment B. Changing now is just wrong and too 
costly to McKinney tax payers. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

598  4/20/2023 Edward K 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Please save taxpayers money, save businesses in our community, and 
implement option B. 

Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  
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599  4/20/2023 Edward S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Please, find a common sense solution. Your comment is noted.  

600  4/20/2023 Edward S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

It would appear that those with the loudest voices take precedence over 
common sense. Adding a route parallel to 380 as far as I 35 north of 
Denton will provide significant traffic relief for decades. Now 380 is used 
for local traffic and is the primary route East and West to the tollway and 
Denton. The cost of fuel will move the big trucks to the freeway to avoid the 
stoplights. That alone would open up 380 because those trucks block 
traffic by running side by side holding up two or three lanes. Residents of 
Prosper and West would most likely choose to add a few miles to their 
drive as it would be a faster drive to 75 on a new freeway with savings in 
fuel and emissions. 380 has a lot of businesses bringing revenue to the 
city. Disrupting those businesses will be a tax burden to the residents. A 
new road will provide opportunities for new businesses to surface and help 
with future tax needs. Put yourself in the position of driving from 75 to the 
toll way. Given the choice of option A or driving a new freeway, which would 
you honestly choose? This is what we are all facing. Main gate can and 
should be moved. This single obsticle is impeeding the lives of 10\'s of 
thousand people for years to come. I could probably write chapters on why 
route A is a poor choice but my single voice in a crowd of yelling people will 
go unnoticed. I appreciate the opportunity to share a few of my opinions. 
Warm Regards, 
Edward Sommer 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. The project is needed 
because population growth within the central portion of Collin County has 
caused increases in current and forecasted traffic volumes that exceed the 
capacity of US 380 between Coit Road and FM 1827, leading to increased 
congestion, reduced mobility, and higher crash rates compared to other 
similar roadways in the region. The purpose of the proposed action is to 
manage congestion, improve east-west mobility, and improve safety. More 
information about the purpose and need for the project is available in 
Section 1.0 of the DEIS starting on page 1-1.  
 
Even if all the planned roadways in Collin County, including the Outer Loop, 
are built, existing US 380 will continue to experience a failing level of 
service in the future. The regional model shows that both east to west 
freeways are needed to relieve congestion. 
 
The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing 
congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. If 
constructed, the project would adhere to current design standards and 
address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. The freeway 
design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from driveways and other 
roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be available 
at signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of 
conflict points. 

601  3/15/2023 Edward Siegel Email 

Mr. Endres, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Edward Siegel 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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602  4/20/2023 Elaine C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

My tax dollars can be better spent than on segment A. Segment B is the 
better choice since it is more cost effective and destroys fewer businesses 
and established homes. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

603  3/8/2023 Elaine Davis Email 

Dear Mr. Endres: 
I own a home in Stonebridge Ranch in McKinney, TX   I strongly OPPOSE 
the construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost 
less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer 
businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 
Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Elaine Davis 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. It is important to note Segment A has fewer potential home 
displacements in comparison to Segment B and results in fewer impacts to 
planned future residential homes. 

604  4/20/2023 Elda S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I cannot fathom paying 100m more (minimum) of tax payer money, when 
there are other, more feasible options. Option B will be devastating to our 
neighborhood, as we have the misfortune of being positioned the closest to 
380. Please reconsider. 

Your comment is noted.  
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605  3/13/2023 Eldon Patterson Email 

It looks like C will affect more homes and businesses than D.   It also 
appears to be longer and affect more wildlife area. I think that everyone 
has lost track on why this is being done. I drive from Farmersville to 
McKinney at least 3 times a week.  The biggest traffic problem is at New 
Hope road.  Traffic is always backed up there.  Neither of these routes fixes 
that problem. The next biggest problem is getting thru Princeton.  Princeton 
is growing rapidly, and the traffic is bad.  If you started a route around 
Princeton near Princeton high school and bypass the C/D route completely, 
that would solve a lot of problems.  I know you have plans to build a loop 
around Princeton.  Why not combine them. For the last few years, I have 
noticed all the road work around me.  It appears that TXDot has forgotten 
who they work for. TxDot rebuilt hwy 78 from Farmersville to hwy 121 
recently.  It is a great-smooth road.  However, it is dangerous.  For 10 miles 
, there are  very few passing zones.  The zones that are there are unusable.  
People make their own passing zones.  That is a recipe for disaster.  I know 
there have been wrecks.  I don’t know how many and how bad. TxDot 
rebuilt 3 miles of FM2194 about 2 years ago.  While they were building it, 
they ripped my home phone landline 2 times.  That is my 911 line.  It was 
out of service for at least 2 weeks.   I am 86 years old.  I cannot be without 
phone service.  When I asked the person that took out my line if he cut my 
line, he said “Yes, and there is nothing you can do about it!”.  The owner of 
the crew did help speed up the fix but they all think that an individual 
problem is not anything they are going to be held accountable for with 
TxDot. TxDot behaves as if it is in  Washington DC from the way they 
support the citizens of this state. Please do not forget why 380 
workarounds are occurring and make some good, educated decisions. 
Concerned Citizen 
Eldon Patterson 
972-784-7167 
eldonray@sbcglobal.net 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. The project is needed because population growth within the central 
portion of Collin County has caused increases in current and forecasted 
traffic volumes that exceed the capacity of US 380 between Coit Road and 
FM 1827, leading to increased congestion, reduced mobility, and higher 
crash rates compared to other similar roadways in the region. The purpose 
of the proposed action is to manage congestion, improve east-west 
mobility, and improve safety. More information about the purpose and 
need for the project is available in Section 1.0 of the DEIS starting on page 
1-1. The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, 
indicates that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of 
managing congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety.  
 
According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D (with the 
Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 businesses, 
while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would potentially 
displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace seven 
residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 residences.  
 
Detailed information can be found in the DEIS document and multiple 
appendices posted at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. An EIS is a 
multi-year environmental review process, guided by State and Federal 
requirements, that provides the most rigorous analysis conducted by 
TxDOT of proposed alternatives and their environmental impacts. Any 
TxDOT environmental document, such as the one created for this study, 
must meet standards required by TxDOT policy to comply with Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) NEPA compliance procedures and Title 43, 
Chapter 2 of the Texas Administrative Code. 

606  3/3/2023 Elena Rush Online 

I have a significant investment in my home at 7404 Stanhope Street, 
McKinney, TX. The proposed route and its attendant noise, traffic, and 
other negative impacts will diminish my home’s value. Why wasn’t this road 
improvement routed along Custer and northeast through undeveloped 
property affecting fewer residential units? I oppose the route near Tucker 
Hill. 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. It is important to note 
that there are also impacts and challenges in constructing a freeway north 
of Bloomdale Road/Prosper Trail, or along FM 1461. Initial traffic analysis 
conducted during the US 380 Collin County Feasibility Study indicated that 
locating an alternative further north did not address US 380 congestion 
and would not satisfy regional travel demands. 
 
Changes in property values are driven by the value associated with site-
specific factors such as accessibility, safety, noise, visual amenities, 
proximity to shopping, community cohesion, and business productivity. 
TxDOT cannot reasonably foresee how any of these factors will impact 
property values. 
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607  3/24/2023 Elena Travassos Email 

Dear Senator Paxton, Representative Leach and Mr Endres , 
I am a McKinney resident and I strongly oppose Segment C , and support 
Segment D as an alternative .  Segment D affects a significantly lower 
amount of residential and business properties and prevents them from 
losing their homes and livelihood . Also , Segment D would allow our 
beautiful city of McKinney to keep more forests and woodlands , 
grasslands and prairies,  and allow to preserve the natural habitat of 
different animals that make our city so unique . City of McKinney 's official 
slogan is "Unique By Nature " . Me , my family and my neighbors would love 
to see McKinney continue to live by their principles . Thank you for caring . 
Best regards , 
Elena Travassos 
McKinney resident . 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment C, and support of Segment D are 
noted. TxDOT selected Segment C over Segment D because Segment C 
minimizes impacts to 100-year floodplains and regulatory floodways, 
therefore, requiring TxDOT to build much less of the roadway on elevated 
(bridge) structure. Segment C is also expected to draw traffic off FM 1827 
by providing better connections to local roadways, would impact fewer 
major utilities, and would cost less to construct than Segment D.  
 
It is important to note that Segment D (with the Spur 399 interchange) is 
expected to displace 20 businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 
interchange) would potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would 
potentially displace seven residences, while Segment C would potentially 
displace 10 residences. 
 
The proposed US 380 project could influence future land use changes 
within the Area of Influence (AOI) (defined in Section 3.15.2 of the DEIS); 
however, new and planned residential developments are more likely to 
influence changes in land use patterns, changes in land cover, and induce 
growth within the AOI than construction of any of the roadway segments. 
According to input from the City of McKinney, the proposed project would 
support future commercial and industrial development around Segment C; 
however, the proposed project would not be the primary factor considered 
in making land use decisions in the area. 

608  2/16/2023 Eli Nuntey Paper form 

Option C is disruptive to our home and business. Option D is much better. 
There appears to be considerable hand in other locations bot as disruptive 
as C.  

Your comment, opposition of Segment C, and support of Segment D is 
noted.  

609  4/20/2023 Elizabeth A 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I strongly oppose the construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass 
from Coit Rd To FM 1827. The option of Segment B appears to be far less 
disruptive, less expensive and will destroy fewer businesses and homes. 
Segment B option has my support. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 

610  4/20/2023 Elizabeth B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A in US bypass project. Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
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611  2/16/2023 
Elizabeth 
Bloemer 

Email 

To Whom It May Concern:  
As a frequent visitor to north Texas with many friends and family in the 
area, including in the area affected by the proposed bypass highway, I am 
very concerned about the impact of this expansion on my friends in 
McKinney. Please abandon Plan C. It will financially ruin too many people 
who cannot afford a catastrophic loss of the property values of their homes 
and land. Plan D will affect far fewer people and therefore make it more 
feasible to fairly compensate them for what they will lose in the values of 
their properties. Smart growth, first and foremost, must respect ownership 
of private property, one of our most basic freedoms in this country. Thank 
you for your consideration in this matter. Sincerely, 
Elizabeth Bloemer 
Sterling, MA  

Your comment, opposition of Segment C, and support of Segment D is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. 
 
All right-of-way acquisition would be completed in accordance with the 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 
1970, as amended. Brochures, including two booklets titled “The Purchase 
of Right of Way,” and “Relocation Assistance,” are available on the project 
website. These booklets contain detailed information to inform property 
owners of their rights and provide information about the TxDOT right-of-way 
acquisition process. Property owners are entitled to fair market value 
compensation and relocation assistance, among other services.  

612  2/17/2023 
Elizabeth 
Bloemer 

Email 

Thank you, Stephen. My good friends, the Borchard Family, alerted me to 
this situation, and they are very concerned about its impact on their apiary. 
They have spent years developing it and helping others get started in 
beekeeping. I hope the Texas DOT will reconsider its plans in favor of one 
that doesn't hurt so many families, their homes and their livelihoods. 
Cordially,  
Elizabeth "Erzsi" Bloemer  

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted.  

613  4/20/2023 Elizabeth M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Absolutely NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B. Segment A would have a 
direct impact on my home. It just makes sense to implement Segment B 
which would cost less and negatively impact fewer people. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

614  1/22/2023 
Elizabeth 
Minchey 

Email 

Mr. Hale and Mr. Endres,  
I am writing to you both in support of Segment D for the 380 Bypass. I am 
vehemently against Segment C, as it will have a negative impact on more 
community members and damage a precious natural habitat. I have lived 
at 1510 County Road 339 for 22 years, and I have watched Collin county 
experience rapid growth. It is our duty to protect the limited areas we have 
left that contain beneficial, diverse wildlife in our county. Growth is a 
wonderful and necessary part of life, but it must be done responsibly and 
with great care. Please consider abandoning the proposal for Segment C 
and, instead, utilize the proposed Segment D. Sincerely, 
Elizabeth Minchey  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. TxDOT selected Segment C over Segment D because Segment C 
minimizes impacts to 100-year floodplains and regulatory floodways, 
therefore, requiring TxDOT to build much less of the roadway on elevated 
(bridge) structure. Segment C is also expected to draw traffic off FM 1827 
by providing better connections to local roadways, would impact fewer 
major utilities, and would cost less to construct than Segment D.  
 
According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D (with the 
Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 businesses, 
while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would potentially 
displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace seven 
residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 residences.  
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615  2/28/2023 
Elizabeth 
Mulroney 

Email 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
I am writing to express my opposition to Route C on the TX-DOT Spur 399 
extension project. Route C affects and displaces significantly more homes, 
businesses, and community resources than route D. It also divides the 
residential and farming/ranching communities that make this area of 
Collin County unique. Perhaps even more concerning, Route C severely 
damages one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin County. It 
destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodland and 141% more acres 
of grassland and prairie than Route D. Not surprisingly, Route C is also 
strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. Personally, Route C will 
destroy an area that I have known and loved as a long-time resident of 
Collin County. If Route C is imposed, we will lose access to community 
riding arenas, wooded trails, and outdoor pursuits. While Route C may be 
the more economical option in the short-term, Route D will preserve more 
developable land for future growth in Collin County by making use of flood 
plain space that is otherwise unusable. Please reconsider Route D as the 
more favorable option when planning the Spur 399 extension. Warm 
regards, 
Elizabeth Mulroney 
Teacher, Mother, Citizen 
Allen, Texas 
720-556-6888 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be 
displaced by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would 
not be acquired from any community facility either. More details about 
community facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
The proposed US 380 project could influence future land use changes 
within the Area of Influence (AOI) (defined in Section 3.15.2 of the DEIS); 
however, new and planned residential developments are more likely to 
influence changes in land use patterns, changes in land cover, and induce 
growth within the AOI than construction of any of the roadway segments. 
According to input from the City of McKinney, the proposed project would 
support future commercial and industrial development around Segment C; 
however, the proposed project would not be the primary factor considered 
in making land use decisions in the area. 
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 
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2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies that can 
be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-
gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as 
provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on impacts 
to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and fish and 
wildlife species. TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the 
impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things 
TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, 
the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the 
Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation 
strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections 
to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from 
streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill 
material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation 
credits from stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the US and wetlands.  

616  4/20/2023 Elizabeth R 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

This will cost more money !! Ridiculous funding! Your comment is noted.  

617  4/20/2023 Elizabeth S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I strongly support option B. Oppose option A! Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

618  3/9/2023 
Elizabeth 

Timmermann 
Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Elizabeth Timmermann 
500 Rosebury Circle, McKinney 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. It is important to note Segment A has fewer potential home 
displacements in comparison to Segment B and results in fewer impacts to 
planned future residential homes.   

619  4/20/2023 Ella D 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

US 380 Proposed Route - NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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620  2/26/2023 Ella Di Email 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted.  

621  2/6/2023 
Ella/Dan/Amber 

Block 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D. Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
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the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

622  2/25/2023 Elle Walsh Email 

Comment: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
Dear Mr. Endres, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. I 
just don't understand how a proposition that has been thoroughly argued 
against, destroys a ton of wild life habitats, as well as small businesses 
and disrupts homes could be picked as the best option. As an educated 
thinker it does not make any sense and makes me wonder if this was a 
political decision instead of a decision that has been researched to find the 
best course of action. Again, as a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., 
I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and support Segment B 
in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from 
Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Elle Walsh 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative, which is a combination of 
Segments A, E, and C, as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the 
technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly 
reviewing evaluation matrices. The decision is informed by both a 
qualitative and quantitative analysis. Refer to Section 2.4 in the DEIS for 
an explanation of why the Blue Alternative was selected over the other 
Build Alternatives.  
 
For more information, please reference the Alternatives Analysis Matrix in 
the DEIS in Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. You may also view the Segment 
Analysis Matrix on the Public Hearing website at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  
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623  3/13/2023 Ellen Landel Online 

We are writing to you to express our opposition to segment “A” of the 
proposed 380 bypass since segment “B” would be the far more logical 
route to take. We have lived in Tucker Hill for 6 1/2 years.  We live on the 
upper part of Tremont Blvd. closest to 380.  We can see (and hear) the 
traffic from our driveway (approximately 200 ft. away).  We purchased this 
home from Darling Company as it was the only one on the market in Tucker 
Hill at the time.  We love this neighborhood for the unique architecture and 
the front porch presentation of each home.  Hard to find that in most 
places of North Texas. Listed below are a few of the reasons we believe “A” 
is the poorest choice TxDot could make: 
*Far more expensive from a land acquisition viewpoint, movement of 
utilities, building a below grade road requiring far greater engineering and 
material expenses, etc. 
*Years of traffic disruption between Ridge Rd. and Custer with very few 
alternatives for the current flow of traffic.  Segment “B” would not interfere 
with traffic on 380.  
*Far greater environmental impact on this neighborhood as well as 
Stonebridge on the south side of 380.  Tucker Hill would be surrounded on 
two sides of a major highway subjecting residents to a significant increase 
in noise and air pollution.  
*Significant home devaluation particularly to the homes within 500 feet of 
the construction project.  TxDot should be prepared to guarantee that the 
value of our homes would be made whole. 
TxDot has sited one of the reasons “A” was chosen over “B” was that there 
was more opposition expressed to segment “B”.  It’s unfortunate that the 
squeaky wheel theory was put into play to make this decision since “B” was 
so obviously the far better choice from all aspects involved.  A therapeutic 
horse farm should not have decided the fate of the bypass as that entity 
would not have been as adversely affected as had been publicized. We 
know, that at this point, we are far from the first bulldozer showing up on 
380 and we, therefore, respectfully ask that you reconsider the choice of 
segment “A” as being the best alternative.   Thank you for your 
consideration. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT 
during its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected 
through a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the 
public, municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the 
Blue Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  
 
During the next phase of project development, TxDOT will break the project 
into different construction projects. Each construction project will also 
develop a detailed traffic control plan or construction phasing plan before 
construction to minimize traffic disruption and outline how access will be 
maintained during construction. TxDOT will continue to work with adjacent 
property owners and stakeholders through final design to minimize impacts 
to adjacent properties and neighborhoods, as feasible. More information 
about construction phase impacts can be found in Section 3.17 of the 
DEIS.  
 
Changes in property values are driven by the value associated with site-
specific factors such as accessibility, safety, noise, visual amenities, 
proximity to shopping, community cohesion, and business productivity. 
TxDOT cannot reasonably foresee how any of these factors will impact 
property values. 

624  2/16/2023 Ellen Shaunessy Online 

I fully support the findings of the study and the preferred alignment of 
Segment A. Thank you! 

Your comment and support of Segment A is noted.  
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625  4/20/2023 Elon Reynolds Email 

Stephen Endres: 
I have a significant concern. 
Per the FHWA, more than 25% of all fatal automobile accidents are directly 
associated with a highway horizontal curve. The average crash rate on 
highway horizontal curve segments is approximately three (3) times that of 
alternative highway segment designs. 
Source:(https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horic
urves 
In 2022, the US Department of Transportation released their National 
Roadway Safety Strategy which endorsed zero fatalities as the national 
goal and promotes building safety into every highway segment design.  
Two (2) Opposing 90 Degree Curves with Traffic at Freeway Speeds 
Currently, the TxDOT preferred Alignment A highway segment includes two 
opposing 90 degree horizontal curves designed to reroute traffic at freeway 
speeds a full 90 degrees in one direction …and then to reroute that same 
traffic at freeway speeds a full 90 degrees in the opposite direction. All 
this…within less than a two (2) mile highway centerline distance.  
QUESTION: Did TxDOT adequately consider the safety risks, including both 
injury and fatality, based on the preferred Alignments A highway segment 
designs vs. Alignment B? 
TxDOT Response: ____________ 
QUESTION: Based on Alignment A as currently designed, has TxDOT 
previously 1.) designed, 2.) approved, 3.) constructed and 4.) opened to 
traffic at freeway speeds a similar highway segment consisting of two 
opposing 90 degree horizontal curves within less than a two (2) mile 
highway centerline distance on a designated US Highway anywhere within 
the State of Texas? 
TxDOT Response: ____________ 
If YES, 1.) Where, 2.) When, and 3.) What are the historical accident 
statistics in this/these highway horizontal curve segments with 90 degree 
opposing curves open to traffic at freeway speeds? 
TxDOT Response: ____________ 
If NO, I respectfully ask TxDOT to pause the EIS process (FULL STOP) until 
an expanded TxDOT planning and design effort can be completed to fully 
anticipate and understand the ramifications of the current TxDOT 
‘preferred alignment’. 
Regards, 
Elon Reynolds 
7416 Ardmore Street 
McKinney TX 75071 

Your comment is noted. The design for Segment A meets the criteria 
outlined in TxDOT's Roadway Design Manual, including stopping sight 
distance. Similar freeway curves can be found in the region including 
President George Bush Turnpike and I-35 interchange. The freeway design 
eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from driveways and other 
roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be available 

at signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of 
conflict points. TxDOT provides a summary of fatal and injury crashes by 
alternative on page 2-33 of the DEIS. 
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626  3/14/2023 Emi Jabara Email 

Dear Mr Endres 
I am writing to express my opposition to Route C on the TX-DOT Spur 399 
extension project. Route C affects and displaces significantly more homes, 
businesses, and community resources than route D. It also divides the 
residential and farming/ranching communities that make this area of 
Collin County unique. Perhaps even more concerning, Route C severely 
damages one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin County. It 
destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodland and 141% more acres 
of grassland and prairie than Route D. Not surprisingly, Route C is also 
strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. Personally, Route C will 
destroy an area that I have known and loved as a long-time resident of 
Collin County. If Route C is imposed, we will lose access to community 
riding arenas, wooded trails, and outdoor pursuits. While Route C may be 
the more economical option in the short-term, Route D will preserve more 
developable land for future growth in Collin County by making use of flood 
plain space that is otherwise unusable. Sincerely, 
Emi Jabara 
Emi Jabara 
Natural Horsemanship Instructor 
"A horse doesn't care how much you know until he knows how much you 
care" 
www.HarmonyHorsemanship.net 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure. Based on TxDOT's 
evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced by either Segment C 
or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be acquired from any 
community facility either. More details about community facilities can be 
found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community facilities are 
defined as a physical feature provided – either by the municipality as a 
public service or by a private entity – within the community for the benefit 
of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, community centers, post 
office, library, etc.). The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on 
cultural resources within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic 
Resources including any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed 
or NRHP-eligible structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, 
including Section 4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would 
be affected by the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More 
information about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the 
DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
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data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
The proposed US 380 project could influence future land use changes 
within the Area of Influence (AOI) (defined in Section 3.15.2 of the DEIS); 
however, new and planned residential developments are more likely to 
influence changes in land use patterns, changes in land cover, and induce 
growth within the AOI than construction of any of the roadway segments. 
According to input from the City of McKinney, the proposed project would 
support future commercial and industrial development around Segment C; 
however, the proposed project would not be the primary factor considered 
in making land use decisions in the area. 
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 
2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies that can 
be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-
gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as 
provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on impacts 
to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and fish and 
wildlife species. TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the 
impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things 
TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, 
the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the 
Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation 
strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections 
to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from 
streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill 
material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation 
credits from stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the US and wetlands.  
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627  2/17/2023 Emily Falk Online 

My home located at 5300 Grove Cove Dr. McKinney, TX backs up to 
segment E. I was told a noise barrier would not be erected to protect our 
home from noise pollution. I strongly disagree that we will not be impacted 
by noise. We currently can hear vehicles both in our backyard and from 
inside our home. A sound barrier needs to be considered to reduce the 
increased noise pollution this project will cause. I'm also concerned about 
the impacts of the emissions from vehicles and the dust from construction. 
My husband and I recently had a little girl and I'm concerned about her 
playing outside in our backyard when construction starts due to dust and 
debris. I look forward to working with you to find solutions to these issues. 

Your comment and concern about traffic noise and air quality is noted. A 
traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s FHWA–
approved) Guidelines for Analysis and Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise 
and Construction Noise. Existing sound level measurements were collected 
at noise-sensitive areas, and noise modeling software was used to predict 
what noise levels could be expected in 2050. In areas where a noise 
impact was projected to occur, noise barriers were evaluated for feasibility 
and reasonableness. TxDOT's evaluation shows the Heatherwood 
neighborhood currently has a brick privacy wall or barrier of some type that 
would reduce noise; therefore, the area does not meet feasibility and 
reasonableness requirements. A detailed technical report on the traffic 
noise analysis that was conducted can be found in Appendix R of the DEIS. 
 
Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles 
per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air 
quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is 
consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 
State Implementation Plan (SIP), the North Central Texas Council of 
Governments (NCTCOG) Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). 
 
TxDOT modeled carbon monoxide concentrations (CO TAQA) and none of 
the modeled concentrations exceeded the Environmental Protection 
Agency's 1-hour or 8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for 
carbon monoxide. TxDOT performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics 
(MSAT) analysis. The total MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by 
approximately 43% by 2050 due to higher combustion efficiencies of 
vehicle engines and electrification of the US fleet. More information about 
the air quality analysis that was conducted can be found in the DEIS 
document in Section 3.12 and the traffic noise analysis information can be 
found in Section 3.14.  

628  3/15/2023 
Emily Grace 
Morehead 

Email 

Hello, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Emily Morehead 
Emily Grace Morehead, MA, LPC 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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629  3/15/2023 Emily McCutchen Email 

Stephen, 
As a concerned citizen of the area of discussion, I am completely 
"perplexed" as to this extension...an EIS has been completed, a DEIS has 
been created and according to process and protocols, as well as, 
precedence set in almost all "like projects", this one...for some reason 
continues. I applaud you and all that have diligently worked on this, and I 
trust that ALL aspects considered have shown proof that the proper route 
for the Bypass, just East of Tucker Hill will prevail. As has been studied and 
considered, the Parks and Recreation areas, School and Academic 
structures, amenities for the Disabled, existing housing for families and 
seniors, wildlife...all of the above have been "saved" based on the current 
position. SEGMENT A is truly the proper path... Thank you, 
Emily McCutchen 

Your comment and support of Segment A is noted.  

630  3/14/2023 Emily O'Brien Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. All my best, 
Emily O’Brien 
McKinney, TX 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

631  3/14/2023 Emily Selin Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Emily Selin 
1517 Landon Lane, McKinney, TX 75071 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

632  4/20/2023 Emily W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A; yes to segment B. I strongly urge TxDOT to implement 
Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 
to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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633  4/12/2023 
Environmental 

Protection Agency 
(EPA) 

Email 

Mr. Doug Booher 
Director of Environmental Affairs 
Texas Department of Transportation 
125 East 11th Street 
Austin, Texas 78701 
Re: EPA comment letter for the U.S. Highway 380 McKinney Draft EIS 
Dear Mr. Booher: 
The Region 6 office of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has 
reviewed the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) (CEQ No. 20230007) for the U.S. 
Highway 380 McKinney (US 380) in Collin County, Texas. The Draft EIS was 
reviewed pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the 
Council on Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500 – 1508), 
and by our NEPA review authority under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. 
The US 380 project proposes to address population growth within the 
central portion of Collin County, primarily the City of McKinney, that has 
caused increases in current and forecasted traffic volumes that exceed the 
capacity of US 380 between Coit Road and Farm to Market (FM) 1827 
(New Hope Road), leading to increased congestion, reduced mobility, and 
higher crash rates along US 380 compared to  
other similar roadways in the region. We have provided the following 
detailed comments for your consideration. We appreciate the opportunity 
to review the Draft EIS. If you have any questions on our recommendations, 
please contact Keith Hayden of my staff at (214) 665-2133 or by e-mail at 
hayden.keith@epa.gov. Sincerely, 
Robert Houston 
Staff Director 
Office of Communities, Tribes and Environmental Assessment 
DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE US 380 McKINNEY DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
Environmental Justice and Community Engagement 
EPA recommends that community feedback is reflected in the decision-
making process. Designing robust community engagement practices 
maximizes participation opportunities for communities that would be 
affected by the project, such as community-based workshops to facilitate 
discussion and issue resolution. Community-based workshops may also 
provide an opportunity to identify key issues and milestones for meaningful 
engagement in the NEPA process for the communities. Below are 
additional recommendations that will ensure robust community 
engagement: 
•Provide early and frequent outreach and engagement opportunities to 
collect and incorporate community feedback throughout the NEPA process 
and to maintain maximum transparency.  
•Ensure that meetings are scheduled at a time and location that is 
accessible for community participants, including scheduling meetings after 
work hours and on weekends as appropriate.  
•Provide ample notice of meetings and commenting opportunities so that 
community members have sufficient time to prepare and participate.  

Your comments are noted.  
 
Since 2016, TxDOT has provided a robust public outreach and engagement 
program for this project as part of the prior US 380 Collin County Feasibility 
Study and since 2019 during the US 380 Schematic and Environmental 
Study from Coit Road to FM 1827. TxDOT has held multiple rounds of 
stakeholder and neighborhood workgroup meetings and met regularly with 
stakeholders such as HOA leaders and local government and agency 
representatives.  
 
All public meetings had scheduled start times after 5 p.m.  
 
The project team followed the guidance provided in TxDOT's Public 
Involvement toolkit and provided a 15-day notice to stakeholders and 
property owners/residents within a half mile of the project alternatives 
under consideration during the development of the EIS. Mailed notices 
were sent in English as well as translated into Spanish and Vietnamese. 
Ads were also placed in Al Dia, a local Spanish newspaper. Comment forms 
were made available in English, Spanish, and Vietnamese.  
 
All public facing project information was produced with public friendly 
language. A glossary was provided for the Public Scoping Meeting, Public 
Meeting, and Public Hearing.  
 
TxDOT-established criteria to determine the feasibility (noise reduction) and 
reasonableness (cost) of proposed noise barriers was applied during the 
traffic noise analysis to determine which areas would include noise 
barriers. During project final design, TxDOT will conduct noise workshops 
with residents in areas affected by traffic noise. The opinions of the 
affected property owners are vital to the construction of a noise barrier. 
Even if the traffic noise study in the EIS indicates that a noise barrier is 
feasible and reasonable, the final decision to build a barrier or to not build 
a barrier is made by a simple majority vote of the affected property owners. 
Local officials are also provided copies of the traffic noise study and 
federal regulations on traffic noise to assist in future land-use planning 
intended to promote harmony between land development and highways.  
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•Promote engagement opportunities within appropriate outlets used by 
affected communities, such as newspapers, radio, and social media.  
•Ensure that all project-related information is conveyed using plain 
language so that community members of varied reading proficiencies can 
readily understand the project-related information.  
•Continue to share project information with the public in Spanish and 
Vietnamese, as needed. 
Noise 
The proposed alternatives have noise sensitive receptors (NSR’s) and 
barriers are proposed to mitigate noise impacts to some of the NSR’s. 
Other NSR’s will not receive noise mitigation due to cost or feasibility. EPA 
recommends TxDOT continue to explore potential noise mitigation 
solutions to reduce impacts to affected NSR’s. Also, ensure that NSR’s 
understand the scope of the issue and discuss any potential solutions with 
them. While noise impacts may not be fully mitigated due to cost, a 
reduction of noise effects might be feasible, and would be better than no 
mitigation at all. 
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634  2/6/2023 Equine Rescue 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D. Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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635  2/24/2023 Eric Breznicky Email 

Good Evening, 
As a McKinney Resident, I am hoping for your support. While I understand 
there are strong feelings in both directions, I am asking for you to say NO to 
Segment A, YES to Segment B I strongly OPPOSE the construction of 
Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by 
TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. After a lot of 
research and thought, I cannot wrap my mind around Option A being a 
better option.  I live a few miles from the proposed route. This is not directly 
impacting my home, but it will impact the community. I will appreciate the 
easier access, but Option A doesn’t make sense in comparison to Option B.  
Eric Breznicky  

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. There are multiple reasons why TxDOT has identified the Blue 
Alternative (Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative. This 
reasoning is detailed in Section 2.4 of the DEIS.    

636  4/20/2023 Eric G 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO TO SEGMENT A, YES TO SEGMENT B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

637  3/16/2023 Eric J Adams 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

638  4/20/2023 Eric S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I vote No to Segment A. Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. While public input is 
one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during its decision-making 
process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through a voting process, 
nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, municipal or agency 
leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative (comprised 
of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the 
technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly 
reviewing evaluation matrices.  
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639  3/16/2023 Erica Esparza 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

640  3/14/2023 Erica Jones Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Erica Jones 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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641  2/6/2023 Erich Uecker 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D. Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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642  2/21/2023 Erick Chapman Online 

I am firmly opposed to the Segment E location, that skirts the south side of 
Erwin Park. Having a 6 lane Hwy plus controlled access lanes will kill the 
Unique by Nature part of that park. It would no longer be a quiet, serene 
place. And it would also greatly disrupt the ecology of that area. A much 
better choice would be further north-along the existing plan for the Collin 
County Outer Loop. 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. It is important to note 
that there are also impacts and challenges in constructing a freeway north 
of Bloomdale Road/Prosper Trail, or along FM 1461. Initial traffic analysis 
conducted during the US 380 Collin County Feasibility Study indicated that 
locating an alternative further north did not address US 380 congestion 
and would not satisfy regional travel demands. 

643  4/20/2023 Erik B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Segment B is more direct, cheaper, and safer- this should be a no brainer! Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, 
indicates that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of 
managing congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. 
If constructed, the project would adhere to current design standards and 
address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. The freeway 
design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from driveways and other 
roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be available 
at signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of 
conflict points. 

644  2/16/2023 Erik Baumgarten Paper form 

It appears that Segments A and B are ranked very closely, but feature a 
substantial difference that was not considered during the comparison of 
alternatives. Segment B could be built east-to-west, with minimal impact to 
U.S. 380 traffic during construction. By comparison, Segment A would 
necessitate substantially more traffic interuption over a longer period of 
time, by requiring the tear down of three times as much existing roadway.  

Your comment is noted. During the next phase of project development, 
TxDOT will break the project into different construction projects. Each 
construction project will also develop a detailed traffic control plan or 
construction phasing plan before construction to minimize traffic disruption 
and outline how access will be maintained during construction. TxDOT will 
continue to work with adjacent property owners and stakeholders through 
final design to minimize impacts to adjacent properties and 
neighborhoods, as feasible. More information about construction phase 
impacts can be found in Section 3.17 of the DEIS.  

645  3/2/2023 Erik Baumgarten Online 

In regard to Segment A vs Segment B, the comparison used for the 
recommendation is deficient because it does not address the impact to 
traffic on US 380 during the period of construction. Segment B can be built 
from the northeast to the southwest, with the tie-in to the existing US 380 
right of way occurring at the final stage of construction, thus allowing traffic 
to flow normally for the majority of the project. By comparison, Segment A 
impacts a much longer extent of existing roadway, necessitating a 
substantial impact to traffic during the build phase. Since the objective 
purpose of the project is to alleviate a major traffic bottleneck, the 
feasibility comparison cannot be complete without a comparison of the 
impact of the project's execution on the end it pursues. The absence of this 
comparison in the draft EIS are substantial grounds to revisit the decision. 

Your comment is noted. Information about construction phase impacts can 
be found in Section 3.17 of the DEIS. During the next phase of project 
development, TxDOT will break the project into different construction 
projects. Each construction project will also develop a detailed traffic 
control plan or construction phasing plan before construction to minimize 
traffic disruption and outline how access will be maintained during 
construction. TxDOT will continue to work with adjacent property owners 
and stakeholders through final design to minimize impacts to adjacent 
properties and neighborhoods, as feasible.  
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646  2/22/2023 Erik Gamborg Online 

I attended the public hearing at Rhea's Mill Baptist Church on February 
21st. I was immediately taken with just how close section Section A is to 
our neighborhood, as we live in Timberridge, which is only about a quarter-
mile west, just south of Wilmeth. Not only that, but I was told there would 
be no considerations for a noise barrier for either side of that portion, even 
though there are three communities, and a school, all within hundreds of 
feet.  If this happens, this area will be very noisy for residents and schools. 
I am also surprised that Section C was chosen, instead of D, considering 
the number of homes affected by C. I am opposed to this plan overall, no 
matter which sections are included, though. It might have been fine five 
years ago, but with the number of homes affected, this whole thing is a bad 
idea. Frankly, the best course of action would be to secure the land all 
around the Outer Loop, and then join the Tollway to 75 using the Outer 
Loop as the go-between. 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. The project as 
currently designed would not result in any potential displacement of homes 
in the Timberridge subdivision.  
 
A traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA)–approved) Guidelines for Analysis and 
Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise. Existing 
sound level measurements were collected at noise-sensitive areas, and 
noise modeling software was used to predict what noise levels could be 
expected in 2050. Noise mitigation would not be considered reasonable 
and feasible at your location per TxDOT Guidelines. TxDOT's evaluation 
shows the Timberridge subdivision does not meet TxDOT and Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) requirements for a noise barrier. 
 
It is also important to note that even if all the planned roadways in Collin 
County, including the Outer Loop, are built, existing US 380 will continue to 
experience a failing level of service in the future. The regional model shows 
that both east to west freeways are needed to relieve congestion. 

647  4/4/2023 Erik Gamborg Email 

Mr. Endres,  
I sincerely hope you will consider how this will affect those who live in the 
Timberridge community. The option that would run parallel to Ridge Road 
will be less than a 1/4 mile from our neighborhood. Unfortunately, it is 
merely the lesser of two evils because the option that would go through 
Prosper would take out some of our homes, with mine likely included. If the 
option that runs parallel to Ridge Road ends up happening, there are no 
provisions for any sound barriers. Having lived close to a freeway before, 
sound barriers are vital to adjacent neighborhoods. Even with sound 
barriers, there is significant noise in the neighborhoods, so I can only 
imagine what the noise would be like without them. Overall, though, the 
best option isn't even being discussed, which is to make roads like Wilmeth 
and Bloomdale four-lane roads all the way across, and then turn the Outer 
Loop into the alternate to the 380 bypass, connecting it between the 
Dallas North Tollway and Hwy 75. As residential communities are growing 
more and more in McKinney, the current 380 bypass options are 
needlessly overbearing and will destroy too many homes and businesses. 
Thank you for your time. I understand that these decisions are difficult, but 
I sincerely hope you will consider how these options will affect these newer 
communities, with families who are just beginning to lay down roots in the 
community. Regards, 
Erik Gamborg 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. The project as 
currently designed would not result in any displacement of homes in the 
Timberridge subdivision.  
 
A traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s FHWA–
approved) Guidelines for Analysis and Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise 
and Construction Noise. Existing sound level measurements were collected 
at noise-sensitive areas, and noise modeling software was used to predict 
what noise levels could be expected in 2050. Noise mitigation would not 
be considered reasonable and feasible at your location per TxDOT 
Guidelines. TxDOT's evaluation shows the Timberridge subdivision does not 
meet TxDOT and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) requirements for 
a noise barrier. 
 
It is also important to note that even if all the planned roadways in Collin 
County, including the Outer Loop, are built, existing US 380 will continue to 
experience a failing level of service in the future. The regional model shows 
that both east to west freeways are needed to relieve congestion. 
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648  4/20/2023 Ernest T 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

B is the best plan for now and the ever increasing future traffic. Spend that 
$100M extra for the better plan - B. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

649  3/7/2023 Eugene Daunis Email 

Hello, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Regards,  
Eugene Daunis 
1513 Hunters Creek Dr  
Mckinney,  TX 75072 
Sent from my T-Mobile 5G Device 
Get Outlook for Android 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

650  4/20/2023 Eugene P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

We don\'t want a major highway bypass right outside our neighbor 
elementary school! 

Your comment is noted. Both Segment A and B would have schools near 
the proposed right-of-way for this project.  
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651  2/6/2023 

Eugene/Kristen/
Caryss/Aaron/Be
thany/Haley/Step
hen Haegenauer 

Segment C 
Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D. Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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652  3/15/2023 Fazila Siddiqi Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Fazilasiddiqi  
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

653  2/3/2023 

Federal 
Emergency 

Management 
Agency (FEMA) 

Email 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
Thank you for contacting FEMA for information in reference to your 
questions pertaining to Notice of Availability of Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement and Notice of Public Hearing US380 From Coit Road to FM 
1827 CSJs: 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, 0135-15-002 Collin County, 
Texas request for information. Please review our attached response.  
Loukisha Williams 
WE WOULD REQUEST THAT THE COMMUNITY FLOODPLAIN 
ADMINISTRATOR BE CONTACTED FOR THE REVIEW AND POSSIBLE PERMIT 
REQUIREMENTS FOR THIS PROJECT. IF FEDERALLY FUNDED, WE WOULD 
REQUEST PROJECT TO BE IN COMPLIANCE WITH EO11988 & EO 11990. 
Collin County, Texas                                                                     City of 
McKinney, Texas 
Tracy Homfield                                                                              W. Kyle Odom 
Assistant Dir of Engineering                                                        Engineering 
Env. Manager 
4690 Community Avenue, Suite 200                                         221 North 
Tennessee Street 
McKinney, Texas 75071                                                              McKinney, 
Texas 75069 
engineer@collincountytx.gov                                                       
kodom@mckinneytexas.org 
(972) 548 – 3727                                                                        (972) 547 – 
7576 
(972) 548 – 5555 
Town of Prosper, Texas 
Dan Heischman 
Senior Engineer 
P.O. Box 307 
Prosper, Texas 75078 
dheischman@prospertx.gov 
(972) 569 – 1096 
(972) 347 - 9006 

TxDOT will continue coordination with the FEMA local floodplain 
administrator, W. Kyle Odom, CFM, RS – City of McKinney, through any 
further refinement of the Preferred Alternative including final design. Pier 
placement within the floodplain along with options to span floodways may 
be refined to further minimize hydraulic impacts and further minimize the 
need for compensatory flood storage. The use of bridged or elevated 
sections beyond the East Fork Trinity River area versus the use of earthen 
fill embankment would continue to be evaluated in consideration of project 
costs versus impacts to wetlands and streams, to protect the natural and 
beneficial values of floodplains, and reduce the project’s hydraulic effect 
on the stream system. The DEIS (Sections 3.10.7.1 and 33.2) describes 
how the project would comply with EOs 11988 and 11990, respectively. 
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654  3/8/2023 Felipe Cowley Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Thank you 
Felipe Cowley 
Stonebridge Ranch Resident since 1996 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

655  4/20/2023 Ferdinand T 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Segment B is less disruptive and cheaper. Segment A does not make 
sense. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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656  2/6/2023 Fond Memories 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D. Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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657  2/17/2023 Francisco Durán Email 

Hello, 
I also support of Route D, which goes through the flood plain and disrupts 
7 homes as opposed to the 29 homes on Route C. This property is a 
community resource (Theraputic riding, church and community riding and 
events etc). Route C is affecting us in so many ways. Please your 
consideration with this. Thank you! 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences.  
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D. Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  

658  4/20/2023 Frank A 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

659  2/17/2023 Frank DeLizza Online 

I am still very strongly opposed to Alt A vs Alt B. 
Alt A has a lower level of service and higher travel time than B 
A costs $200 Million more than B, That's $200 million of our tax dollars.  I 
thought TXDOT was supposed to be good stewards of our money. There are 
many current noise receptors in A, not potential future noise receptors, 
Noise mitigation measures in A are inadequate and do not address the 
whole problem.  The noise issue is a whitewash at best, B favors 
developers, not current residents and taxpayers. A has significantly less 
impact om wetlands, forests and grasslands and statewide important 
farmland 
In 48 years of engineering I have participated in many DEIS and EIS 
projects and never seen one favor developers as much as this. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. Development 
impacts would potentially occur if either Segment A or B were constructed. 
Details can be found in the Segment Analysis Matrix at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS and Appendix S of the DEIS which 
outlines indirect and cumulative effects of the project.  
 
A traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (FHWA–
approved) Guidelines for Analysis and Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise 
and Construction Noise. Existing sound level measurements were collected 
at noise-sensitive areas, and noise modeling software was used to predict 
what noise levels could be expected in 2050. In areas where a noise 
impact was projected to occur, noise barriers were evaluated for feasibility 
and reasonableness. A noise barrier near the provided address does not 
meet TxDOT and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) requirements. A 
detailed technical report on the traffic noise analysis that was conducted 
can be found in Appendix R of the DEIS. 
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660  2/19/2023 Frank DeLizza Online 

Evaluating the noise impact of Alternative A based on a 60 mph speed is a 
fatal flaw.  The geometry will support traffic at greater than 60 mph, and 
looking at the speeds on similar roads, speeds in excess of 70 - 75 mph 
can readily be anticipated.  The noise impact study must be run at the 
higher speeds, not 60 mph.  We can reasonably expect the posted speed 
limit to be raised to 70 mph given TXDOT's history in similar projects. 

Your comment and concern about noise impacts are noted. A traffic noise 
analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (FHWA–approved) 
Guidelines for Analysis and Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise and 
Construction Noise. Existing sound level measurements were collected at 
noise-sensitive areas, and noise modeling software was used to predict 
what noise levels could be expected in 2050. Future build noise levels on 
Segment A were predicted for the year 2050 at a speed of 70 mph. A 
detailed technical report on the traffic noise analysis that was conducted 
can be found in Appendix R of the DEIS. 

661  2/17/2023 Frank DeLizza Online (2) 

I am still very strongly opposed to Alt A vs Alt B. 
Alt A has a more significant impact on the La Cima community at 
Stonebridge. 
Alt A is more expensive. Alt A will significantly decrease property values for 
current residents, not future residents.  Future Prosper residents can see 
the highway before they buy and make an informed decision.  Current 
residents are having property values reduced without due process or 
compensation. 
The current design for the Custer intersection is dangerous and also 
prohibits east-west traffic on the access roads. This alternative provides no 
real benefit to this community, just disruption, noise, visual impact and 
inconvenience, and destruction of our right to a peaceful existence. 
We are current McKinney taxpayers, not Prosper future taxpayers or 
developers. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. Changes in property 
values are driven by the value associated with site-specific factors such as 
accessibility, safety, noise, visual amenities, proximity to shopping, 
community cohesion, and business productivity. TxDOT cannot reasonably 
foresee how any of these factors will impact property values. Changes in 
property values are driven by the value associated with site-specific factors 
such as accessibility, safety, noise, visual amenities, proximity to shopping, 
community cohesion, and business productivity. TxDOT cannot reasonably 
foresee how any of these factors will impact property values. 

662  2/14/2023 
Frank DeLizza, 

PE 
Online 

This DEIS is seriously flawed in several ways: 
Alternative B should have been the preferred alternative not A. 
A is more expensive. 
A has significantly more noise impact, which is unmitigated. 
A has a horrific and unmitigable visual impact on the La Cima community, 
park and lake, the view across the lake will be of a concrete monstrosity 
with trucks speeding over it. 
A will cause a very significant loss of jobs in the 380/Custer area, which 
has not been addressed. 
A will cause a significant deterioration of property values in the La Cima 
and other neighborhoods. 
Future property values in Prosper will benefit, while McKinney property 
values will suffer. 
Future buyers in Prosper to be aware of the construction and impact, so 
they can make an informed decision on purchasing.  La Cima and nearby 
residents have no choice about this seizure of our properties. 
The entrance to Stonebridge ranch will be seriously degraded. 
The aerial intersection at 380/Custer will be an unsightly eyesore.. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. TxDOT selected the 
Blue Alternative, which is a combination of Segments A, E, and C, as the 
Preferred Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering 
public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation 
matrices. The decision is informed by both a qualitative and quantitative 
analysis. Refer to Section 2.4 in the DEIS for an explanation of why the 
Blue Alternative was selected over the other Build Alternatives. For more 
information, please reference the Alternatives Analysis Matrix in the DEIS 
in Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. You may also view the Segment Analysis 
Matrix on the Public Hearing website at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  
 
A traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA)–approved) Guidelines for Analysis and 
Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise. Existing 
sound level measurements were collected at noise-sensitive areas, and 
noise modeling software was used to predict what noise levels could be 
expected in 2050. In areas where a noise impact was projected to occur, 
noise barriers were evaluated for feasibility and reasonableness. A detailed 
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technical report on the traffic noise analysis that was conducted can be 
found in Appendix R of the DEIS. 
 
Changes in property values are driven by value associated with site specific 
factors such as accessibility, safety, noise, visual amenities, proximity to 
shopping, community cohesion and business productivity. TxDOT cannot 
reasonably foresee which of these impacts will impact the value of the 
subject property in a negative or positive way. 
 
TxDOT does not anticipate any displacements of residences or seizure of 
properties in the LaCima neighborhood or damages from the project to any 
Stonebridge Ranch entrance. TxDOT is proposing a grade-separation and 
intersection at US 380 and Stonebridge Drive along with entrance and exit 
ramps upstream and downstream of the intersection to provide efficient 
access to Stonebridge Ranch.  
 
During the next phase of project development, TxDOT will break the project 
into different construction projects. Each construction project will also 
develop a detailed traffic control plan or construction phasing plan before 
construction to minimize traffic disruption and outline how access will be 
maintained during construction. TxDOT will continue to work with adjacent 
property owners and stakeholders through final design to minimize impacts 
to adjacent properties and neighborhoods, as feasible. More information 
about construction phase impacts can be found in Section 3.17 of the 
DEIS.  
 
Regarding the future US 380 and Custer Road interchange, TxDOT 
continues to work on refining the design in this area. TxDOT anticipates 11 
potential direct business displacements near the interchange. TxDOT will 
review the displacement count during the development of the FEIS. TxDOT 
ROW agents also offer relocation assistance.  

663  2/28/2023 
Frank DeLizza, 

PE 
Online 

Submitted via 380 DEIS website  
Mr, Stephen Endres, PE, Mr. Mohamed K. Bur, PE  
RE:  US380 DEIS  
It seems that the latest 2022 scoping comments, and mine in particular, 
were not included in the DEIS.  I know I had turned them in online.  In fact, 
there seems to be no comments from that go around.  I hope they’ll be 
included in the FEIS so a well-informed final decision can be reached. 
 
Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
 
Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

664  3/16/2023 Frank Etier Online 

I understand the need for some relief on Hwy 380 for current and future 
traffic capacity.  I live in Tucker Hill and feel that the option that passes 
directly in front of our neighborhood is the worst possible option.  Option B 
would disrupt the least amount of business and homes and cost millions 
less.  Please revisit all available options and select Option B. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

665  3/9/2023 Frank McCafferty Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Frank McCafferty 
8100 Blue Hole Ct 
McKinney, TX 75070 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. It is important to note Segment A has fewer potential home 
displacements in comparison to Segment B and results in fewer impacts to 
planned future residential homes.   

666  3/16/2023 Fred Costa Email 

Stephen, 
USE SEGMENT A, TXDOT PREFERRED AIGNMENT. 
Are you in the pocket of the mayor of McKinney? I have personally been 
polite to you, but my patience is growing thin. What happened, you didn't 
get the answer your master wanted the first 4 times you asked that 
question? You're still asking? Understand TXDOT will never put a bypass in 
PROSPER. McKinney has fast tracked building permits for businesses on 
Segment A. That FACT will easily be proved in court. Invoice McKinney for 
the new utility costs on Segment A. The corruption in McKinney's city 
council has earned it. They should have agreed to expanding 380 on 380. 
If TxDoT had engineers on staff, you would have advised McKinney of that 
fact. Stay out of Prosper or see you in court. 
Fred Costa 
260 Burnet Ct 
Prosper TX 75078 

Your comment is noted. The Preferred Alternative selected was the Blue 
Alternative, which does include Segment A. 

667  2/22/2023 G Bailey Comment Form 

This is just a dog and pony show. The decision to go with the "Blue" plan is 
already in motion. Blue plan is disruptive . Segment A runs right around 
Tucker Hill development. Using the "Gold plan" makes more use of under 
developed land and goes furtjer out from residental areas. Bring in the by-
pass out west of Coit Rd so you can utilize more farmland so its less 
disruptive to residential are. We oppose C segment as well. This whole 
thing is a political mess.  

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted.  
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668  3/1/2023 G Nguyen Online 

Hello. I am writing to voice my opinion for choosing OPTION B. B is a far 
better solution for the city of McKinney. It is beyond reason that OPTION A, 
a rout so close to residential neighborhoods, is the current front runner. 
Not only will OPTION A cause increased noise and traffic to Tucker Hill, one 
of the city's most unique neighborhoods, it will be far more expensive. The 
Tucker Hill neighborhood pool was exponentially more expensive than 
planned because of the bedrock that lies below the soil. It is truly absurd 
that McKinney continues to stand behind the slogan "Unique by Nature" 
and then suggests bulldozing a neighborhood's green space and disrupting 
a residential area. B is less expensive and will cause less of an 
environmental, noise, and traffic impact. It's clear that some residences' 
voices are louder than others. Namely those owning a horse ranch (and 
formally a builder). And this is unconscionable.  OPTION B is clearly the 
better choice. A should no longer be considered. 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative, which is a combination of 
Segments A, E, and C, as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the 
technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly 
reviewing evaluation matrices. Refer to Section 2.4 in the DEIS for an 
explanation of why the Blue Alternative was selected over the other Build 
Alternatives. For more information, please reference the Alternatives 
Analysis Matrix in the DEIS in Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. You may also view 
the Segment Analysis Matrix on the Public Hearing website at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  
 
Results of traffic analysis can be found in Appendix I of the DEIS and on the 
Segment Analysis Matrix. Our comparison of Segments A and B showed 
that there was not a substantial difference in traffic metrics such as travel 
times, travel speeds, and Level of Service.  

669  2/22/2023 G Ray Online 

Please stick to the route you have selected. It’s time to get this project 
going.  

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  

670  2/18/2023 G.M. Online 

Our community is in support of Segment A as logical and reasonable. 
In regards to the Custer / 380 intersection, the proposed change for a 
traditional intersection is preferred over the current "rope weave" concept.  
However, we ask that you consider additional turn lanes as there is a 
substantial amount of traffic that turns from Custer Road to 380 (to travel 
both west and east on 380). 

Your comment, support of the project, and request for an additional turn 
lane is noted TxDOT continues to work on the design for the future US 380 
and Custer Road intersection with the City of McKinney. TxDOT is still 
considering other design opportunities to improve traffic operations at the 
US 380 and Custer Road intersection. Multiple turn lanes for each 
movement for the traditional interchange design is one of the design 
options considered.  

671  4/20/2023 Gail L 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

B is more cost effective and saves so much residential and business 
disruption. 

Your comment and support of Segment B is noted. According to Section 
3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, Segment A potentially 
displaces two residences and Segment B would potentially displace four 
residences. Segment A would potentially displace 14 businesses, including 
business being built at the time of EIS drafting, and Segment B would 
potentially displace none.  

672  4/20/2023 Gail P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
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673  3/7/2023 Gail Peter Wong Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Gail Peter Wong 
1808 Van Landingham 
Mckinney, TX 75071 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

674  4/20/2023 Gail R 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO! TO SEGMENT A . . . Period!!! Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

675  3/16/2023 Gail Weiland 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

676  4/20/2023 Garrett H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A, yes to segment B. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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677  2/17/2023 
Gary and Beth  

Hatch 
Online 

We see that Erwin Farms has proposed noise barriers and looking at the 
proposed route C on Bloomdale there are no noise barriers for  the 
Heatherwood subdivision on the south side of the proposed route between 
Lake Forest and Ridge.  We strongly recommend  sound barriers for this 
portion of the road to benefit our residents and quality of life. 

Your comment and concern about traffic noise is noted. A traffic noise 
analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA)–approved) Guidelines for Analysis and Abatement 
of Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise. Existing sound level 
measurements were collected at noise-sensitive areas, and noise modeling 
software was used to predict what noise levels could be expected in 2050. 
Noise mitigation would not be considered reasonable and feasible at your 
location per TxDOT Guidelines. TxDOT's evaluation shows the Heatherwood 
neighborhood currently has a brick privacy wall or barrier of some type that 
would reduce noise; therefore the area does not meet feasibility and 
reasonableness requirements. A detailed technical report on the traffic 
noise analysis that was conducted can be found in Appendix R of the DEIS. 

678  4/20/2023 Gary C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

We support Segment B. It make more sense in the long term. Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

679  4/20/2023 Gary K 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

If Proposal A is used I am very concerned about an increase of traffic thru 
Stonebridge Ranch development on Lake Forest , Ridge Road and 
Stonebridge Drive all of which have elementay schools on them inside our 
community 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

680  3/16/2023 Gary Lauman 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

681  4/20/2023 Gary M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Segment B is the best solution for price, duration and closures!! Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  
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682  
3/10/2023 
3/9/2023 

Gary Metzler 
Online (1) 
Email (1) 

I am a resident of Tucker Hill and my family adamantly opposes the 
Segment A preference by TxDOT.  The justification is faulty.  In your early 
correspondence, it was clear that Segment B  would cost less, was less 
distance and closed fewer businesses.  Taking the alternative route NORTH 
of 380 farther west is the RIGHT way to proceed. My home and family will 
suffer being burdened with this "Super Highway" on two sides.  Loud, busy 
and dirty. Main Gate was obviously the biggest advocate of Segment A, but 
you already conducted a thorough study that determined they would NOT 
be adversely impacted.   I also have a special needs child living in Tucker 
hill and this bypass should be shifted into the rural north Segment B. What 
about our home values?  We will be forced to leave this community.  
McKinney needs to stand up to TxDOT and Prosper and make this change! 
Respectfully, 
Gary, Stacy and Chloe Metzler 
7512 Hanover Street  
Tucker Hill  

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  
 
Changes in property values are driven by the value associated with site-
specific factors such as accessibility, safety, noise, visual amenities, 
proximity to shopping, community cohesion, and business productivity. 
TxDOT cannot reasonably foresee how any of these factors will impact 
property values. 
 
While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during 
its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through 
a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, 
municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue 
Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  

683  4/20/2023 Gary R 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I am a Stonebridge Ranch resident and I oppose Segment A and agree with 
Segment B. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

684  2/17/2023 Gary Sanders Online 

 I support route D 100% I protest the selection of  C as it is a much larger 
negative effect on Humans, Wild life, forest,woodlands, Mother Nature, 
Mother Earth. D only effects a few RENT HOUSES and modular homes on 
little pieces of land as it appears to me. Segment A was selected due to its 
minimal impact to residents and future development. Segment D should be 
selected for the same reasons. 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted.  

685  1/18/2023 Gary Talley Email 

Re:US380 Coit Road to FM1827 in Collin County, Tx 
Mr. Stephen Endres, 
Will Independence Parkway be extended to connect to the proposed 
service road? Appreciate your response in advance! Thank you! 
Gary Talley 
214-878-7392  
Email addresses:  talleyntex@aol.com        

Email response from TxDOT on 1/18/2023: 
 
It is planned to be. It is not a TxDOT project. It would be a city project. 
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686  4/20/2023 Gary W. Sanders Email 

Sent from my I Gary Sanders Protest and oppose the selection of route C 
100% as it is massive destruction to everything important in my 
relationship with life. I know it’s a wrong decision as I have talked 
personally with over 2000 people and 100% of them preferred D minimal 
destruction NOT ONE PERSON AGREES WITH C! I eliminated all the dots on 
the map that are people and businesses that chose to be on a highway. 
When I then look at it I get SICK because so much destruction that is 
unnecessary to all that’s important to life on route C on Route D nothing 
except for a small group of rental houses that can be replaced in any small 
community in Texas. Ranches are unique y’all have drawn through 6 
ranches in4/10 of mile when there is 2 miles of vacant land across the 
street, move it on the west side of Fm2933 where you won’t destroy or 
disrupt the retirement ranches of senior citizens.. obviously I am not an 
engineer or an expert but I do know RIGHT FROM WRONG! I took a pledge 
in 1966 that I still carry: Conservation Pledge which says I give my pledge 
as an American to save and faithfully to DEFEND from waste the natural 
resources of my country- it’s soil and minerals, it’s forest, waters and 
wildlife. I still live by that My opinion is the decision that seems to be the 
choice of only TxDOT is THE MOST DESTRUCTIVE ROUTE THAT COULD BE 
CHOSEN. I won’t post all the numbers of destruction and comparisons I 
know y’all probably have them memorized. I plead with you to do what is 
right. It’s Gods Earth and our job to respect it just as our bodies. PLEASE 
ALWAYS REMEMBER IT WAS THE BEST ENGINEERS THAT BUILT THE 
TITANIC!!! IT WAS THE COMMON MAN THAT BUILT NOAH’S ARK!!!! Signed,  
The common man 
Gary W. Sanders 
2500 FM 2933 
McKinney, Tx 
75071 
214-986-1537 

Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted. TxDOT selected 
Segment C over Segment D because Segment C minimizes impacts to 100-
year floodplains and regulatory floodways, therefore, requiring TxDOT to 
build much less of the roadway on elevated (bridge) structure. Segment C 
is also expected to draw traffic off FM 1827 by providing better 
connections to local roadways, would impact fewer major utilities, and 
would cost less to construct than Segment D.  
 
It is important to note that Segment D (with the Spur 399 interchange) is 
expected to displace 20 businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 
interchange) would potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would 
potentially displace seven residences, while Segment C would potentially 
displace 10 residences. 
 
Regarding moving the Segment C alignment, TxDOT developed the 
alignment to maximize the existing right-of-way from FM 2933 and 
minimize direct impact on local businesses along CR 332.   

687  3/15/2023 Gary Williams Email 

To whom it may concern, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Gary Williams 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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688  4/20/2023 Gay H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A -YES to segment B. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

689  4/20/2023 Gaye L 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I believe segment A is NOT the right choice. B is better for ourMcKinney 
community. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

690  4/20/2023 George B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Yes to segment B Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

691  2/25/2023 George Bouhasin Email 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  
Thank you, 
George Bouhasin 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

692  3/19/2023 
George E and 

Barbara A Dupont 
Online 

We are in support of TX DOT's recommended highway/380 By-Pass 
location along Segments A, E, and C.  We live in Prosper less than 0.5 miles 
west of FM 2478/Custer Road and 0.5 miles south of FM 1461/Frontier 
Parkway. As such, segments A and E represent the BEST solution for 
location of the 380 By-Pass for Prosper as well as McKinney.  Based upon 
feedback from some home/land owners along Segment C we would only 
ask that Tx DOT does it due diligence to insure that it also selects the BEST 
alternative between C and D for both the land/home owners, the 
neighborhoods, Collin County, and the State. Based upon what we know 
(and we don't live along Segment C), we would support Tx DOT on Segment 
C also after farther investing any other  alternatives between Segment C 
and Segment D.  
George and Barbara Dupont 
1400 Harvest Ridge Lane 
Prosper, TX  75078 

Your comment and support of Segments A and E is noted. Detailed 
information can be found in the DEIS document and multiple appendices 
posted at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. An EIS is a multi-year 
environmental review process, guided by State and Federal requirements, 
that provides the most rigorous analysis conducted by TxDOT of proposed 
alternatives and their environmental impacts. Any TxDOT environmental 
document, such as the one created for this study, must meet standards 
required by TxDOT policy to comply with Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) NEPA compliance procedures and Title 43, Chapter 2 of the Texas 
Administrative Code. The project team analyzed the areas around 
Segments C and D through multiple in-person field visits where Right of 
Entry (ROE) was granted, use of aerial imagery/maps, and existing 
databases including Collin County Appraisal District listings.  
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693  2/9/2023 
George Mavros 

and Karina 
Olevsky 

Email 

Public Comment Submission for: 
US 380  From Coit Road to FM 1827  
CSJs: 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, 0135-15-002  
Collin County, Texas  
Name: George Mavros and Karina Olevsky 
Residence: 1013 Hoyt Drive, McKinney, TX 75071 (just north of proposed 
project) 
Hi Mr. Endres, 
Per the instructions on the TX DOT website regarding this project, kindly 
consider this email to constitute a Public Comment submission. We would 
like to go on record supporting Segment D of the proposed plans and 
opposing Segment C of the proposed plan. Compared to Segment C, we 
believe Segment D will: disrupt less residents and businesses, preserve 
more of the natural forest and wildlife we enjoy seeing in the area, disturb 
less wetlands and would be better for traffic that Segment C. Thank you. 
Please let us know if you require any additional information. Confirmation 
of receipt would be greatly appreciated. 
George and Karina 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted.  

694  4/20/2023 George R 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Plan B should be chosen because it is less expensive than plan A and less 
disruptive to businesses and homes. We are 
also hearing the bypass will be moved 900 feet closer to Tucker Hill. 
Seems like two large developers are influencing TXDOT into making 
decisions favorable to their properties and detrimental to McKinney 
citizens. 

Your comment and support of Segment B is noted. According to Section 
3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, Segment A potentially 
displaces two residences and Segment B would potentially displace four 
residences. Segment A would potentially displace 14 businesses, including 
business being built at the time of EIS drafting, and Segment B would 
potentially displace none.  
 
The Segment A shift that was presented as a possible alternative design at 
the Public Hearing did not shift the proposed right-of-way for the freeway 
along the existing US 380 to the south of Tucker Hill. The freeway proposed 
right-of-way was shifted on the curve on the east side of Tucker Hill by 
approximately zero to 115 feet to the north and west. This is approximately 
a minimum of 800 feet from any Tucker Hill residence. 

695  4/20/2023 Gerald B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Plan A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

696  4/20/2023 Gerald S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to A, Yes to B !! Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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697  4/19/2023 Gerald Sweet Email 

I am a resident of Stonebridge in McKinney, Tx.  I am in full support of your 
proposed Segment B for the bypass on US 380.  I am very opposed to 
segment A of the proposed 380 expansion. B is at least $150 million less 
than A and that is before the following possible additional expenses based 
on your presentation. Cost could increase with the relocation of water lines 
in front of the McKinney water tanks. There are two damns that A would 
bisect and from your presentation you currently don’t know what issues or 
cost would be involved with them. Depressing 380 in front of Tucker Hill 
might be more costly due to the higher water table (again bisecting the 
damns). Once started there could be more potential problems with 
environmental cleanup on 2 business sites with the A route and none on 
the B route.   
Option A displaces more current business and current residential than B.  
You talk about future residential developments that MAY BE be impacted 
with B but there are CURRENT residents of both Stonebridge and Tucker 
Hill that will be impacted.  I have an autistic grandson that lives in Tucker 
Hill. Sounds are especially problematic.  What sound studies have been 
done to limit the amount of noise?  When were those studies done?  Dates, 
Times, Weather conditions? Where were the sensors located? B will not 
have an effect on Main Gait by your own research that you publicized  in 
spring 2022.  What factors changed your mind since you now say it will? B 
does not go through the middle of Prosper and will leave intact at least 15 
of their business. Fully Support Segment B! 
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. There are no impacts to existing dams within the proposed right-of-
way for the project. The proposed Segment A does cross two NRCS soil 
conservation reservoirs. The proposed Segment B would partially impact 
the spillway for an existing dam. 
 
The preliminary cost estimate for each segment is one of the many factors 
TxDOT considered when determining the Preferred Alternative, as shown in 
Figure 2-13 of the DEIS. As final design continues, cost estimates will be 
updated, and will factor in the costs of right-of-way acquisition. Impacts to 
future developments will also be re-evaluated. It is important to note that 
these costs are high-level estimates, using the information available now.  
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill. It is important to note that TxDOT is already 
proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by depressing the 
mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 
to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers, in addition to extending the 
existing noise wall. A traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance 
with TxDOT’s (FHWA–approved) Guidelines for Analysis and Abatement of 
Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise. Existing sound level 
measurements were collected at noise-sensitive areas, and noise modeling 
software was used to predict what noise levels could be expected in 2050. 
Noise levels were predicted out to 500 feet from the edge of proposed 
right-of-way. In areas where a noise impact was projected to occur, noise 
barriers were evaluated for feasibility and reasonableness. Details of the 
traffic noise analysis and location of the noise receivers can be found in 
Appendix R of the DEIS. The receiver locations are on page 76. 
 
Regarding future developments, there are both residential and commercial 
developments under construction and being planned along Segments A 
and B. Those that TxDOT was made aware of prior to the Public Hearing are 
shown on the Segment Analysis Matrix with their development status and 
the development heat map exhibit available on the Public Hearing website. 
Many future homes that are currently under construction in the Ladera 
residential development would have been directly impacted by Segment B.  
Due to the rapidly changing nature of developments as they go through 
local planning processes, TxDOT only classified a development as future 
displacements if the development is expected to be occupied by the 
anticipated ROD date.  
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

698  4/20/2023 Gerene G 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Please implement Segment B for the US380 Bypass project. I strongly 
oppose Segment A. Segment B costs less and provides the least disruption 
to residents of McKinney. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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699  3/28/2023 Gerene Gramlich Email 

Hi Stephen, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Thank you for 
accepting input from area homeowners. Regards, 
Gerene Gramlich 
3601 Rottino Drive 
McKinney, TX 75070 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

700  3/16/2023 Gina Alfero 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

701  4/20/2023 Gina F 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Stop wasting taxpayer money! Choose B! Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

702  3/22/2023 Gina Fuller Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Please listen to 
us!  This option will ruin our community. 
Gina Fuller 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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703  3/29/2023 Gina Fuller Email 

Great, thanks for the update. We appreciate you listening and reviewing all 
of our input!  I appreciate all you do, but I have had a very difficult time 
understanding why TXDOT chose the much more expensive route which 
comes just east of Stonebridge Drive.  How did Prosper win out? (Was it 
that their mayor had a bigger voice?  Bill Darling?  I don't know? )  Does the 
state always choose the most expensive option?  I don't think so.   I am 
very frustrated with the elected leaders in McKinney.  This route will 
destroy Stonebridge, Tucker Hill and all the other businesses along this 
route.  I also have a difficult time understanding why Segment C was 
selected over Segment D since C impacts more homes.  I think our Mayor 
has sold out all the citizens of McKinney to achieve his agenda for the 
airport and his other developments.   "They made the decision, so now 
we’re trying to figure out how best to move forward.” George Fuller. Will you 
please explain this to me and the other citizens who are going to be 
impacted by our mayor's weak response?   
Gina Fuller 

Your comment is noted. While public input is one of the many factors 
considered by TxDOT during its decision-making process, a Preferred 
Alternative is not selected through a voting process, nor is it selected solely 
based on input from the public, municipal or agency leaders, or elected 
officials. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, 
and C) as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, 
considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing 
evaluation matrices.  

704  3/1/2023 Girlie Candela Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Girlie Candela  

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

705  4/19/2023 
Glenn R. and 

Cynthia L. 
Goodwin 

Email 

Mr. Endres,  
I am writing to you on my and my wife's behalf to express our extreme 
disagreement and displeasure with TXDOT's preliminary decision to choose 
Option A as the preferred route for a proposed bypass of Highway 380. We 
have attached a very thorough response prepared by one of our neighbors, 
and we agree with everything said in that letter. We will not belabor the 
point by repeating everything said therein, but direct you to its contents as 
an accurate description of our position on TXDOT's preliminary decision. 
Instead, we will merely mention a couple of points that were either missed 
in that letter or not highlighted enough to convey our true feelings. The first 
point is that we feel the preliminary decision, choosing Option A, is 
incredibly short-sighted and will do little to achieve the goal of limiting 
traffic on 380. I moved to McKinney in July 2010 for work, and my wife and 
I bought a lot in Tucker Hill that August to begin building the home in which 
we now live. We closed on the house and moved in around the beginning of 
April 2011. At that time, I was commuting west on 380 and south on the 
DNT to get to my workplace in Plano. Once I got beyond the Walmart on 
Custer and 380, there was very little development all the way to the DNT. I 
saw fields on both sides of the road, covered with hay bales and a morning 
mist. We both know how much of that land is now developed; there is 
barely a field left. The same holds true if one continues west of the DNT 
toward Denton. With all that growth, there is no question that N. Texas 
needs a bypass north of 380. The problem with Option A for the bypass is 
that it won't accomplish what is needed. Development continues at a very 
fast pace between Tucker Hill and DNT and beyond. Within just a couple 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 
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years, we'll have the PGA and Universal adding to congestion as well. So, 
building a bypass that travels south to meet 380 east of Tucker Hill is an 
exercise in futility. If TXDOT began the project today, it would be useless by 
the time it's finished. If it begins construction in a few years as is 
contemplated, the bypass's use in decreasing 380 traffic will be like 
throwing a pebble in the ocean. In fact, TXDOT should not even be 
considering a bypass route that reconnects with 380 anywhere east of 
DNT. The more forward-thinking decision would be to have the northern 
bypass not turn south until it hits I-35 in Denton. Anything west of that will 
simply be too little, too late, and a tremendous waste of taxpayers' money. 
The second point we wish to emphasize concerns the more recent idea of 
moving Option A even further west, but still east of Tucker Hill, ostensibly to 
allow more room for the development of a proposed apartment complex 
immediately east of Tucker Hill. Given what I've said above, it should be no 
surprise that we object to this idea as well. As noted in the attached letter, 
choosing Option A over Option B (or, more ideally, an even more westerly 
route) gives preference to future developments over existing residents in 
Tucker Hill, many of whom have lived here even longer than our 12+ years. 
That makes absolutely no sense. And to push Option A even closer to our 
neighborhood suffers from the same fault of logic and common sense; it 
gives preference to a developer and future short-term, transient apartment 
renters over existing long-term homeowners in Tucker Hill. How Option A 
has even been considered in the past is beyond me, and that's before one 
considers the many arguments, comments and questions contained in the 
attached letter regarding the cost and impact of Option A vs. Option B. In 
short, my wife and I strongly object to TXDOT's preference for Option A, and 
we request that TXDOT reconsider that choice carefully before reaching a 
final decision. Thank you for your time and consideration of this request. 
Sincerely, 
Glenn R. Goodwin 
Cynthia L. Goodwin 
7101 Edgarton Way 
McKinney, TX 75071 
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

706  3/8/2023 Glenna Lowe Email 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
I am again reaching out to you regarding the 380 Bypass that is being 
proposed to go through a heavily populated and occupied area (by both 
residents and businesses) in McKinney.  I STRONGLY OPPOSE the Segment 
A option (380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827) and strongly support the 
Segment B option. I have been a McKinney resident for over 30 years and 
the Segment A option will cause untold damages to the Stonebridge Ranch 
lifestyle, the Tucker Hill community and disrupt thousands of citizens 
throughout McKinney. I find the differences between Segment A and 
Segment B numerous.  
1) Segment A will impact the citizens and businesses along 380 
disproportionately compared to primarily open and less populated areas in 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
 
Right-of-way acquisition estimates were calculated using Collin County 
Appraisal District as a guide to come up with square footage cost. All right-
of-way acquisition would be completed in accordance with the Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, 
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Segment B.  
        a)    Segment A destroys 27 businesses, 12 displacements and 2 
homes currently. 
        b)    Segment B destroys NO businesses, 7 displacements and 5 
homes. 
2) Segment B construction will cost less money and impact fewer 
residents, land owners and businesses.  
        a)    Segment A acquisition cost is estimated to be $69 million dollars 
higher than Segment B.  
        b)    This is before cost overruns. 
3)  Segment B will reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents. 
        a)    TxDOT is expecting the City of McKinney to pay $120 million for 
right of way acquisitions.  
        b)    This is an unplanned tax on the citizens of this City. 
        c)    This amount will likely increase significantly due to the number of 
businesses and residents involved. 
I realize there are some very influential "forces" that oppose the Segment B 
option, but the logical and economical option is Segment B. It is less costly 
and impacts NO businesses, fewer residents and land owners. I strongly 
urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the 380 
Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Thank you. 
Glenna Lowe 
6604 Spring Wagon Dr 
McKinney, Texas 75071 
214-693-4127 

as amended. Brochures, including two booklets titled “The Purchase of 
Right of Way,” and “Relocation Assistance,” are available on the project 
website. These booklets contain detailed information to inform property 
owners of their rights and provide information about the TxDOT right-of-way 
acquisition process. Individual property acquisition cost and relocation 
assistance will be evaluated based on fair market value determined by an 
independent third-party appraiser.  
 
TxDOT is working closely with the City of McKinney to determine the cost of 
acquiring right-of-way. TxDOT will continue to assist the City in identifying 
funding opportunities. This project is currently partially funded for 
construction and cannot let for construction until funding is identified; 
however, right-of-way acquisition can proceed even if the project is not 
funded for construction.  
 
The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing 
congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. If 
constructed, the project would adhere to current design standards and 
address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. The freeway 
design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from driveways and other 
roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be available 
at signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of 
conflict points. 
 
A traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA)–approved) Guidelines for Analysis and 
Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise. Existing 
sound level measurements were collected at noise-sensitive areas, and 
noise modeling software was used to predict what noise levels could be 
expected in 2050. In areas where a noise impact was projected to occur, 
noise barriers were evaluated for feasibility and reasonableness. A detailed 
technical report on the traffic noise analysis that was conducted can be 
found in Appendix R of the DEIS. 
 
TxDOT is proposing the following mitigation as part of the Preferred 
Alternative identified in the draft EIS:   
-building sound barriers (noise walls) that do not exist today,  
-depressing the main lanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch 
neighborhoods to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers, and 
-providing local street crossings over the depressed section to provide 
connectivity between neighborhoods. 



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

707  3/16/2023 Gloria Redwine 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

708  2/21/2023 Gordon Bius Online 

Gordon & Cathy Bius 
14055 Red Oak Circle N 
We are concerned about the escalation of highway noise, so we are 
requesting a noise barrier behind our addition, ie wall, etc. 

Your comment and concern about traffic noise and air quality is noted. A 
traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (FHWA–
approved) Guidelines for Analysis and Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise 
and Construction Noise. Existing sound level measurements were collected 
at noise-sensitive areas, and noise modeling software was used to predict 
what noise levels could be expected in 2050. In areas where a noise 
impact was projected to occur, noise barriers were evaluated for feasibility 
and reasonableness. TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and 
possible mitigation in several areas, including in your area.  A detailed 
technical report on the traffic noise analysis that was conducted can be 
found in Appendix R of the DEIS. 

709  2/18/2023 Gordon Crowe Online 

"I believe option "A" best choice for bypass around McKinney" Your comment and support of Segment A is noted.  
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710  2/16/2023 Gordon O'Neal Online 

Option C will be a disaster for our neighborhood and the environment. 
C divides our neighborhood, splits our road, and separates property from 
owners. 
D is a better choice. The floodplain where D would go is less valuable than 
the land encompassed by Option C, which is almost all valuable building 
sites well away from flooding. 
C will cross some of the last heavily wooded property near McKinney. It will 
destroy the habitats of deer, otters, beaver, raccoons, bobcats, and more.  
It will cross a wetland where ducks and geese winter every year. 
No one has even walked the land where C will cross, but have only studied 
aerial photos and maps which do not convey the actual habitats. C is the 
worse choice. D is much better. 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway.  Segment C stretches farther east out of the floodplain. Segment 
D straddles the floodplain for most of its length. Using bridges to span 
floodways to minimize the placement of fill material, including bridge 
bents, within the mapped 100-year floodplain is part of the design for 
Segments C and D. With an alignment outside of these areas, more of the 
roadway would require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be 
built, therefore reducing anticipated construction costs. 
 
Detailed information can be found in the DEIS document and multiple 
appendices posted at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. An EIS is a 
multi-year environmental review process, guided by State and Federal 
requirements, that provides the most rigorous analysis conducted by 
TxDOT of proposed alternatives and their environmental impacts. Any 
TxDOT environmental document, such as the one created for this study, 
must meet standards required by TxDOT policy to comply with Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) NEPA compliance procedures and Title 43, 
Chapter 2 of the Texas Administrative Code. The project team analyzed the 
areas around Segments C and D through multiple in-person field visits 
where Right of Entry (ROE) was granted, use of aerial imagery/maps, and 
existing databases including Collin County Appraisal District listings.  
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711  2/6/2023 
Gordon/Margaret 

O'Neal 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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712  2/17/2023 GR M Online 

As a Collin County resident, I support the Brown Alternative (segments B-E-
C) also publicly-supported by the City Council of the City of McKinney.  In 
my view, this alternative will be the best in terms of a solution that will be 
workable many years longer in this high-growth area of the State of Texas 
than the A-E-C alternative, involve only marginally more property owner 
displacements while allowing for a faster commute through the area for the 
tens of thousands of vehicles that will use this.  Please reconsider and 
select the City-preferred alignment of B-E-C.  Thank you for your 
consideration. 

Your comment and support of the Brown Alternative is noted.  

713  2/6/2023 Grady Prince 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
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The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

714  3/7/2023 Graeme Peart Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

715  4/20/2023 Graham W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

$100M More expensive (!?); uproot and impact EXISTING businesses and 
homes v. PLANNED; ignores established noise pollution and its fallout; 
Stonebridge, Tucker Hill, Auburn Hills, and more affected negatively; school 
bus routes and daily traffic entry / exit points impacted...\"A\" seems like a 
suspicious choice. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. According to Section 
3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, Segment A potentially 
displaces two residences and Segment B would potentially displace four 
residences. Segment A would potentially displace 14 businesses, including 
business being built at the time of EIS drafting, and Segment B would 
potentially displace none.  

716  4/20/2023 Graham Weedon Email 

Dear Sir, please see the attached document containing mine and my 
neighbor's observations and objections to the propose Segment A Bypass. 
Thank you, 
Graham Weedon  
214-287-9270 
 
Attached comment and its response can be found in Section A2 of the 
Public Hearing Summary. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
 
Attached comment and its response can be found in Section A2 of the 
Public Hearing Summary. 

717  4/20/2023 Grayson L 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I absolutely oppose Segment A and prefer Segment B for displacement, tax 
& financial, and environmental reasons. Segment B is better for both the 
McKinney and Prosper communities in the long-term. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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718  3/15/2023 Greg Baumli Email 

Mr. Endres,  
I am a resident of Whitley Place (3661 Spicewood Dr.) in Prosper, Texas.  I 
fully support the finding of the DEIS study in finding Segment A to be the 
preferred alternative for Highway 380. Segment A would preserve the 
following resources:  
• Mane Gait 
• Ladera of Prosper 
• Founders Academy 
• Malabar Hills Residential Community 
• Walnut Grove High School 
I support Segment A.   
Regards  
Greg Baumli  
3661 Spicewood Drive  
Prosper, TX 75078  
847-722-1640  

Your comment, support of Segment A, and opposition of Segment B is 
noted. The Preferred Alternative selected was the Blue Alternative, which 
does not include Segment B.  

719  4/20/2023 Greg F 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Solution B is a far superior route than solution A. Less impact on effected 
homes and property and less exspensive 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none.  

720  2/22/2023 Greg Ishmael Online 

We strongly oppose Route C and want it changed back to Route D. Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted.  

721  2/22/2023 Greg Klement Online 

Our family and business support using option B.  It cost less, it shorter and 
will get traffic further away from the bottleneck of 380 & 75.  Option A will 
just move the problem a few miles from Hwy 380 & 75 to Ridge & Hwy 
380. 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. 

722  4/20/2023 Greg R 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to A, yes to B. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

723  4/20/2023 Greg S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to A. B effects fewer CURRENT and future residences plus is 
$200,000,000.00 less. by every matrix TXDOT used, B is less impactful 
then A. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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724  3/9/2023 Greg Sarro Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost 
less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, adversely impact fewer 
businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 
Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I respectfully request that you to implement Segment B as the 
preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Greg Sarro 
1909 Fieldstone Court 
McKinney TX 75072 
Mobile (214) 697-0302 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

725  3/13/2023 Greg Sweet Email 

I would like to request an extension of the comment period for TXDOT'S 
proposed 380 bypass route We need more time to fully evaluate the 
impacts and possible mitigation measures that can be taken to protect 
Tucker Hill as well as the other communities and businesses affected by 
Option A.  
Greg Sweet 

This US 380 Project’s comment period has been longer than most because 
it opened when the DEIS was announced, which was January 13, 2023. 
TxDOT granted two separate 15-day extensions to the comment period to 
close April 20, 2023 instead of March 21, 2023 as advertised at the Public 
Hearing.   
 
Detailed study information is available in the DEIS document posted at 
www.kwww.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. 
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726  4/17/2023 Greg Sweet Email 

I am a resident of McKinney, Tx and a homeowner in Tucker Hill 
Development. I want to strongly SUPPORT segment B of the proposed 380 
expansion. As a resident of TH we only have 2 exits from our neighborhood, 
both out to 380. Any construction for 3-5 years in front of our neighborhood 
would severely impact our safety. What safeguards will be implemented 
should you proceed with A for our community during construction? 
Emergency vehicle response times would be greatly increased. This also 
would continue based on your drawing of what segment A would look like 
as any emergency vehicle coming from the west would have to go beyond 
TH and if we had to go east to Baylor hospital we would have to head west 
first. How is TxDOT going to address this issue also during the construction 
phase? We have been hearing for 7 years that Stonebridge is going to be 
extended but still has not so no guarantees that it will be prior to 
construction. Is this something TxDOT will take a proactive approach on? 
Further, your own matrix shows the number of businesses, residents, and 
other displacements to be less with B. Cost is much less, nearly $150m, 
with your current estimates with B. You even state it could go higher with 
the utility rerouting. Environmental impact is even less with option B. 
Segment A could have a potential high-risk EPA clean up where B has zero. 
These are all things from your own study. There are numerous other issues 
and questions with regard to the study used to base your decision. I have 
attached a copy of all issues and supported references. What study has 
TxDOT done to show the full impact of air quality both during and after 
construction? Where were those monitors located? What dates and times 
were collected during this study? What list of assumptions did TxDOT use 
in regards to weather etc during this study? I would also like the above 
questions answered for the sound study that was done in Tucker Hill. Why 
are there no plans to put up sound barriers on the north side (Tucker Hill) 
but on the south side (Stonebridge)? Prevailing winds are from the south 
and we would be affected most. Segment A consists of 2 90 degree turns. 
What studies have been done on the safety of those as compared to the 
gradual lane shift in B?  
Greg Sweet 
7604 Townsend Blvd 
McKinney, Tx 75071 
 
Attached comment and its response can be found in Section A2 of the 
Public Hearing Summary. 

Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  
 
Attached comment and its response can be found in Section A2 of the 
Public Hearing Summary. 
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727  3/7/2023 Greg Tappert Email 

As a homeowner and resident of McKinney, TX, I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to choose Segment B as the preferred option 
for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Greg Tappert 
608 Rough Creek Drive 
McKinney, TX 75071-6429 
972-741-3363 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

728  3/14/2023 Gregg Payne Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Gregg Payne 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

729  3/15/2023 Gregg Swartz Email 

Mr. Endres, 
I am writing to submit my thoughts on the proposed 380 bypass.  I have 
previously submitted an email to you voicing my strong opposition to the B 
route, which would have gone through Prosper, close to our home in 
Whitley Place, and disrupted traffic at the new high school and the 
Founders’ Academy and disturbed and disrupted the operations of Mane 
Gait Equine Therapy.  We are still strongly opposed to this Option B, and I 
ask that it never be reconsidered. My first preference is to have the No 
Build Alternative for the 380 bypass.  However, if this is not feasible, then I 
am in support of the proposed Blue Alternative (A, E, and C route), as I 
believe this route would cause the lease disruption to the existing 
communities and overall environment. Thank you for allowing me to 
comment.      
Gregg Swartz 
Group Manager, EV Infrastructure & Business Strategy 
EV Charging Solutions 
Toyota Motor North America 
+1 (310) 480-8632 Mobile 
+1 (469) 292-4927 Office 
gregg.swartz@toyota.com  
  

Your comment, opposition of Segment B, and support of the No-Build 
Alternative and the Blue Alternative is noted.  
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730  4/20/2023 Gregory T 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to Segment A! YES to Segment B! Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

731  4/20/2023 Gregory Y 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I support segment B of the proposed US 380 route. Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

732  2/17/2023 Gretchen Adams Online 

I'm against C and prefer D. Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted.  

733  4/20/2023 Gretchen B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to Segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

734  2/23/2023 
Gretchen Stofer 

Darby 
Email 

Hi Stephen,  
I wanted to formally submit my support for the current plan to keep 380 on 
380 through Prosper.  
Thanks so much.  
Gretchen  

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  

735  3/16/2023 
Gwendolyn 

Pobanz 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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736  3/21/2023 
H Alexander 

Johnson 
Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment B for the US 380 Bypass.  I strongly urge you to 
implement Segment A as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass. 
H Alexander Johnson 
6101 GREYWALLS DR 
McKinney, TX 75072 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

737  3/31/2023 H H Online 

As a resident of Tucker Hill, I oppose route A and support Route B. 
Currently, Segment A includes a below-grade design only "generally 
considered to help with mitigating noise impacts." TxDot must do better. 
Tucker Hill will bear a greater burden of this community's needs due to 
visual and noise impacts to the East and limited access to the South - with 
additional noise impacts from that direction as well. If a bypass of 380 is 
the objective, what traffic is being bypassed when the route is in line with 
the current roadway? Instead, Tucker Hill will become more difficult to 
access, with one entry point that leads to an 8-lane highway - below. Please 
do not protect the future development of Propser while ignoring this 
unique, and incomplete, development in McKinney. Should Segment A 
move forward, please consider adjustments to extend Stonebridge Ranch 
to allow West access to Tuck Hill. Please include more noise abatement 
measures as well.  

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. The Preferred Alternative would maintain the two existing entry 
points to Tucker Hill from the existing US 380 at Grassmere Ln. and 
Tremont Blvd. Each is accessible from frontage roads.  
 
In response to concerns from Tucker Hill residents, the roll plots for the 
Public Hearing showed that TxDOT added a connection over the freeway at 
Tremont Blvd. and the future US 380. This at-grade overpass over the 
depressed mainlanes will allow for left in and left out access to Tucker Hill. 
It also means that drivers will have a direct entrance to Tucker Hill instead 
of driving further to U-turn at another interchange.  
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill. 

738  4/18/2023 H Johnson Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment B for the US 380 Bypass.  Furthermore, I 
understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, 
reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 
and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge 
Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney.  I 
strongly urge you to implement Segment A as the preferred option for the 
US 380 Bypass Furthermore we oppose the roundabout at Ridge and 
Glenn Oaks. Absolutely NO NEEDED 
H 
Johnson                                                                                                                      

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions.  
 
TxDOT does not have jurisdiction over any local government project 
including one at Ridge Road and Glenn Oaks.  

739  2/17/2023 H Norton Online 

We oppose route C as it takes more ag land from farmers and ranchers 
than the alternate route, D.  However, both routes will merge and dump a 
tremendous amount of traffic in Princeton, which just moves the problem 
further east.  There should be a continuous northern route that 
encompasses Princeton as well.  These routes also forget entirely the city 
of New Hope, which will now become an island with no clear way of 
entering or leaving the city.  It will eventually erase this small paradise in 
Collin County.  McKinney is no longer unique by nature....there is no more 
nature, and we are becoming Plano. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted. TxDOT is also 
conducting a schematic design and environmental study for US 380 in 
Princeton. Routes being considered include a new location freeway to the 
north of Princeton. More information about that project can be found at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/projects/us-highways/us-380-from-fm-
1827-to-cr-560-princeton-area.  
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740  
4/4/2023 
4/5/2023 

Hailey Innes Email (2) 

Senator Paxton, Representative Leach, and Mr. Endres: 
I strongly oppose Segment C and support Segment D. It is easy to look at 
the map and see how many more homes, businesses, and community 
services are destroyed or negatively affected by Segment C. I’m also very 
concerned about the environmental impact to the largest forest in central 
Collin County. I do not want the wetlands impacted by a large highway. I 
totally oppose Segment C and support Segment D. Thank you for your 
representation,  
Hailey Innes, MS, LPC 

Your comment, opposition of Segment C, and support of Segment D is 
noted.  According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  

741  2/25/2023 Hannah Miller Online 

Option B is less expensive and safer than Option A.   TXDOT should 
reconsider and implement Segment B. 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. 

742  4/20/2023 Hannah P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

The noise pollution this would cause to our exceptional community would 
be almost impossible to live with. Hundreds of homes will be negatively 
impacted by this decision. 

Your comment is noted.  TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and 
possible mitigation in several areas 
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743  3/28/2023 Hany Hassan Email 

Hello Mr. Endres, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Hany Hassan 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

744  2/24/2023 Hari Bikkina Online 

I live in Bloomridge community which is falling immediate next to the 
proposed highway. We decided to buy home in this community even though 
it’s remote is for its calmness and peacefulness. I agree that there should 
be development but not such a big highly next to my home. This will 
increase traffic, noise levels, rush. We strongly appear this coming in 
bloomdale road. Please consider an alternative route which will keep 
McKinney city environment safe and calm 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted.  

745  3/16/2023 Harli M. Dollinger Email 

Dear Sir - 
I am writing to express my opposition to Route C on the TX-DOT Spur 399 
extension project. 
Route C affects and displaces significantly more homes, businesses, and 
community resources than route D. It also divides the residential and 
farming/ranching communities that make this area of Collin County 
unique. Perhaps even more concerning, Route C severely damages one of 
the largest remaining forests in central Collin County. It destroys 71% more 
acres of forests and woodland and 141% more acres of grassland and 
prairie than Route D. Not surprisingly, Route C is also strongly opposed by 
Texas Parks and Wildlife. 
Personally, Route C will destroy an area that I have known and loved as a 
long-time resident of Collin County. If Route C is imposed, we will lose 
access to community riding arenas, wooded trails, and outdoor pursuits. 
While Route C may be the more economical option in the short-term, Route 
D will preserve more developable land for future growth in Collin County by 
making use of flood plain space that is otherwise unusable. 
I fully support Route D on the Spur 399 extension in Collin County. Many 
Thanks for Your Attention to this Matter, 
Harli M. Dollinger, Ph.D. 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. This US 380 EIS project and the Spur 399 Extension project are 
separate projects with independent utility. Both Segments C and D can be 
connected to the Spur 399 Preferred Alternative and that is how they were 
evaluated in the DEIS. The decision for the US 380 Preferred Alternative is 
not based on the Preferred Alternative for Spur 399.  
 
According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D (with the 
Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 businesses, 
while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would potentially 
displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace seven 
residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 residences. 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
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require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
The proposed US 380 project could influence future land use changes 
within the Area of Influence (AOI) (defined in Section 3.15.2 of the DEIS); 
however, new and planned residential developments are more likely to 
influence changes in land use patterns, changes in land cover, and induce 
growth within the AOI than construction of any of the roadway segments. 
According to input from the City of McKinney, the proposed project would 
support future commercial and industrial development around Segment C; 
however, the proposed project would not be the primary factor considered 
in making land use decisions in the area. 
 
TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the impacts 
mentioned in their comments were several of the many things TxDOT had 
to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, the natural 
resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the Preferred 
Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation strategies 
such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections to span 
streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from streams 
and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill material in 
jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation credits from 
stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation for impacts to 
waters of the US and wetlands.   
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746  4/3/2023 
Harry 

Baumgarten 
Online 

As a McKinney resident, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of Segment A 
over Segment B ignores the findings of the environmental study, applies 
criteria to support this decision inconsistently, is fiscally irresponsible to 
the taxpayers and places an unsupportable financial burden on the City of 
McKinney and its taxpayers. 
Findings of the Environmental Impact Study should have led to selection of 
Segment B. 
• No businesses displaced, rather than 15 current businesses displaced in 
Segment A. 
• 2 rather than 7 major utility conflicts in Segment A 
•No hazardous material sites impacted, rather than 2 in Segment A. 
• Nearly twice the impact to rivers and streams; ½ mile vs. 1 mile 
• Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged over 
150 years. 
Segment B saves over $150 million dollars for Collin County Taxpayers vs. 
Segment A 
• $153M in right of way costs, rather than $198M in Segment A. 
• $25M in utility relocation costs, rather than $75 in Segment A. 
• $588M in design and construction costs rather than $608M in Segment 
A. 
• $40M savings in utility relocation for the City of McKinney. 
TXDOT’s own findings indicate that the continued emphasis on ManeGait is 
unwarranted. 
• The design updates to Segment B have fully mitigated any impact to 
ManeGait 
• TXDOT has received a copy of a study from Shea Center & 
Dreamcatchers, California service ranch 
with a similar project that impacted their area which found there was 
minimal impact. 
• TXDOT has said that Segment B “would not make the ManeGait 
inaccessible to persons with 
disabilities and would not violate the Americans with Disabilities Act” 
Priority has not been given to safety and the increased risk of fatal 
accidents 
• Segment A contains two 90 degree turns with a change of grade which 
will present a greater risk of 
fatal accidents. 
• TXDOT did not reveal the comparison between fatality analysis for 
Segment A & B 
Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 
Highway increasing the risk 
of work zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic patterns. 
• According to TXDOT, 26,000 work zone crashes in 2021 resulted in 244 
deaths. 
• The extended construction time required to regrade the existing road bed 
will increase the disruption to 
existing traffic for several years of construction. 
Criteria used to support Segment selection was not applied consistently. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions.  
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill. TxDOT is also still evaluating the impacts of the 
Segment A shift which was presented as a possible alternative design at 
the Public Hearing. It did not shift the proposed right-of-way for the freeway 
along the existing US 380 to the south of Tucker Hill. The freeway proposed 
right-of-way was shifted on the curve on the east side of Tucker Hill by 
approximately zero to 115 feet to the north and west. This is approximately 
a minimum of 800 feet from any Tucker Hill residence.  
 
The same criteria were used to compare all segments. Specific weights 
were not applied to evaluation criteria. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative 
(comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after 
reviewing the technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, 
and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices. One of the many reasons 
that TxDOT evaluated the project by end-to-end alternatives and by 
segment is because there are notable differences in the three focus areas.  
For example, Focus Area 1, which includes Segments A and B, is expected 
to have much more future development particularly residential which will 
likely be built by the time TxDOT is able to construct this project.   
 
Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles 
per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air 
quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is 
consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 
State Implementation Plan (SIP), the North Central Texas Council of 
Governments (NCTCOG) Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). TxDOT modeled carbon 
monoxide concentrations (CO TAQA) and none of the modeled 
concentrations exceeded the Environmental Protection Agency's 1-hour or 
8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. TxDOT 
performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis. The total 
MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43% by 2050 
due to higher combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification 
of the US fleet. More information about the air quality analysis that was 
conducted can be found in the DEIS document in Section 3.12. 
 
The design for Segment A meets the criteria outlined in TxDOT's Roadway 
Design Manual, including stopping sight distance. Similar freeway curves 
can be found in the region including President George Bush Turnpike and I-
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The criteria applied to 
recommend Segment C, would conclude Segment B is the preferred option. 
• C vs. D was compared based on objective cost data 
• A vs. B comparison featured subjective measures, such as counting the 
number of comments 
submitted vs. objective facts 
The current TXDOT budget and plans do not include the mitigation 
measures necessary to address the 
impact of increased environmental and noise pollution, as well as 
concerning traffic hazards, for the 
current McKinney neighborhoods impacted by Segment A. In addition to 
the depressed roadway: 
• A sound wall across the full length of Tucker Hill property fronting 380 
consistent with the character of 
the entry being removed and providing privacy from cut thru traffic. 
• The extension of Stonebridge Drive and new entrance on Townsend 
Boulevard for Tucker Hill residents 
in the character of the current entrance at Tremont Boulevard. 

35 interchange. 
 
TxDOT provides a summary of fatal and injury crashes by alternative on 
page 2-33 of the DEIS.  
 
During the next phase of project development, TxDOT will break the project 
into different construction projects. Each construction project will also 
develop a detailed traffic control plan or construction phasing plan before 
construction to minimize traffic disruption and outline how access will be 
maintained during construction. TxDOT will continue to work with adjacent 
property owners and stakeholders through final design to minimize impacts 
to adjacent properties and neighborhoods, as feasible. More information 
about construction phase impacts can be found in Section 3.17 of the 
DEIS.    
 
The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by 
applicable federal environmental laws for this project are being, or have 
been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum 
of Understanding dated December 9, 2019, and executed by the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) and TxDOT. Under “NEPA Assignment”, 
TxDOT adheres to FHWA policies in accordance with the CEQ’s NEPA 
Implementing Regulations. As described throughout Chapter 3 of the DEIS, 
TxDOT assessed the direct impacts of the project such as clearing 
vegetation, placing fill material within wetlands, displacing homes or 
businesses, traffic noise, etc. and the potential for the alternatives 
considered to induce changes in land use and growth within the Study 
Area. TxDOT also addressed any adverse environmental impacts that 
cannot be avoided, the measures considered to minimize harm and to 
mitigate adverse effects, where applicable; and the steps taken during the 
study to comply with applicable state and federal environmental laws. 

747  2/16/2023 
Heather  

McCauley 
Paper form 

I strongly oppose Route C. Please go with Route D, which will not disrupt 
the wildlife, people, properties, and businesses that have been there for 
generations.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway.  Segment C stretches farther east out of the floodplain. Segment 
D straddles the floodplain for most of its length. Using bridges to span 
floodways to minimize the placement of fill material, including bridge 
bents, within the mapped 100-year floodplain is part of the design for 
Segments C and D. With an alignment outside of these areas, more of the 
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roadway would require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be 
built, therefore reducing anticipated construction costs. 

748  4/20/2023 Heather B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

749  3/7/2023 
Heather 

Guarnera 
Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

750  3/15/2023 Heather M. Booth Email 

Hello! 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Heather M. Booth, MS, OTR 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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751  2/17/2023 
Heather 

McCauley 
Online 

I strongly oppose Route C, it will destroy too much wildlife and ranches and 
property.  Please please go with Route D, which goes through a floodplain 
and will not disrupt the wildlife, people, properties and their businesses 
that have been there for generations.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway.  Segment C stretches farther east out of the floodplain. Segment 
D straddles the floodplain for most of its length. Using bridges to span 
floodways to minimize the placement of fill material, including bridge 
bents, within the mapped 100-year floodplain is part of the design for 
Segments C and D. With an alignment outside of these areas, more of the 
roadway would require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be 
built, therefore reducing anticipated construction costs. 

752  3/15/2023 
Heather 

McGowan 
Email 

To: 
Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov  
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely- 
Longtime homeowner, tax payer & citizen of Mckinney  

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

753  4/20/2023 Heather P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX, I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residentsand thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

754  2/25/2023 Heather Peoples Online 

I want to voice my concern over this project and say NO to Segment A, YES 
to Segment B.  As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX, I strongly 
OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue 
Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to 
FM 1827.  Segment A has a detrimental impact on surrounding 
communities and will create major traffic disruptions, increased noise, 
increased health and environmental concerns, as well as impact our 
schools and neighborhoods. 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted.  
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755  2/18/2023 Heather Powell Online 

Prosper has planned for the expansion of 380. Prosper should not have to 
pay for the mistakes of McKinney. We are a smaller city than McKinney 
and we have less land to utilize for the best interest of Prosper.  We have 
areas that need to be protected for the best interest of the community as 
well. The Bypass would wreck the future plans of said land. Please keep 
the bypass East of Prosper.  

Your comment is noted. TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative as its 
Preferred Alternative, which includes Segment A along the existing US 380 
in Prosper. This means that the new location portion of the freeway would 
not diverge from the existing US 380 at Coit Road or into the Town of 
Prosper. 

756  4/20/2023 Heather T 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A; yes to segment B. I strongly urge TxDOT to implement 
Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 
to FM 1827. Route B looks like a safer road system with less turns, 
accidents and traffic delays. Additionally B will have less of negative impact 
on the environment and climate change as the traffic will flow more 
efficiently. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

757  2/6/2023 
Heidi Pastore-

Carter 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
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community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

758  4/20/2023 Helen B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A I strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the 
preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

759  4/20/2023 Helen W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I vote in favor of Option B. Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

760  2/13/2023 Helene Langer Email 

Please take this comment against the Blue Alternative for the 380 bypass 
development. I currently reside my two horses at Tara Royal Equestrian 
Center which is the most peaceful serene environment I have found in 
North Dallas. The blue option would put an 8 lane road at the front door of 
the facility which would make horse training impossible and destroy the 
location that is in place for our horses. I am in favor of the Purple 
Alternative. 
Helene Langer 
Equistar Consulting Group, LLC 
949-836-0130 

Your comment, opposition of the Blue Alternative, and support of the 
Purple Alternative is noted.  
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761  3/15/2023 
Hemanshu 

Narsana 
Email 

Hi Mr. Stephen, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Hemanshu Narsana 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

762  3/16/2023 Herbert Bennett 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

763  4/20/2023 Herbert H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Oppose the plan A and favor plan B. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

764  2/25/2023 
Holly and Dusty 

Tripp 
Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   
 
We live in Stonebridge Ranch, just south of 380, between Stonebridge 
Drive and Custer Road.  The construction and ultimate freeway itself will be 
a major negative to our home.  If we ever want to sell our home, this will 
decrease the value of our property.  Our neighborhood has so many 
teenagers that have to travel this way to get to McKinney North High 
School, and I would not want my new driver having to navigate the 
construction or the highway itself.  So many reasons.  There would be so 
much less negative impact on both residents and businesses if the path 
would veer north BEFORE it gets to the Custer Road area of McKinney.   
 
Our opposition to Segment A of the “Blue Alternative” is based on the 
following facts presented by TxDOT in their February 2023 Announcement: 
1. Segment A destroys 27 businesses, 12 displacements and 2 homes 
currently. It will likely be more than that by the time the project is 
constructed whereas Segment B destroys no business, 7 displacements, 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none.  
 
Right-of-way acquisition estimates were calculated using Collin County 
Appraisal District as a guide to come up with square footage cost. All right-
of-way acquisition would be completed in accordance with the Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, 
as amended. Brochures, including two booklets titled “The Purchase of 
Right of Way,” and “Relocation Assistance,” are available on the project 
website. These booklets contain detailed information to inform property 
owners of their rights and provide information about the TxDOT right-of-way 
acquisition process. Individual property acquisition cost and relocation 
assistance will be evaluated based on fair market value determined by an 
independent third-party appraiser.  
 
TxDOT is working closely with the City of McKinney to determine the cost of 
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and 5 homes. 
2. The cost of Segment A right of way acquisition estimated today is 
$957.8 million compared to $888.8 million for Segment B. It is likely to 
reach more than $1 billion by the time the project is constructed based on 
current construction projects which are not counted in the current TxDOT 
estimates.  
3. The proposed Blue Alternative which includes Segment A calls for $120 
million from the City of McKinney for right of way acquisition which will be 
an unplanned tax burden to McKinney taxpayers. The amount of that tax 
burden quite likely will increase as the cost of ROW acquisitions and 
related expenses increase.  
4. Segment A will have a significant detrimental impact on Stonebridge 
Ranch and Tucker Hill which border the proposed construction of Segment 
A. It will create major traffic disruption, increased noise, and increased 
health and environmental problems, not to mention the impact on schools, 
morning and afternoon traffic, and school zones divided by US380 
Segment A.  
 
Thank you for taking the time to consider this letter and our position. 
Holly and Dusty Tripp 
1200 Stonington Drive 
McKinney TX 75071 
214-403-0031 

acquiring right-of-way. TxDOT will continue to assist the City in identifying 
funding opportunities. This project is currently partially funded for 
construction and cannot let for construction until funding is identified; 
however, right-of-way acquisition can proceed even if the project is not 
funded for construction.  
 
The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing 
congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. If 
constructed, the project would adhere to current design standards and 
address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. The freeway 
design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from driveways and other 
roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be available 
at signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of 
conflict points. 
 
A traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA)–approved) Guidelines for Analysis and 
Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise. Existing 
sound level measurements were collected at noise-sensitive areas, and 
noise modeling software was used to predict what noise levels could be 
expected in 2050.  In areas where a noise impact was projected to occur, 
noise barriers were evaluated for feasibility and reasonableness. A detailed 
technical report on the traffic noise analysis that was conducted can be 
found in Appendix R of the DEIS. 
 
TxDOT is proposing the following mitigation as part of the Preferred 
Alternative identified in the draft EIS:   
-building sound barriers (noise walls) that do not exist today,  
-depressing the main lanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch 
neighborhoods to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers, and 
-providing local street crossings over the depressed section to provide 
connectivity between neighborhoods. 

765  4/20/2023 Holly M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

As a Realtor for 33 years and a lifelong resident of McKinney I am 
extremely familiar with the traffic on Hwy 380. The loop is highly necessary 
but the Coit road route is clearly the best route. 

Your comment is noted.  
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766  4/20/2023 Holly Rudnick Email 

Dear Mr. Endres,  
Attached please find my letter opposing Segment A. Note that I have been 
a Collin County resident for 25 years and a City of McKinney resident for 13 
years. We purchased our home in Tucker Hill in 2010, and were told at that 
time that there were no plans for building out 380 into a major highway. 
We were told that any major highway would be located along the Outer 
Loop. We purchased our home under that premise and believed that to be 
true until recent years. We have raised our children in this neighborhood 
and had plans to retire here. However, we lived through the highway 
expansion of 121 and I have no desire to go through that again. I suffer 
from allergies and the dust and dirt from construction alone would be very 
detrimental to my health. I can barely hear 380 now from my home, but if 
this highway goes alongside both in the front and on the side of Tucker Hill, 
this will significantly impact my ability to sleep and enjoy our neighborhood. 
My quality of life and my husband's quality of life are at stake. It makes 
absolutely zero sense to adopt Segment A, from both a financial and 
impact perspective. This is a Collin County problem that deserves a Collin 
County solution. Why should City of McKinney residents bear the brunt of 
the burden here? Special interests and politicians are not the ones who will 
suffer! Please reconsider selecting Segment A and instead consider 
selecting Segment B. Thank-you, 
Holly Rudnick 
 
Attached comment and its response can be found in Section A2 of the 
Public Hearing Summary. 

Attached comment and its response can be found in Section A2 of the 
Public Hearing Summary. 

767  4/20/2023 Holly T 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A. That large of a road should veer north before it ever gets 
to Custer Road for the least impact to McKinney home and businesses. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

768  4/4/2023 Hong Yun Online 

Please change to segment B instead of Segment A. I live in Auburn Hills 
subdivision and there will be noise issue. Please change to segment B 
instead of segment A. I believe segment B will also be cost effective. 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted.  
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769  3/21/2023 
Howard and 

Cathy Whiddon 
Email 

Stephen, 
My wife and I would like you to vote No to Segment A.  As a homeowner 
and citizen of McKinney, Tx., My wife and I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDot has and existing option Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to over 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. We strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Rd. to FM1827. Sincerely,  
Howard and Cathy Whiddon 
6021 Prestwick Dr 
McKinney, Tx 75072 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

770  3/15/2023 
Hugh and Khedra 

Haywood 
Email 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
The Haywood Family 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

771  3/16/2023 Hugh Haywood 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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772  3/7/2023 Hugh Ollech Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

773  3/7/2023 Humberto Garza Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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774  2/6/2023 
Iglesia Cristo La 
Unica Esperanza 

Segment C 
Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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775  3/15/2023 
Ishvinder 
Malhotra 

Email 

Hi Stephen, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Thanks & Regards 
Ishvinder Malhotra,  
US:  M: +1 469-996-8118 
IND: M: +91 9899882666 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

776  2/10/2023 Ivan Clemons Online 

I am infuriated by this proposal. TxDot is proposing to put a bypass in my 
backyard. However I have seen very little of your proposal to help impact 
residents. I built my home in 2015 when the same plans showed a two 
lane road was going to be built on CR123. We specifically chose a smaller 
lot to be further away from the two lane road and now there’s a proposal to 
build a bypass. I find it unlawful to share proposed infrastructure plans and 
allow people to make decisions from those plans to change it later. I will 
not allow this to happen. I will pursue all means available to stop this and 
hold people accountable. This is absurd and the city of Mckinney should 
not allow for neighborhoods to be built and then drop in a bypass. What are 
you going to do for the residents!!!! I strongly oppose all plans for this 
bypass. I can barely drive without running over roadkill from all the 
destruction to their habitat. Now you are coming for mines!  

Your comment and opposition to the project is noted. 

777  4/20/2023 Ivan H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Definitely do not want Segment A. Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
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778  4/5/2023 J Claunch Online 

I vote Yes to segment B as it meets the goals better. It results in far fewer 
displacements of existing homes and businesses vs the other option where 
"future" properties are concerned. Future Prosper businesses have time to 
adapt. SEgment B is the lower cost option. And it better meets the whole 
purpose of the bypass project because it bypasses more; particular the 
US380 Custer Rd intersection. Finally Seg B is a gentle curve, which will 
mean less traffic stops and resulting pollution than the hard left/hard right 
of A. 

Your comment and support of Segment B is noted. According to Section 
3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, Segment A potentially 
displaces two residences and Segment B would potentially displace four 
residences. Segment A would potentially displace 14 businesses and 
Segment B would potentially displace none. None of the alternatives 
studied in the EIS would bisect any existing subdivisions. 
 
The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing 
congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety.  
 
The freeway design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from 
driveways and local streets. The proposed frontage road at city street 
intersections will provide opportunities for left turns or U-turns at signalized 
intersections, thereby reducing the number of "stops" and conflict points. 

779  2/6/2023 
J David/ Karen 

Thompson 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
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facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

780  2/22/2023 J H Online 

Build it! Get dirt moving and concrete poured. This road was needed years 
ago. People will complain about any choice made. Less disruptive than 
other alignments. Build it! 

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  

781  4/20/2023 J T 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Strongly oppose Segment A!! This option is more costly & makes absolutely 
NO sense. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

782  3/28/2023 J. Artwick Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
J. Artwick 
7704 Powder Horn Lane 
McKinney, TX 75070 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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783  2/17/2023 
J. Bradley 
Johnston 

Email 

Dear Mr. Endres,  
I am writing to support the TXDOT decision to route the proposed US 380 
bypass along the Blue Route (Segments A-E-C) as presented at your public 
meeting held on Thursday, February 16, 2023.  In particular, with regard to 
the choice of Segment A versus Segment B, I agree with TXDOT’s findings 
that Segment A would: 
• Displace fewer homes in comparison to Segment B; 
• Result in fewer impacts to planned future residential homes; 
• Avoid displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west 
of Custer Road; 
• Utlize more of the existing US 380 alignment; and 
• Avoid impact to ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, a very 
important and highly-valued provider of services to Veterans and those with 
disabilities. 
Thank you for the time and effort you and TXDOT have expended in coming 
to this conclusion. Sincerely,  
J. Bradley Johnston 
220 Columbia Court 
Prosper, TX 75078 
512/657-7794 

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  

784  3/8/2023 J. V. Closs Email 

Good morning Mr. Endres,  
As a graduate of Carnegie-Mellon University, I know a little bit about 
engineering. I can understand why you are building Segment C and not 
Segment D. You are by-passing more of the existing US380 with that 
choice. So, why are you building Segment A and not Segment B? The 
proposed choice costs more while by-passing less of the existing US 380. 
As choosing Segment A over Segment B is not the logical choice, it must be 
the political choice. I support logic and the taxpayers who will be footing the 
bill.  
Thanks, 
J. V. Closs 
Class of '75 

Your comment is noted. Some of TxDOT's top considerations in choosing 
Segment A over Segment B, because Segment A: 
-Displaces fewer homes in comparison to Segment B  
-Results in fewer impacts to planned future residential homes  
-Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west 
of Custer Road  
-Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment 
-Avoids impact to ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the 
subject of substantial public concern  
-Requires acquisition of less ROW than Segment B  
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785  2/21/2023 J.B. Online 

I oppose Section C and ask that you reconsider section D for the following 
reasons: 
1) our friends and family who have a horse rescue and multiple young 
children under age 5 will be displaced. 
2) Section C will displace 4X the residents compared to Section D. 
3) section C will displace 4X the businesses compared to Section D. 
4) Section C displaces 7 Community Resources, where Section D displaces 
0. 
5) Section C damages one of the largest remaining forests in Collin County, 
71% more than Section D. 
6) Section C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. 
7) Section C also has worse traffic performance. 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure. Based on TxDOT's 
evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced by either Segment C 
or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be acquired from any 
community facility either. More details about community facilities can be 
found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community facilities are 
defined as a physical feature provided – either by the municipality as a 
public service or by a private entity – within the community for the benefit 
of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, community centers, post 
office, library, etc.). The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on 
cultural resources within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic 
Resources including any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed 
or NRHP-eligible structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, 
including Section 4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would 
be affected by the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More 
information about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the 
DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
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data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
The proposed US 380 project could influence future land use changes 
within the Area of Influence (AOI) (defined in Section 3.15.2 of the DEIS); 
however, new and planned residential developments are more likely to 
influence changes in land use patterns, changes in land cover, and induce 
growth within the AOI than construction of any of the roadway segments. 
According to input from the City of McKinney, the proposed project would 
support future commercial and industrial development around Segment C; 
however, the proposed project would not be the primary factor considered 
in making land use decisions in the area. 
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 
2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies that can 
be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-
gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as 
provide TPWD the opportunity to comment.  TPWD commented on impacts 
to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and fish and 
wildlife species.  TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the 
impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things 
TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, 
the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the 
Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation 
strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections 
to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from 
streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill 
material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation 
credits from stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the US and wetlands.  
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

786  3/15/2023 J.S. De Mattei Email 

I would like to express my support for the “Blue Alignment” as shown on 
the latest DEIS, at it adequately addresses: the environmental, social, and 
engineering requirements of the project. Sincerely, 
J.S. De Mattei 
300 Yosemite Drive 
Prosper, TX 75078-9071 

Your comment and support of the Blue Alternative is noted.  

787  2/25/2023 Jack DeLano Email 

Hello, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  
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Thanks, 
Jack DeLano 

788  4/20/2023 Jack H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Yes, to segment B. Most “common sense” option! Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

789  2/17/2023 Jack Moore Online 

Segment C would be an utter catastrophe and frankly not only would 
potentially displace hundreds of Texans, but will also displace and 
adversely affect wildlife. From not only the variations of animals/livestock 
on private property, but also the many fish, roadrunners, coyotes, birds, 
snakes and rodents that call the area home. The metroplex has been 
bustling and is starting to become so dense and congested, that adding 
another highway and displacing residents that have contributed to the 
conservation of the land would be an utter failure and would frankly go 
against every value that the state of Texas has used to identify itself since 
its inception. Segment D, not only affects less homes/businesses, but also 
has the least amount of impact on wildlife and allows more families to 
remain whole and spread the joy of sharing their land/life with others for 
generations to come. Blood, sweat and tears have gone into each parcel of 
land, dont let money, greed and bullish ways destroy it. 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. 
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with Texas Parks and Wildlife 
Department (TPWD), which is guided by a 2021 Memorandum of 
Understanding between the two agencies that can be viewed at 
https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-gui.pdf. It outlines 
that for an EIS project, TxDOT is supposed to coordinate with TPWD as well 
as provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on 
impacts to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and 
fish and wildlife species.  TPWD comments have been considered and, in 
fact, the impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many 
things that TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; 
however, the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind 
alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation strategies 
such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections to span 
streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from streams 
and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill material in 
jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation credits from 
stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation for impacts to 
waters of the US and wetlands.  

790  4/20/2023 Jack N 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Route B least disruptive to community Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  
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791  3/31/2023 Jack Noteware Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Jack Noteware 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

792  4/20/2023 Jack S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

TxDot -- your own data supports B. Please reconsider.. Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

793  3/24/2023 Jack Sumrall Email 

TxDOT 
Stephen Endres 
Dear Mr. Endres: 
Going all the way back to 2017 when TxDOT decided that a by-pass was 
the only feasible answer for the 380 dilemma – you said that McKinney 
was too developed and built-up along the existing 380 right-a-way.  The 
Green Alternative was scrapped.  A by-pass was the best solution and it 
was obvious that the Blue Alternative was far and away the better choice.  
However, inexplicably, TxDOT recommended the Red Alternative.  We were 
completely shocked.  “WHY”, we asked, “even have a by-pass if so much of 
west McKinney would be adversely affected? Are we not developed?  Do 
we not count?”  The only explanation the TxDOT spokesperson could 
meekly offer was that the Blue route would uproot the MainGait 
Therapeutic Horse Ranch.  It was obvious then (and is still true), that 
regardless how many factors favored the Blue Alternative, MainGait 
trumped everything.  Even when the City of McKinney offered a generous 
bid to purchase MainGait and allow them to stay as long as needed, TxDOT 
said it didn’t matter to them because MainGait didn’t respond to the offer. 
If TxDOT has not been swamped with responses supporting Segment B.  
The reason is simple.  Segment B supporters feel completely beaten down 
and ignored by the bias TxDOT has shown for Segment A.  Many west-
siders have given up trying to provide reasonable arguments for Segment B 
when they feel that it doesn’t matter to TxDOT.  We feel that TxDOT has 
been influenced too strongly by the Darlings, the City of Prosper and other 
unknown forces to be objective.  Political pressures have prevented TxDOT 
from making a fair, fact-based decision. You (TxDOT) really fooled us last 
year by changing the Blue Alternative into the Red Option B.  We foolishly 
thought that you had listened, read your own data and found a route that 
didn’t go through MainGait.  Red B took the by-pass a little further west and 
gave those of us living and working in west McKinney along 380, great 
relief.  Red B had many advantages over Red A as documented in TxDOT’s 
own, very thorough, Segment Analysis: 

Your comment and support of the project is noted. While public input is one 
of the many factors considered by TxDOT during its decision-making 
process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through a voting process, 
nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, municipal or agency 
leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative (comprised 
of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the 
technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly 
reviewing evaluation matrices. 
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-        Over $100M less 
-        Homes/Apartments effected 
-        Hazardous sites 
-        Utility/Water conflicts … 
-        and, several others 
Most importantly, Red B went around MainGait. 
We actually thought that a fair analysis had finally been done, and it would 
protect the sacred ground at MainGait.  It was a great feeling, but it turns 
out that you ‘rope-a-doped’ us into complacency.  Apparently MainGait said 
it was still too close; or Prosper warned “not in our city limits” – who 
knows? … but the bottom line is that TxDOT ignored their own data in 
choosing Option A.  It makes no sense. At this point I believe that TxDOT 
has known from Day One what it was going to do on the west juncture of 
the bypass.  Everything since has been cleverly finding ways to support 
what you were going to do regardless of what the analysis showed.  The 
Red B option wasn’t really in the running.  I read the DEIS study, and I think 
the key statement was in the beginning summary where it was stated 
“TxDOT has selected the Blue Alternative (A+E+C) as the Preferred 
Alternative.”  The rest of it could be used to support any of the alternatives.  
TxDOT reminds me of the story about the big company that was looking for 
a new accountant and presented the candidates with a complex 
accounting scenario.  Then hired the accountant that responded, “What do 
you want the answer to be?” I almost didn’t write this because, like a lot of 
my neighbors, I don’t think it matters to TxDOT.  However, I’m mostly 
optimistic and I believe in miracles. 
Jack Sumrall 
7404 Province St. 
McKinney 75071 
(214) 937-1501 
jacksumrall@aol.com 
“Honest scales and balances are from the Lord; 
All the weights in the bag are His making” 
Proverbs 16:11 

794  3/27/2023 Jack Sumrall Comment Form 

I also e-mailed a copy to Mr. Endres 
Going all the way back to 2017 when TxDOT decided that a by-pass was 
the only feasible answer for the 380 dilemma --- you said that McKinney 
was too developed and built-up along the existing 380 right-a-way. The 
Green Alternative was scrapped. A by-pass was the best solution and it was 
obvious that the Blue Alternative was far and away the better choice. 
However, inexplicably, TxDot recommended the Red Alternative. We were 
completely shocked. "WHY", we asked, "even have a by-pass if so much of 
west McKinney would be adversely affected? Are we not developed? Do we 
not count?" The only explanation the TxDOT spokesperson could meekly 
offer was that the Blue route would uproot the MainGait Therapeutic Horse 
Ranch. It was obvious then (and is still true), that regardless how many 
factors favored the Blue Alternative, MainGait trumped everything. Even 
when the City of McKinney offered a generous bid to purchase MainGait 
and allow them to stay as long as needed, TxDOT said it didn't matter to 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. While public input is 
one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during its decision-making 
process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through a voting process, 
nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, municipal or agency 
leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative (comprised 
of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the 
technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly 
reviewing evaluation matrices.  
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them because MainGait didn't respond to the offer. If TxDOT has not been 
swamped with responses supporting Segment B. The reason is simple. 
Segment B supporters feel completely beaten down and ignored by the 
bias TxDOT has shown for Segment A. Many west-siders have given up 
trying to provide reasonable arguments for Segment B when they feel that 
it doesn't matter to TxDOT. We feel that TxDOT has been influenced too 
strongly by the Darlings, the City of Prosper and other unknown forces to be 
objective. Political pressures have prevented TxDOT from making a fair, 
fact-based decision. You (TxDOT) really fooled us last year by changing the 
Blue Alternative into the Red Option B. We foolishly thought that you had 
listened, read your own data and found a route that didn't go through 
MainGait. Red B took the by-pass a little further west and gave those of us 
living and working in west McKinney along 380, great relief. Red B had 
many advantages over Red A as documented in TxDOT's own, very 
thorough, Segment Analysis: 
- Over $100M less 
- Homes/Apartments effected 
- Hazardous sites 
- Utility/Water conflicts ... 
- and, several others 
Most importantly. Red B went around MainGait. We actually thought that a 
fair analysis had finally been done, and it would protect the sacred ground 
at MainGait. It was a great feeling, but, it turns out that you 'rope-a-doped' 
us into complacency. Apparently MainGait said it was still too close; or 
Prosper warned "not in our city limits" --- who knows? ... but, the bottom line 
is that TxDOT ignored their own data in choosing Option A. It makes no 
sense. At this point I believe that TxDOT has known from Day One what it 
was going to do on the west juncture of the bypass. Everything since has 
been cleverly finding ways to support what you were going to do regardless 
of what the analysis showed. The Red B option wasn't really in the running. 
I read the DEIS study, and I think the key statement was in the beginning 
summary where it was stated " TxDOT has selected the Blue Alternative 
(A+E+C) as the Preferred Alternative." The rest of it could be used to 
support any of the alternatives. TxDOT reminds me of the story about the 
big company that was looking for a new accountant and presented the 
candidates with a complex accounting scenario. Then hired the accuntant 
that responded, "What do you want the answer to be?" I almost didn't write 
this because, like a lot of my neighbors, I don't think it matters to TxDOT. 
However, I'm mostly optimistic and I believe in miracles. 
Jack Sumrall 
7404 Province St. 
McKinney 75071 
(214) 937-1501 
jacksumrall@aol.com 
"Honest scales and balances are from the Lord; All the weights in the bag 
are His making" Proverbs 16:11 
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795  4/20/2023 Jack W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO SEGMENT A! Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

796  
2/24/2023 
3/9/2023 

Jack Warren III Email (2) 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Thanks, 
Jack Warren III 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. It is important to note Segment A has fewer potential home 
displacements in comparison to Segment B and results in fewer impacts to 
planned future residential homes.   

797  4/20/2023 Jackie F 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Please say no to segment A! Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

798  2/20/2023 Jackson Hurst Online 

I approve and support TxDOT's US 380 from Coit Road to FM 1827 in Collin 
County Project. I have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
for TxDOT's US 380 from Coit Road to FM 1827 in Collin County Project and 
I support the findings in the DEIS Document. I also approve and support 
the preferred build alternative for TxDOT's US 380 from Coit Road to FM 
1827 in Collin County Project because the build alternative will result in 
fewer impacts to future homes. 

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  

799  3/15/2023 Jaclyn Paz Email 

Hello, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Jaclyn Paz 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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800  3/10/2023 Jacob Seyb Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

801  4/20/2023 Jacqueline M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Option A Yes to Option B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

802  4/20/2023 James B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Segment B please. Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

803  2/21/2023 James Brunk Email 

Mr. Endres,  
I have 2 comments on the proposed bypass.  
1.  There is no need for an 8 lane superhighway, 6 would do. And there is 
no reason to add access roads. It is a short bypass, not a part of the 
Interstate system. Just make exits at the main roads. Save money!  Less 
property required.  
2.  The western end of the route should extend closer to Coit, not terminate 
at Stonebridge ranch drive.  
Thanks for the opportunity to comment.  
James Brunk 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. The project is needed 
because population growth within the central portion of Collin County has 
caused increases in current and forecasted traffic volumes that exceed the 
capacity of US 380 between Coit Road and FM 1827, leading to increased 
congestion, reduced mobility, and higher crash rates compared to other 
similar roadways in the region. The purpose of the proposed action is to 
manage congestion, improve east-west mobility, and improve safety. More 
information about the purpose and need for the project is available in 
Section 1.0 of the DEIS starting on page 1-1.  

804  4/20/2023 James D 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Segment B is the obvious choice since it cost less, is less of a tax burden, 
destroys fewer business and homes!! 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

805  4/20/2023 James D 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Proportion B Your comment is noted.  
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806  2/26/2023 James Glenn Email 

As a 16-year plus resident of the Stonebridge community, I have endured 
the traffic volume increase along highway 380 from a 2-lane congested 
road to a 4-lane even more congested one. The proposed bypasses are 
laudable but in the bigger scheme of things, I believe Option A will probably 
be a significant waste of taxpayer monies with very little achieving the 
desired objective. As I’m sure you realize, traffic today from Stonebridge 
through the Custer/380 interchange is as congested as any other stretch 
of the proposed bypass. In my opinion it would appear the current Option A 
plans are more designed to placate the very vocal voices of the community 
north of 380. I have a friend who lives in a subdivision on Custer to the 
north of 380 who told me why should his community be impacted by 
something created by McKinney’s poor planning. I respect his opinion but I 
believe the 380 issue has been significantly affected by the explosive 
growth to the north of Collin County. I know there is no easy solution but I 
don’t think the planned waste of financial resources will solve the problem. 
I suggest TXDOT is faced with the proverbial Gordian Knot issue. At my age 
I probably will not be around to observe the final resolution so therefore 
this is just my opinion for what it’s worth. Respectfully, 
James Glenn 
Sent from my iPad  

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. Your statement 
about explosive Collin County growth is accurate. The project is needed 
because population growth within the central portion of Collin County has 
caused increases in current and forecasted traffic volumes that exceed the 
capacity of US 380 between Coit Road and FM 1827, leading to increased 
congestion, reduced mobility, and higher crash rates compared to other 
similar roadways in the region. The purpose of the proposed action is to 
manage congestion, improve east-west mobility, and improve safety. More 
information about the purpose and need for the project is available in 
Section 1.0 of the DEIS starting on page 1-1.  
 
Even if all the planned roadways in Collin County, including the Outer Loop, 
are built, existing US 380 will continue to experience a failing level of 
service in the future. The regional model shows that both east to west 
freeways are needed to relieve congestion. 

807  2/22/2023 James Hopkins Online 

I'm vehemently opposed to section C of the 380 bypass.  I live in the SW 
section of the Willow Woods estate on the last street.  If section C is 
approved it will e right in my back yard. I moved to this area to get away 
from the nose and hassle of traffic, not to have built in my back yard. I 
don't want the sounds of nature replaced with the noise of construction 
and traffic. NO TO SECTION C NO TO SECTION C 

Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted.  

808  3/16/2023 James Hopkins 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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809  2/25/2023 James Jenkins Email 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, I strongly oppose the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Regards, 
James Jenkins, CPCU, CIC, CRM 
Founder & CEO 
RiskWell 
“Life Is Risky. RiskWell.” 
P: 469-678-8001 
W: www.riskwell.com 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

810  3/14/2023 James Jensen Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
James Jensen 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

811  
2/24/2023 
2/25/2023 

James Jones 
Email (1) 
Online (1) 

I am a resident of Stonebridge Ranch I support Plan B.  
Thank You  
James Jones 

Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

812  4/20/2023 James L 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Segment B will cause significantly more disruption than Segment A. Your comment is noted.  

813  3/13/2023 James Levins Email 

I would like to formally request an extension of the comment period as we 
need more time to fully evaluate the impacts and possible mitigation 
measures that can be taken to protect Tucker Hill as well as the other 
communities and businesses affected by Option A. 
James 

This US 380 Project’s comment period has been longer than most because 
it opened when the DEIS was announced, which was January 13, 2023. 
TxDOT granted two separate 15-day extensions to the comment period to 
close April 20, 2023 instead of March 21, 2023 as advertised at the Public 
Hearing.   
 
Detailed study information is available in the DEIS document posted at 
www.kwww.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. 
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814  3/15/2023 James Martin Online 

The Blue option is the most logical choice (A,E,C).  Thank you for taking the 
time to consider and reduce the impact to Maingate and Prosper as a 
whole.   We looked at homes in Mckinney's Tucker hill back in 2013 but 
decided we didn't want to live on a main highway.  Those residence made a 
choice to be next to a major highway.  We made a choice to be away from 
the highway.  We pay a penalty by having to drive further and through more 
traffic but it's the choice we made and we stand by it.  I still feel strongly 
that this entire activity is to give Mckinney better access to land they want 
to develop and will do very little to curb traffic through McKinney.   People 
won't go north to go south.   (Denton, Tyler, FortWorth) all have examples 
where this type of project didn't help with traffic in the desired areas. 

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  

815  2/28/2023 James Nichols Online 

We are wanting to voice our full support for keeping 380 on 380 through 
prosper which would mean using route A. Prosper was planned and 
designed with room for 380 expansion. Please keep 380 on 380 in 
Prosper.  Thank you. James and Karen Nichols 

Your comment is noted. TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative as its 
Preferred Alternative, which includes Segment A along the existing US 380 
in Prosper. This means that the new location portion of the freeway would 
not diverge from the existing US 380 at Coit Road or into the Town of 
Prosper. 

816  4/20/2023 James O 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
James Olsen 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

817  4/20/2023 James P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Yes to Segment B; No to Segment A! Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

818  4/20/2023 James P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Noboyd ever mentions the impact to Timberridge. It doesn\'t even show on 
the maps as being a \"point of interest\" and this highway will run 

Your comment is noted. The Timberridge neighborhood is named on Figure 
4-5 in Appendix K of the DEIS and our interactive map (link provided on the 
Public Hearing webpage https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS). 
TxDOT would not have to acquire any right-of-way from the neighborhood 
as it is generally over 1,000 feet from the project’s proposed right-of-way to 
the closest Timberridge property line.  
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819  3/16/2023 James Radcliff 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

820  3/16/2023 James Redwine 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

821  3/7/2023 James Rushing Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
James Rushing 
2705 TRAVIS DR 
MCKINNEY,  TX  75072 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

822  4/20/2023 James Scott H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A, Yes to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

823  4/20/2023 James T 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Not Segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
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824  4/20/2023 James W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

825  2/6/2023 
James W 
Bodiford 

Segment C 
Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
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The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

826  4/20/2023 James Y 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

If the city of McKinney supports option A, every city leader who supports 
that option, should lose their position next election. Why would the city 
want TXDOT to spend more money, increase the tax burden, disrupt more 
homes and businesses and ignore the 36,000 residences (voters) 
Stonebridge Ranch, one of the premier communities in McKinney. It’s 
unthinkable. It’s time take some action No to option A, YES to option B. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

827  4/20/2023 Jami B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B. The delay in addressing the traffic 
and issues of 380 has already caused enough problems. Don’t make it 
worse by bringing even more traffic to our neighborhoods. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, 
indicates that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of 
managing congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. 
If constructed, the project would adhere to current design standards and 
address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. The freeway 
design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from driveways and other 
roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be available 
at signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of 
conflict points. 
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828  2/17/2023 Jami Woodward Online 

I am writing to strongly urge you to choose Segment D (NOT Segment C). 
Segment C will truly be catastrophic to our community, families, 
businesses, and to our natural habitats and woodlands. Segment C 
displaces far more families than D. It will destroy the property of 29 
residences, more than four times the number of affected properties with 
Segment D. Some of these residences along Segment C serve the 
community with church meetings. The ripple effect will be felt far and wide. 
In addition, over three times the number of businesses will be affected with 
Segment C than D. Furthermore, Segment C damages one of the largest 
remaining forests in this part of Collin County. This is so devastating that 
Texas Parks and Wildlife prefers Segment D. And finally, Segment C has 
worse traffic performance, including lower traffic capacity, longer travel 
times, slower traffic speeds, and more elevation changes. In conclusion, all 
the signs point to Segment D being the only and most logical choice. 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure. Based on TxDOT's 
evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced by either Segment C 
or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be acquired from any 
community facility either. More details about community facilities can be 
found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community facilities are 
defined as a physical feature provided – either by the municipality as a 
public service or by a private entity – within the community for the benefit 
of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, community centers, post 
office, library, etc.). The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on 
cultural resources within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic 
Resources including any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed 
or NRHP-eligible structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, 
including Section 4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would 
be affected by the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More 
information about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the 
DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
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data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 
2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies that can 
be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-
gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as 
provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on impacts 
to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and fish and 
wildlife species.  TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the 
impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things 
TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, 
the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the 
Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation 
strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections 
to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from 
streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill 
material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation 
credits from stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the U. and wetlands.   
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

829  3/13/2023 
Jamile A. 
Ashmore 

Email 

Dear Stephen and others, 
I am . mally requesting the following.  Also, please add the additional 
comments to the public record. 
1) An extension of the comment period as we need more time to fully 
evaluate the impacts and possible mitigation measures that can be taken 
to protect the individual residents, communities, and businesses affected 
by Option A.  
2) A meeting with TxDOT and the consulting acoustician, Robert 
Brenneman. There has not been enough time allowed to read the 500+ 
page noise document. It is unlikely that stakeholders (residents, city 
leaders) can understand the technical study, which is essential to making 
informed decisions.  Below are some growing concerns based on consult 
with acousticians and noise pollution experts: 
•We have taken our own acoustic measurements in Tucker Hill, and they 
do not align with what is being reported in the noise data document.   It 
also does not appear that the additive effect of the North-South portion of 
the current preferred alignment was considered.  
•Therefore, we need more information on the estimates and methodology 
used to measure current and predicted future noise.  I live deep within 
Tucker Hill and can currently hear 380 traffic in my bedroom with windows 
and plantation shutters closed. 
•It appears TxDOT is taking the noise levels all the way up to the legal limit 

Your comment is noted. This US 380 Project’s comment period has been 
longer than most because it opened when the DEIS was announced, which 
was January 13, 2023. TxDOT granted two separate 15-day extensions to 
the comment period to close April 20, 2023 instead of March 21, 2023 as 
advertised at the Public Hearing.   
 
A traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA)–approved) Guidelines for Analysis and 
Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise. Existing 
sound level measurements were collected at noise-sensitive areas, and 
noise modeling software was used to predict what noise levels could be 
expected in 2050.  TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible 
mitigation in several areas, including Tucker Hill. It is important to note that 
TxDOT is already proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative 
by depressing the mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge 
Ranch neighborhoods to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers.  
 
Detailed information can be found in the DEIS document and multiple 
appendices posted at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. An EIS is a 
multi-year environmental review process, guided by State and Federal 
requirements, that provides the most rigorous analysis conducted by 
TxDOT of proposed alternatives and their environmental impacts. Any 
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of 67db and beyond in some cases, which is extraordinarily high for any 
community.  This is especially relevant to Tucker Hill, which was designed 
to be an outdoor community with a front porch on every home.  These 
issues do not appear to be addressed in the 500+ pages of noise data. 
•Tucker Hill should be classified in the “A” activity category on the Noise 
Abatement Criteria. 
•There is an established and growing scientific literature indicating that 
noise pollution generated at levels as low as 55db is associated with 
physical, psychological, and behavioral problems (e.g., heart disease, 
anxiety, sleep disturbance, and dementia). Individuals at retirement age 
and children may be the most susceptible, and they reside 24/7 in areas 
that will be most affected by the current preferred alignment.  Of note, 
Tucker Hill has many vulnerable special needs adults and children 
including one that lives in our household.   
•It is imperative that TxDOT, other government entities, and government 
representatives move away from outdated precedence and use current 
methods and knowledge to make decisions.  At this time it appears that 
the preferred alignment may put citizens at risk for mental health problems 
and physical disease despite that another safer, less expensive, and logical 
alignment option is available.  Pollutants (noise and particulate) and 
physical and psychological pathology can be measured objectively. 
•As presented by TxDOT, the owners of ManeGait claim that they have 
built a "new sensory trail" through their own private property.  Per TxDOT 
record, their personal property appears to be the only Manegait related 
property that would be disrupted by the East of Custer alignment.  
Manegait operations and services would not be effected with the East of 
Custer alignment per record. 
•We established years ago that ManeGait does not provide necessary 
services to protected populations. ManeGait’s past unscrupulous efforts to 
mitigate the East of Custer alignment is documented and confirmed (e.g., 
falsifying public comment sent to TxDOT). 
•The ManeGait facility, horses, and parks can be moved.  Indeed, a 
proposed land swap in the City of McKinney was under consideration, and 
ManeGait refused. In collaboration with citizens it is the responsibility of 
government related entities and city leaders to work together to make 
decisions that protect the fiscal, physical, and emotional well-being of the 
residents they represent.   
At this time it does not appear all relevant information has been 
considered in the 380 by-pass decision making process. Please grant an 
extension for comments and set a meeting that will help us all better 
understand the pollutant issues as well as other ongoing issues. Sincerely, 
Jamile A. Ashmore, Ph.D. 
Board Certified in Clinical Health Psychology 
214-477-9275 
drjashmore@me.com 

TxDOT environmental document, such as the one created for this study, 
must meet standards required by TxDOT policy to comply with Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) NEPA compliance procedures and Title 43, 
Chapter 2 of the Texas Administrative Code.  
 
Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles 
per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air 
quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is 
consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 
State Implementation Plan (SIP), the North Central Texas Council of 
Governments (NCTCOG) Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). TxDOT modeled carbon 
monoxide concentrations (CO TAQA) and none of the modeled 
concentrations exceeded the Environmental Protection Agency's 1-hour or 
8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. TxDOT 
performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis. The total 
MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43% by 2050 
due to higher combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification 
of the US fleet. More information about the air quality analysis that was 
conducted can be found in the DEIS document in Section 3.12.  
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830  4/19/2023 Jamile A. Ashnore Email 

Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) c/o Stephen Endres: 
Re: Comments for DEIS Highway 380 Bypass alignment A vs B 
I adamantly oppose TxDOT’s current preferred alignment (Segment A) 
because:  
1) it is fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150 million 
more than the alternative B,  
2) TxDOT applied criteria to support their decision inconsistently, and  
3) TxDOT provided numerous omissions, biases, false, and inconsistent 
findings in their environmental study.  
 
Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. The same criteria 
were used to compare all segments. Specific weights were not applied to 
evaluation criteria. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative (comprised of 
Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the 
technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly 
reviewing evaluation matrices.   
 
One of the many reasons that TxDOT evaluated the project by end-to-end 
alternatives and by segment is because there are notable differences in 
the three focus areas.  For example, Focus Area 1, which includes 
Segments A and B, is expected to have much more future development 
particularly residential which will likely be built by the time TxDOT is able to 
construct this project.   
 
The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by 
applicable federal environmental laws for this project are being, or have 
been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum 
of Understanding dated December 9, 2019, and executed by the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) and TxDOT. Under “NEPA Assignment”, 
TxDOT adheres to FHWA policies in accordance with the CEQ’s NEPA 
Implementing Regulations. As described throughout Chapter 3 of the DEIS, 
TxDOT assessed the direct impacts of the project such as clearing 
vegetation, placing fill material within wetlands, displacing homes or 
businesses, traffic noise, etc. and the potential for the alternatives 
considered to induce changes in land use and growth within the Study 
Area. TxDOT also addressed any adverse environmental impacts that 
cannot be avoided, the measures considered to minimize harm and to 
mitigate adverse effects, where applicable; and the steps taken during the 
study to comply with applicable state and federal environmental laws.  
 
Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

831  3/10/2023 Jan Chapman Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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832  3/29/2023 Jan Clare Email 

Mr. Endres, 
I am writing in support of Segment A. I appreciate your professionalism 
during this long process. You do not have an easy job! As a resident of 
Walnut Grove, I am also asking you to consider implementing the 
Alternative Plan for the 380/Custer intersection. It seems safer and much 
less complicated. Sincerely, 
Jan Clare 
Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPad 

Your comment and support of the project and the Alternative Design for the 
US 380 and Custer Road intersection is noted.  

833  3/7/2023 Jan Forth Email 

Stephen Endres 
TxDot 
NO to Segment A 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX, I strongly OPPOSED the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDot has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens, 
throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the 
preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sincerely, 
Jan Forth 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

834  4/20/2023 Jan H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I strongly oppose segment A! Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

835  2/25/2023 Jana Horowitz Online 

Our family fully supports segment A as the preferred alignment. Thank you 
for the current EIS recommendation to keep 380 on 380 through Prosper. 

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  
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836  4/20/2023 Jane A 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

You must choose the drastically less expensive Segment B to prove that 
Texas is home to fiscally responsible and sensible people. How the less 
practical, and far more expensive Segment A was endorsed by TxDOT is 
just incomprehensible to me. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative, which is a combination of 
Segments A, E, and C, as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the 
technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly 
reviewing evaluation matrices. The decision is informed by both a 
qualitative and quantitative analysis. Refer to Section 2.4 in the DEIS for 
an explanation of why the Blue Alternative was selected over the other 
Build Alternatives. For more information, please reference the Alternatives 
Analysis Matrix in the DEIS in Figure 2-15 on page 2-33.  
 
The preliminary cost estimate for each segment is one of the many factors 
TxDOT considered when determining the Preferred Alternative. As final 
design continues, cost estimates will be updated, and will factor in the 
costs of right-of-way acquisition. Impacts to future developments will also 
be re-evaluated. It is important to note that these costs are high-level 
estimates, using the information available now.  

837  3/7/2023 Jane Schrick Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

838  3/16/2023 
Janeim Calderon 

Lopez 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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839  3/30/2023 Janelle Freeman 
Written Comment 

Form 

Hello TXDOT --- 
Pon US380 Bypass --- No on Segment A 
I strongly oppose Segment A because of the additional cost and the impact 
to existing homes and business, as well as the traffic flow at major 
mckinney intersections and the impact to existing neighborhoods Please 
implement Segment B on US380 bypass. 
Janelle Freeman 
3413 Sliding Rock DR 
McKinney TX 75070 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. Detailed information can be found in the DEIS document and 
multiple appendices posted at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. 
An EIS is a multi-year environmental review process, guided by State and 
Federal requirements, that provides the most rigorous analysis conducted 
by TxDOT of proposed alternatives and their environmental impacts.  

840  4/20/2023 Janellle F 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to segment A - it doesn\'t make financial or traffic flow sense. Yes to 
Segment B. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, 
indicates that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of 
managing congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. 
If constructed, the project would adhere to current design standards and 
address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. The freeway 
design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from driveways and other 
roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be available 
at signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of 
conflict points. 

841  3/16/2023 Janet Ferrari 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

842  4/20/2023 Janet G 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Protecting our property values, and quality of residential living is 
paramount to citizens and neighborhoods directly affected by other options 
offered to us. 

Your comment is noted. Changes in property values are driven by value 
associated with site specific factors such as accessibility, safety, noise, 
visual amenities, proximity to shopping, community cohesion and business 
productivity. TxDOT cannot reasonably foresee which of these impacts will 
impact the value of the subject property in a negative or positive way. 
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843  3/16/2023 Janet Herndon Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Janet Herndon 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

844   Janet L Beavan Comment Form 

I oppose segment "C" catastrophe!! as it will effect many residences + 
effect wildlife + rural land. Destroys forest + woodlands and will displace 
wildlife in this area, this is not a good option!! 

Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted.  

845  4/20/2023 Janet M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I strongly oppose Segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

846  1/20/2023 Janet M. Gagnon Email 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
I have reviewed the posted DEIA for 380 Bypass and its attachments.  
However, I do not see the written comments that I submitted to you via 
your website contained in Attachment F.  Where exactly are my written 
comments reflected in this document?  Did you lose the written comments 
submitted by residents that used the online website for submission?  It is 
very alarming to me that this document has been published publicly and is 
incomplete and inaccurate. Sincerely, 
Janet M. Gagnon 
1991 Sunset Trail 
McKinney, TX 75071  

Email response from TxDOT on 1/23/2023: 
 
The comments from the public meeting are included in the public meeting 
summary which is located at following links.  
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/projects/us-highways/us-380-
environmental-impact-statement-from-coit-road-to-fm-1827 
 
TxDOT follow-up:  
 
Please visit the following link: 
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/APPROVED
%200135-02-
065etc%20US380_PublicMeetingDocumentation_1%20of%204_08.16.20
22.pdf. Your comment is on page 1,515 of the document.  
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847  3/19/2023 Janet Magana Online 

As residents of the Tucker Hill Community in McKinney we are 100% 
AGAINST the preference of Segment A for the 380 Bypass Project. Your 
plan to build this highway right next to our community is DISGRACEFUL.  
You will completely disrupt our lives and ruin the peace and tranquility of 
the ONE AND ONLY PORCH community in McKinney.  Your project will RUIN 
the air quality in our neighborhood both during construction and decades 
after with the close proximity of traffic.  And, you have yet to confirm adding 
a sufficient sound barrier to reduce noise levels.  As it is we can hear noise 
from the vehicles traveling on 380 - 24 hours a day.  We cant imagine how 
much worse it will be with a large highway practically on top of us. You have 
OTHER choices - DO THE RIGHT THING bnefore you move ahead ruining our 
neighborhood! 
John and Janet Magana 
7501 Townsend Blvvd., Tucker Hill,  McKinney 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. TxDOT continues to 
evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several areas, including 
Tucker Hill.  
 
Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles 
per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air 
quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is 
consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 
State Implementation Plan (SIP), the North Central Texas Council of 
Governments (NCTCOG) Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). TxDOT modeled carbon 
monoxide concentrations (CO TAQA) and none of the modeled 
concentrations exceeded the Environmental Protection Agency's 1-hour or 
8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. TxDOT 
performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis. The total 
MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43% by 2050 
due to higher combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification 
of the US fleet. More information about the air quality analysis that was 
conducted can be found in the DEIS document in Section 3.12.  

848  4/20/2023 Janie M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Segment A is too expensive, imposes on more homes, businesses. Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

849  3/16/2023 Janine Lyans 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

850  4/20/2023 Jaqueline W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to segment A!!!!! Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
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851  4/20/2023 Jasmijn M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Research shows Option B is much less disruptive than Option A. Please 
reconsider or provide alternatives versus displacing residents and 
businesses all the while spending more money. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

852  3/16/2023 Jasmine M. 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

853  3/7/2023 Jason McClintock Email 

Stephen, 
I'm a resident of Stonebridge and I strongly oppose the construction of 
segment A. The correct decision would be to use Segment B, which is 
cheaper and will lessen the tax burden for McKinney residents. Segment B 
would also destroy less businesses and homes! I STRONGLY urge you to 
implement Segment B. Thank You, 
Jason McClintock 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. It is important to note Segment A has fewer potential home 
displacements in comparison to Segment B and results in fewer impacts to 
planned future residential homes.   

854  3/7/2023 Jason Reed Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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855  4/3/2023 Jason Reiss Email 

Senator Paxton, Representative Leach, and Mr. Endres: 
I strongly oppose Segment C and I support Segment D.  There are fewer 
homes and businesses affected.  I am also worried about the damage and 
destruction to the largest remaining forest in central Collin County. 
Regards, 
Jason Reiss 
McKinney TX 

Your comment, opposition of Segment C, and support of Segment D is 
noted.  According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  

856  3/14/2023 Jason Thurow Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Thank you, 
Jason Thurow 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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857  2/17/2023 Jason Woodward Online 

As a McKinney resident, I am very concerned about the preferred project 
segment C for the US 380 EIS Project.  I strongly oppose segment C and 
kindly ask TXDOT to pursue segment D instead of C.  Segment C will have a 
much greater negative impact on our community.  It will affect and displace 
more homes businesses and community resources than segment D.  In 
addition, segment C damages one of the largest remaining forests in 
central Collin County, destroying 71% more acres of forest and woodlands 
than segment D.  I understand segment C is strongly opposed by Texas 
Parks and Wildlife.  Finally, segment C will have worse traffic performance 
with lower traffic capacity, longer travel times, slower speeds, and more 
elevation changes.  It seems the only benefit to segment C is the cost.  I 
firmly believe the costs does not justify the other negative impacts to the 
community.   

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences.  
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway.  Segment C stretches farther east out of the floodplain. Segment 
D straddles the floodplain for most of its length. Using bridges to span 
floodways to minimize the placement of fill material, including bridge 
bents, within the mapped 100-year floodplain is part of the design for 
Segments C and D. With an alignment outside of these areas, more of the 
roadway would require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be 
built, therefore reducing anticipated construction costs. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis. 

858  4/20/2023 Jay A 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I oppose Segment A. The alternative B is less expensive and destroys fewer 
businesses and homes. OF MAJOR CONCERN is the current noise pollution 
study and existing scientific data showing an association between traffic 
noise and physical and mental health problems. As currently planned, it 
appears that TxDOT and other segment B supporting officials may be 
knowingly supporting an alignment (A) that will likely cause health 
problems among residents when another viable and less expensive option 
is available. Homes cannot be moved. Horse farms can. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  
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859  4/4/2023 
Jay Zonouzy and 

Family 
Email 

Dear Mr. Enders, 
As a long time residence of Stonebridge Ranch community, I strongly 
oppose the proposed segment A, of 380 by pass. Segment A , is a much 
more costly, longer construction, and more intrusive proposal. will destroy 
more homes and business and disrupts the lives of over 36000 SBR 
residents. As one of the earliest and established communities with large 
number of residents in this part of McKinney, the damage/ loss of 
business/ loss of homes will be much more severe than the communities 
affected by your alternate segment B. The decision should be based on 
logic and cost and not by pressure by smaller but more affluent 
communities in segment B. Even looking at the plan, the proposed 
segment A, with a 90 degree sudden sweep north, does not look well 
engineered compared with segment B, with a gradual sweep that goes 
through less populated areas before joining the the north leg of the bypass. 
This should be decision based on logic, design, cost and less impact on 
residents. Considering all of this, the only logical and practical choice 
should be Segment B. Thank you, 
Jay Zonouzy and Family 
22 year resident of Stonebridge Ranch 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS 
process, indicates that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the 
criteria of managing congestion, improving east-west mobility, and 
improving safety.  
 
TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative, which is a combination of Segments A, 
E, and C, as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, 
considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing 
evaluation matrices. The decision is informed by both a qualitative and 
quantitative analysis. Refer to Section 2.4 in the DEIS for an explanation of 
why the Blue Alternative was selected over the other Build Alternatives. For 
more information, please reference the Alternatives Analysis Matrix in the 
DEIS in Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. You may also view the Segment Analysis 
Matrix on the Public Hearing website at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  

860  2/17/2023 Jayme Meyer Email 

Hi Stephen, 
I am a resident of McKinney and writing to tell you that I oppose the route C 
option of the 380 Bypass.    I really oppose all options, I am sick of the 
massive growth in Mckinney and taking away of the beauty this place was.   
If any have to be done, I prefer the option that disrupts the least amount of 
homes.  
Thank you 
Jayme Meyer 
AmerisourceBergen Corporation 
Finance Manager, SPS FP&A 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted.  

861  3/15/2023 JC Diaz Online 

agree with the proposed plan— keep 380 on 380 in Prosper, Texas Your comment and support of the project is noted.  
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862  4/13/2023 JD Email 

Good afternoon, Ms. Clemens and Mayor Fuller, 
Can you please review the attached report discussing the US 380 Coit Rd 
to FM 1827 Draft EIS? 
Ms. Clemens, can TxDOT please respond to each issue identified within? 
Thank you, 
JD 
 
Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

863  4/20/2023 JD Email 

Good afternoon, Mr. Endres: 
As discussed during our meeting, I have attached the PDF copies of the two 
document submissions I provided to you. Please replace the paper copies 
that were submitted with the attached PDF copies. The attached copies 
include typo corrections and updates to the data based on the public 
hearing materials that were released after our meeting. Thank you, 
JD 
 
Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

864  3/30/2023 Jean Allenson 
Written Comment 

Form 

To: TXDot 
Re: No to Segment A 
Why destroy McKinney businesses near Custer Road & 380!? That is a very 
flippant decision made by someone who "changed his mind." Really? 
Ridiculous! Spend Texas taxpayers money wisely! No to Segment A. Yes to 
Seg. B. 
Jean Allenson 
1613 Hackett Creek Dr. 
McKinney TX 75072 
972-740-0655 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. Detailed information can be found in the DEIS document and 
multiple appendices posted at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. 
An EIS is a multi-year environmental review process, guided by State and 
Federal requirements, that provides the most rigorous analysis conducted 
by TxDOT of proposed alternatives and their environmental impacts.  

865  3/16/2023 Jean De Villers 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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866  3/10/2023 Jean Donley Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from my iPad 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

867  3/7/2023 Jean Possehl Email 

Stephen, 
I am a resident of Stonebridge Ranch and because of that reason, I 
support segment B.  I strongly oppose Segment A. Thank you, 
Jean Possehl 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

868  4/20/2023 Jean W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Please choose segment B. Segment A goes by two elementary schools 
about 200 yards from 380 on Stonebridge and Ridge. They have together 
about 1000 hound children that would be affected by this project. The kids 
and their families are constantly outside and would be affected by the air 
pollution and noise 24 hours a day. Many families have backyards on both 
sides of 380 very near segment A( close to 30 yards away. When there’s 
another option that doesn’t effect so many lives, please choose segment B. 

Thank you for really listening ❤ 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

869  3/15/2023 Jeanette Lackey Email 

Good morning, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX, I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Respectfully, 
Jeanette Lackey 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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870  4/20/2023 Jeanette M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

The worst traffic on 380 is at school hours, which the expansion will not 
impact. I’ve personally driven down 380 at 5:30/6:00 without delay. The 
expansion using Segment A is too short to do any good, much like the now-
to-be destroyed I-980 segment in Oakland, CA! 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. The traffic and safety 
analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates that the Preferred 
Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing congestion, improving 
east-west mobility, and improving safety. If constructed, the project would 
adhere to current design standards and address existing deficiencies in the 
system where feasible. The freeway design eliminates direct access to the 
mainlanes from driveways and other roadways, and opportunities for left 
turns or U-turns will only be available at signalized intersections on cross 
streets, thereby reducing the number of conflict points. Results of traffic 
analysis can be found in Appendix I of the DEIS and on the Segment 
Analysis Matrix. 

871  4/4/2023 Jeanette Pine Email 

I am a resident of Collin County and am writing regarding the proposed 
bypass of Highway 380 in the northern part of the county.  My 
understanding was that the A-E-D alignment was recommended following 
the feasibility study.  However, at the last meeting regarding this matter A-
E-C alignment was proposed as the preferred alternative.  I would like to 
express my opposition to this proposal. Earlier in the process when other 
segments were studied, emphasis was given on impacting fewer homes, 
utilizing more of the existing US 380, and public concern.  If this same 
criteria was applied to the segment in question, segment D would be the 
appropriate choice.  Segment C disrupts and destroys communities along 
County Road 338 and FM 2933  We have friends whose property would be 
disrupted by the proposed highway and their small business destroyed.  
Several of their neighbors would completely lose their property.  At stake 
also is the peaceful country life which led them to this location many years 
ago and the loss of neighbors who are friends.  If the alternative Segment 
D were chosen, only one community along Woodlawn Road would be 
affected.  The number of homes is significantly fewer and Segment D does 
not put neighbors on opposite sides of the freeway. I request that the initial 
A-E-D alignment recommended in the feasibility study be implemented. 
Thank you. 
Jeanette Pine 

Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted. TxDOT’s Feasibility 
Study Recommended Alignment, which included a conceptual Segment D 
section, was based on the data collected during the Feasibility Study. 
Throughout the subsequent NEPA process, TxDOT has gathered more 
detailed information and continued work with stakeholders.  
 
According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D (with the 
Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 businesses, 
while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would potentially 
displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace seven 
residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 residences. 
 
The proposed US 380 project could influence future land use changes 
within the Area of Influence (AOI) (defined in Section 3.15.2 of the DEIS); 
however, new and planned residential developments are more likely to 
influence changes in land use patterns, changes in land cover, and induce 
growth within the AOI than construction of any of the roadway segments. 
According to input from the City of McKinney, the proposed project would 
support future commercial and industrial development around Segment C; 
however, the proposed project would not be the primary factor considered 
in making land use decisions in the area. 

872  4/20/2023 Jeannette M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Stop the “bait and switch”. We already agreed on the preferred route and 
now it is switched with no reason given. 

Your comment is noted.  
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873  3/26/2023 Jeannette Maher Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Jeannette Maher 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

874  3/9/2023 Jeannie Holm Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Thank you! 
Jeannie Holm 
REALTOR®, Fathom Realty 
214-733-1887 
I’m always happy and available to answer any and all of your real estate 
questions.  And, I’d be honored to be chosen to help you achieve your real 
estate goals!   

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. It is important to note Segment A has fewer potential home 
displacements in comparison to Segment B and results in fewer impacts to 
planned future residential homes.   

875  2/17/2023 Jeff Bodin Online 

My family and I live in Kensington Ranch which is directly off 
380/University Drive.  I'm opposed to Inset C: Alternative Design Segment 
A where the access road (in purple) from the new 380 runs directly in front 
of my street to connect to the old 380/University Drive.  I believe this will 
lead to more traffic off of Freedom Drive than the proposed A segment. 

Your comment and opposition to the alternative design for Segment A at 
the connection between existing and future US 380 is noted.  
 
TxDOT analyses found the Blue Alternative is expected to attract traffic 
from arterial streets and from the existing US 380 (University Drive). 
Drivers taking long trips would likely take the freeway option because the 
mainlanes have no stop signs, they could drive at a higher rate of speed, 
and greatly reduce their travel times.  

876  2/25/2023 Jeff Cotten Email 

Stephen, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Thank you in advance for your attention to this. 
Jeff Cotten   
214-392-0510 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted.  
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877  3/10/2023 Jeff Gustafson Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Jeff Gustafson 
214.491.0096 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

878  3/15/2023 Jeff Kennedy Email 

Mr. Endres, 
My position and comments remain the same as they did in April 2022 I am 
writing this response in stringent opposition to alignment B, an alignment 
that was not even on the table until McKinney Mayor George Fuller and 
U.S. House of Representative candidate Keith Self unethically used their 
political power to force an alignment on another town. A town, in Prosper, 
who have been good stewards by developing with an appropriate setback 
from 380 knowing that it would be widened at some point in the future. Not 
only does alignment B represent the ability of politicians to exert undue 
influence on other government agencies with a Goliath vs. David mindset, 
it is an alignment that would come within hundreds of feet of 3 schools and 
45 feet of a therapeutic horse center that serves two vulnerable 
populations (children and veterans). Not to mention the already developed, 
or about to be developed, residential neighborhoods that would be 
eliminated and greatly reduce the tax dollars going to PISD. I urge TXDOT to 
stick with what was their preliminary (and now secondary) decision to 
widen 380 through Prosper and connect with the proposed alignment A. 
Regards, 
Jeff Kennedy 
4320 Fisher Rd. Prosper, TX 75078 
I am NOT employed by TXDOT 
I do NOT do business with TXDOT 
I would NOT benefit monetarily from the project or other item about which I 
am commenting 

Your comment and opposition of Segment B is noted. The Preferred 
Alternative selected was the Blue Alternative, which does not include 
Segment B. 
 
While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during 
its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through 
a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, 
municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue 
Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  
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879  3/16/2023 Jeff Lang 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

880  4/4/2023 Jeff Marquardt Email 

Hello Stephen, 
My comment for final tie-in on the east end of this project should to 
coordinate with McKinney Airport Terminal Expansion. While it is up for 
bond voting soon this year...my belief is that it will pass, and traffic to and 
from the airport expansion to the east should work with this project  
Sincerly, 
Jeff Marquardt 
730 Cross Fence Drive  
McKinney, TX 75069 

Your comment is noted. This US 380 EIS project and the Spur 399 
Extension project are separate projects with independent utility. Both 
Segments C and D can be connected to the Spur 399 Preferred Alternative 
and that is how they were evaluated in the DEIS. The decision for the US 
380 Preferred Alternative is not based on the Preferred Alternative for Spur 
399. TxDOT has and will continue to work with City of McKinney staff on 
both projects.  

881  1/13/2023 Jeff Parsons Online 

Mr Endres, I just saw that the Hwy 380 plan will not affect Manegait. I want 
to say that I am so relieved for this outstanding organization.   

Your comment is noted.  

882  4/20/2023 Jeff R 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A, Yes to segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

883  3/10/2023 Jeff Roberts Email 

Our family lives just south of Custer and 380 and as a homeowner and 
citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A 
for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. I don’t understand why 
TxDOT has seemingly dismissed an existing option, Segment B, that will 
cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer 
businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 
Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. Has there been undue or unethical influence on TxDOT by 
property owners bordering Segment B? I strongly urge you to implement 
Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 
to FM 1827. Thank you for your attention, 
Jeff Roberts 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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884  3/16/2023 Jeff Stutes 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

885  1/25/2023 Jeff T Online 

Do not increase the road traffic and complexity putting the top of the 
funnel in my town right next to my neighborhood (right at the intersection of 
coit and 380 where our high school is) to decrease traffic in an adjacent 
town. Build the *entire* bypass well into McKinney if McKinney needs a 
bypass. With the funnel in Prosper we will see the traffic building right in 
one of our already most populated and busiest areas.  

Your comment is noted. Please note TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative as 
its Preferred Alternative, which includes Segment A along the existing US 
380 in Prosper. This means that the new location portion of the freeway 
would not diverge from the existing US 380 at Coit Road or into the Town of 
Prosper. TxDOT is conducting four schematic projects to build a freeway 
throughout Collin County.  

886   Jeffery S 
Flanagan 

Comment Form 

A is strongly preferred over B! Thank you for realizing this. Your comment and support of the project is noted.  

887  3/16/2023 
Jeffrey 

Alexopulos 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

888  4/20/2023 Jeffrey B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

YES to segment B. Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  
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889  4/20/2023 Jeffrey G 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

B-E-C just makes sense.-OR- go up top over 380 in McKinney where 
existing right-of-way is not wide enough. 

Your comment and support of Segments B, E, and C is noted. Double 
decked (or elevated) freeway sections were considered during the 
Feasibility Study. It will not be further considered for the corridor because it 
would not substantially reduce the amount of right-of-way needed to 
construct the roadway, and it would be more expensive. It's important to 
note that TxDOT is being asked by cities to remove elevated freeways in 
several locations across the state, including I-35 in downtown Austin.  

890  4/20/2023 Jeffrey R 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

891  2/18/2023 Jeffrey Smith Online 

Preference is for option A.  It is inconceivable to me how Texas has so 
poorly planned for know growth coming.  This clearly should have been 
addressed 20-30 years ago. Not now ! 

Your comment is noted. TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative as its 
Preferred Alternative, which includes Segment A.  
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892  4/20/2023 Jenna Duffy Email 

Hi Stephen, 
A few comments and questions are below. Additional comments have been 
attached. 
TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition 
to the already flawed analysis that produced a preference for Segment A 
creates an unfair burden on the residents of Tucker Hill. Once again, TxDOT 
appears to be showing a callous bias toward ‘future development’ rather 
than a commitment to current residents. It is impossible to fully 
understand the additional noise pollution, air pollution and other effects 
without additional study. It’s important to note that even with this new 
shifted Segment A, the cost to construct Segment B would be $100M less 
than Segment A. TxDOT’s actions are placing the residents of Tucker Hill in 
an untenable position and are knowingly causing irreparable harm to the 
community in favor of future development. I strongly object to the proposed 
shift of the A alignment. I am concerned about safety during construction 
and beyond and do not feel the study adequately addressed safety and 
access to our neighborhood during and after construction. Tucker Hill is a 
front-porch community by design and given the amount of time spent 
outside and in our community, I am concerned about air quality and noise 
and do not feel they were adequately addressed nor were our facilities and 
neighborhood type properly identified in the study. How will emergency 
response time be affected during construction period? Has TxDOT studied 
the  full impact of air quality during and after construction? Where were the 
air quality monitors located for the current study? Was a study done to 
compare the safety of the turns on A compared to B? I don’t understand 
the air quality measures used?  Can you explain them to me. What will 
happen with overflow parking at Harvard Park into Tucker Hill when you 
take a row of parking? 
Jenna Duffy  
Email: JennaJDuffy@gmail.com 
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Your comment and opposition of the Segment A shift is noted. The 
Segment A shift that was presented as a possible alternative design at the 
Public Hearing did not shift the proposed right-of-way for the freeway along 
the existing US 380 to the south of Tucker Hill. The freeway proposed right-
of-way was shifted on the curve on the east side of Tucker Hill by 
approximately zero to 115 feet to the north and west. This is approximately 
a minimum of 800 feet from any Tucker Hill residence.  
 
Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles 
per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air 
quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is 
consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 
State Implementation Plan (SIP), the North Central Texas Council of 
Governments (NCTCOG) Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). TxDOT modeled carbon 
monoxide concentrations (CO TAQA) and none of the modeled 
concentrations exceeded the Environmental Protection Agency's 1-hour or 
8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. TxDOT 
performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis. The total 
MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43% by 2050 
due to higher combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification 
of the US fleet. More information about the air quality analysis that was 
conducted can be found in the DEIS document in Section 3.12.  
 
During the next phase of project development, TxDOT will break the project 
into different construction projects. Each construction project will also 
develop a detailed traffic control plan or construction phasing plan before 
construction to minimize traffic disruption and outline how access will be 
maintained during construction. TxDOT will continue to work with adjacent 
property owners and stakeholders through final design to minimize impacts 
to adjacent properties and neighborhoods, as feasible. More information 
about construction phase impacts can be found in Section 3.17 of the 
DEIS.  
 
The current design shows that TxDOT would likely need to acquire the land 
where the last row of parking is for the Harvard Park parking lot. TxDOT 
does not anticipate that additional right-of-way beyond what is described in 
the DEIS will be needed for the project. If the property owner chooses to 
reconfigure parking due to the TxDOT ROW acquisition, they would have to 
do so on their own property. During the TxDOT ROW acquisition process, 
TxDOT hires a third party to appraise to and assess any potential damage 
and if the building can still operate with its original purpose.  
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 
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893  4/20/2023 
Jennifer and Glen 

Gonthier 
Email 

Mr. Enders: 
As McKinney homeowners and taxpayers, specifically as homeowners and 
taxpayers who reside in Tucker Hill, we find that TXDOT’s recommendation 
of Segment A over Segment B is fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers 
costing over $150 million more, applies criteria to support their decision 
inconsistently, and provides numerous biased, false, and inconsistent 
findings in their environmental study. 
 
Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

894  4/20/2023 Jennifer Anne C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Segment A is costly and extremely disruptive to already existing businesses 
and residential areas. Segment B does not impact near as many business 
and yet to be established homesites. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  
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895  4/20/2023 Jennifer Arnett Email 

To Whom it May Concern,  
I am writing to show my strong opposition for Segment A of HWY 380 
expansion. I have a few points to address. First and foremost is that I am a 
resident of Tucker Hill who is protected under the ADA. I have sensory 
issues in which that a highway whose noise levels will exceed the legal 
decibel rating will quite literally drive me insane. Having a major freeway on 
top of my neighborhood will not only impact my quality of life but  other 
residents of Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch who have sensory issues 
from either PTSD, Autism, ASD, etc. My other major concern is the pollution 
from the construction and eventual traffic from this major highway. As a 
lifelong asthmatic,  this is very troubling to me. Being able to breathe 
without wheezing or relying on an inhaler to breathe is a right that shouldn't 
be taken away from anyone. How can you guarantee that my  health won't 
be affected by this poorly chosen route? You can't. I don't believe that 
TXDOT has done due diligence on environmental impacts to the existing 
wetlands and this route would wipe out a significant amount of 150 year 
old trees and essential wildlife. There is another route that wouldn't wipe 
out wetlands, historic trees, planned hike and bike trails by the City of 
McKinney,  business or existing homes.  It would also save taxpayers in 
excess of TWO HUNDRED MILLION dollars. Why does TXDOT think it can 
just spend money like that when there is clearly another option that is 
more economical,  sensible, responsible and in the best interest of those 
living near the proposed route A? I don't believe the studies TXDOT has 
done paint an accurate picture of the noise and pollution levels that route 
A will bring to the residents of Tucker Hill, Auburn Hills and Stonebridge 
Ranch. I believe it is in TXDOTS best interest to choose a different route or 
majorly revise Route A to protect businesses, homes and residents that are 
currently standing and not "proposed" communities or businesses. Thank 
you, 
Jennifer Arnett  
2716 Majestic Ave  
McKinney, TX 75071 
Sent via the Samsung Galaxy S21 Ultra 5G, an AT&T 5G smartphone 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. TxDOT selected the 
Blue Alternative, which is a combination of Segments A, E, and C, as the 
Preferred Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering 
public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation 
matrices. The decision is informed by both a qualitative and quantitative 
analysis. The preliminary cost estimate for each segment is one of the 
many factors TxDOT considered when determining the Preferred 
Alternative, as shown in Figure 2-13 of the DEIS. Refer to Section 2.4 in the 
DEIS for an explanation of why the Blue Alternative was selected over the 
other Build Alternatives. For more information, please reference the 
Alternatives Analysis Matrix in the DEIS in Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. You 
may also view the Segment Analysis Matrix on the Public Hearing website 
at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  
 
According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, 
Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B would 
potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially displace 
14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none.  
 
Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles 
per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air 
quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is 
consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 
State Implementation Plan (SIP), the North Central Texas Council of 
Governments (NCTCOG) Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). TxDOT modeled carbon 
monoxide concentrations (CO TAQA) and none of the modeled 
concentrations exceeded the Environmental Protection Agency's 1-hour or 
8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. TxDOT 
performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis. The total 
MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43% by 2050 
due to higher combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification 
of the US fleet. More information about the air quality analysis that was 
conducted can be found in the DEIS document in Section 3.12.  
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill. It is important to note that TxDOT is already 
proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by depressing the 
mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 
to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers.  
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896  2/6/2023 Jennifer Aycock 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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897  4/20/2023 Jennifer C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I oppose segment A. Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

898  4/20/2023 Jennifer C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A, YES to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

899  4/20/2023 Jennifer C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Cheaper, less impact to property holder, less congestion and pollution, 
more traffic actually bypassed. Seems like a no brainer. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

900  4/20/2023 Jennifer C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

901  3/14/2023 Jennifer Carter Email 

Mr Endres - 
I know you've received every engineered comment possible. So I will give 
you my very simple but honest concerns. You all need to stop this 
nonsense. You know what is right - what is wrong. It is wrong to hurt many 
for one. It is wrong to create chaos for communities of 20 years or more 
than to build in newer communities just beginning. It is wrong to spend 
millions when it is not necessary - it's stealing. It is wrong that one wealthy 
voice overrides a community of many. It is wrong in this State of Texas to 
not be fair. There is only one conclusion to come too - a bully has a 
vendetta and you all have let him win. It's sad. Especially sad here in Texas. 
So that is it.  I told my community I would send a comment - and here it is.  
You already know all of this - and my little existence is nothing to you all - 
but we moved to our home in McKinney in Tucker Hill for the love of the 
community as many did - and you all have once again proved that the deep 
pockets don't really care about the little man. 
Sincerely, 
J. Carter 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. TxDOT selected the 
Blue Alternative, which is a combination of Segments A, E, and C, as the 
Preferred Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering 
public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation 
matrices. The decision is informed by both a qualitative and quantitative 
analysis. 
 
Refer to Section 2.4 in the DEIS for an explanation of why the Blue 
Alternative was selected over the other Build alternatives.  
 
For more information, please reference the Alternatives Analysis Matrix in 
the DEIS in Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. You may also view the Segment 
Analysis Matrix on the Public Hearing website at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  
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902  3/9/2023 Jennifer Claunch Online 

I cannot understand how Option A vs Option B meets any of the criteria for 
a preferred route for the bypass. First, option B bypasses a larger segment 
of 380.  Second, it represents a more gentle return to 380, resulting in 
easier traffic flow, higher speeds, so less sitting and polluting at lower 
speeds. Fewer homes are in the path, and far fewer existing businesses. I 
believe Option B would represent less traffic hazards for school children 
driving and bussing from south of 380 to schools north of 380 during the 
construction. I strongly favor Option B and feel existing properties and 
businesses should carry more weight than potential future growth. And 
finally, Option B is far less costly. It could be completed more quickly. Time 
is money. 

Your comment and support of Segment B is noted. The traffic and safety 
analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates that the Preferred 
Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing congestion, improving 
east-west mobility, and improving safety. If constructed, the project would 
adhere to current design standards and address existing deficiencies in the 
system where feasible. The freeway design eliminates direct access to the 
mainlanes from driveways and other roadways, and opportunities for left 
turns or U-turns will only be available at signalized intersections on cross 
streets, thereby reducing the number of conflict points. Results of traffic 
analysis can be found in Appendix I of the DEIS and on the Segment 
Analysis Matrix. Our comparison of Segments A and B showed that there 
was not a substantial difference in traffic metrics such as travel times, 
travel speeds, and Level of Service.  

903  2/24/2023 Jennifer DeLano Email 

Mr. Endres, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   
Thank you,  
Jennifer DeLano 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

904  3/10/2023 Jennifer Ellis Email 

Mr. Endres, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Jennifer Ellis 
8504 Beech Ln 
McKinney, TX 75072 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

905  4/2/2023 Jennifer Eubank Email 

Senator Paxton, Representative Leach, and Mr. Endres: 
I am writing to express my opposition to Segment C and my support for 
Segment D. I support Segment D because of its reduced impact on the 
environment and the lower number of homes, businesses, and community 
services that would be negatively impacted in comparison to Segment C. 
Furthermore, the Texas Parks and Wildlife department also prefers 
Segment D because they recognize the disastrous environmental impact 
that Segment C would have. Thank you for your attention to this matter. 
Regards, 
Jennifer Eubank 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. No NRHP-
eligible historic resources would be affected by the Blue Preferred 
Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information about cultural 
resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
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Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the impacts 
mentioned in their comments were several of the many things TxDOT had 
to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, the natural 
resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the Preferred 
Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation strategies 
such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections to span 
streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from streams 
and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill material in 
jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation credits from 
stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation for impacts to 
waters of the US and wetlands.  
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906  2/25/2023 
Jennifer 

Fortenbury 
Email 

Mr. Endres, 
With great respect, I ask that you consider my comments below regarding 
the 380 bypass. As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly 
OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue 
Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to 
FM 1827. 
Reasons to consider OPPOSING Segment A: 
 
Costs taxpayers $98.8 million more 
Impacts 57% more natural wetlands  & wildlife Negatively impacts Tucker 
Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 
 
Reasons to SUPPORT Segment B: 
Requires 73% fewer business and residential displacements Avoids costly 
reconstruction of the intersection at U.S. 380 & Custer Road 14% shorter, 
saving time and money 
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
Jennifer Fortenbury 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

907  4/20/2023 Jennifer H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I vote no to segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

908  3/16/2023 Jennifer Hagee Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sincerely, 
Jennifer Hagee 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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909  3/14/2023 Jennifer Lorenzo Email 

Please help us save our beautiful community!! 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sincerely, 
Jennifer Lorenzo 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

910  2/6/2023 Jennifer Murley 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
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community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

911  3/31/2023 Jennifer Pruitt Email (2) 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
I oppose using Segment C of the 380 bypass and prefer using Segment D 
for the following reasons: 
1.  Using segemnt D would disrupt fewer citizens and households. 
2.  Using segment D would not disturb the forest land or wild life areas, or 
at least less disruption to natural areas.   
Progress is good as long as it makes sense.  It doesn't make sense to 
disturb 22 citizen families for segment C, when there is less impact on 
citizen families for segment D.   
Graciously,  
Jennifer Pruitt 
Mckinney, TX 

Your comment, opposition of Segment C, and support of Segment D is 
noted.  According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 

912  4/20/2023 Jennifer S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A. Yes to segment B. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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913  4/5/2023 
Jennifer 

Sutherland 
Voicemail 

Hi this is Jennifer Sutherland. My phone number is (214)-558-1007 and 
my address is 700 Sutherland Dr., McKinney, TX, 75071. Just calling to 
make sure you guys consider the students that are zoned for McKinney 
North, that drive from the stonebridge area, Stonebridge and 380. Um all 
of those students that are in that neighborhood, new 16 year old drivers. 
Drive on 380 to get to McKinney North at Wilmeth and Hardin area. So our 
preferred 380 bypass entrance would be west of that area over in Prosper. 
I've also been told that it costs less money. I've also been told that it 
effects less residential. I think that the traffic entering in to go west would 
be less there. The bulk of stonebridge neighborhood and all surrounding 
neighborhoods head east on 380 to go grocery shopping at kroger, um to 
go to the hospital at Baylor Scott and White. I think it impacts a lot more 
residents and student drivers on 380 if you put it by 380 and Stonebridge 
versus putting it west out in Prosper. So my vote would be the 3rd or 4th 
option, the gold or the brown option. And the recent information that I read 
online, and so just wanted to cast my vote. Thanks. Bye. 

Your comment is noted. The traffic and safety analysis, completed during 
the EIS process, indicates that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets 
the criteria of managing congestion, improving east-west mobility, and 
improving safety.  
 
While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during 
its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through 
a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, 
municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue 
Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  

914  2/17/2023 Jennifer Swim Online 

I oppose route C parcel 403, and prefer route D. Route C destroys my 
home that my family has lived on since 2011. It displaces my parents out 
of their house as well as the horse rescue they own. Many people and 
animals will be affected in this route C option. Many more residents will be 
displaced with this option as opposed to route D.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. All right-of-way acquisition would be completed in accordance with 
the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies 
Act of 1970, as amended. Brochures, including two booklets titled “The 
Purchase of Right of Way,” and “Relocation Assistance,” are available on 
the project website. These booklets contain detailed information to inform 
property owners of their rights and provide information about the TxDOT 
right-of-way acquisition process. Property owners are entitled to fair market 
value compensation and relocation assistance, among other services. 

915  2/16/2023 Jennifer Swim Paper form 

Oppose C Route. The Route goes directly through my house and displaces 
my family with two children. Parcel 403 is the area that destroys my house.  

Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted. All right-of-way 
acquisition would be completed in accordance with the Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as 
amended. Brochures, including two booklets titled “The Purchase of Right 
of Way,” and “Relocation Assistance,” are available on the project website. 
These booklets contain detailed information to inform property owners of 
their rights and provide information about the TxDOT right-of-way 
acquisition process. Property owners are entitled to fair market value 
compensation and relocation assistance, among other services. 
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916  3/7/2023 Jennifer Watkins Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

917  4/20/2023 Jenny A 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to Segment A 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

918  4/2/2023 Jenny Ahlemeyer Email 

Mr. Endres,  
NO to Segment A 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely,  
Jenny Ahlemeyer  

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

919  3/8/2023 Jenny Kaiser Email 

Hello, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Thanks, 
Jenny Kaiser 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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920  3/16/2023 Jenny Maxey 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

921  2/21/2023 Jeremy Baker Online 

As a resident of the Willow Wood community, I would like to express my 
interest in section D and oppose section C. 
Section D would have much less of an impact on the hundreds of residents 
in this area. Section C would come just below the southern edge of my 
property as well as many others here. We bought in this neighborhood for 
its country feel and would be devastated by a huge freeway that would be 
close enough to see!  

Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted.  

922  3/14/2023 Jeremy Lowry Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Regards, 
Jeremy Lowry 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

923  3/6/2023 Jeremy Puckett Email 

NO to Segment A 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. 
I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the 
US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Jeremy Puckett 
JEREMY PUCKETT 
General Manager Operations 
O: 972.801.3990 | M: 469.534.6092 
jeremy.puckett@chrobinson.com 
www.chrobinson.com 
8454 Parkwood Blvd | Suite 200 | Plano, TX 75024  

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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924  4/20/2023 Jerri U 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A...Yes to Segment B Please Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

925  4/20/2023 Jerry & Connie K 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO for plan A & YES with plan B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

926  4/20/2023 Jerry B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Another instance of not considering tax payers and supporting the most 
expensive and disruptive plan. No to Plan A 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. The preliminary cost 
estimate for each segment is one of the many factors TxDOT considered 
when determining the Preferred Alternative, as shown in Figure 2-13 of the 
DEIS. As final design continues, cost estimates will be updated, and will 
factor in the costs of right-of-way acquisition. Impacts to future 
developments will also be re-evaluated. It is important to note that these 
costs are high-level estimates, using the information available now.  

927  3/22/2023 Jerry Bradley Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. A is more 
expensive, more disruptive and destructive, and did I say more expensive?  
Government acts as if they have a money. It's not your money so you don't 
care how bad you hurt retired people like myself. Collin County is becoming 
a place where ex teachers can't afford to live. Take the least expensive 
alternative for once. Support Plan B. 
Jerry Bradley  

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

928  2/28/2023 Jerry Horton Email 

I wish to advise you to please vote NO to segment A and YES to segment B. 
I am a homeowner in Stonebridge Ranch, specifically LaCima Meadows 
facing Custer near Stonebridge Drive. I strongly support segment B and 
urge you to please vote YES for that proposal. 
Jerry Horton 
1208 Winter Haven Lane 
McKinney, TX 75071 
214.592.4147 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  
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929  4/20/2023 Jerry P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A - Yes to Segment B!!! Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

930  4/3/2023 Jerry Patrick 
Stonebridge 

Comment 

4/3/2023 
Jerry Patrick 
No to Segment A 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX, I strongly OPPSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
JERRY PATRICK 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

931  3/16/2023 Jerusha Sykes 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

932  4/20/2023 Jessica E 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A. Yes to segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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933  2/6/2023 Jessica Garcia 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway.  Segment C stretches farther east out of the floodplain. Segment 
D straddles the floodplain for most of its length. Using bridges to span 
floodways to minimize the placement of fill material, including bridge 
bents, within the mapped 100-year floodplain is part of the design for 
Segments C and D. With an alignment outside of these areas, more of the 
roadway would require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be 
built, therefore reducing anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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934  2/27/2023 Jessica Garcia Email 

Good afternoon Mr. Endres,   
My name is Jessica Garcia and I am concerned about the 380 bypass that 
will take place on the NE part of McKinney. I live in an area that will be 
affected severely if segment C is chosen. I as well as all my neighbors 
support segment D as it would cause less damage to the remaining forests 
in central Collin County. If segment C is chosen it would destroy about 71% 
more acres of forests and woodlands and 141% of grassland and prairie 
which would also eliminate a large area of suitable habitat for 
endangered/threatened species. Segment C will also affect and displace 
more homes businesses and community resources. In all honesty segment 
C would create more problems than solutions. I know it's a tough decision 
but supporting segment D would be more beneficial for everyone. Please 
support segment D. Thank you, 
Jessica Garcia  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  

935  4/20/2023 Jessica M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I don’t want a Highway by my house. The environmental impact would be 
devastating. I love my home and neighborhood. My husband and I worked 
very to build this home and this community. I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

936  2/26/2023 Jessica Nunn Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Thank you, 
Jessica nunn  

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. 
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937  4/20/2023 Jessica V 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

The right choice is Segment B, donth right thing! Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

938  3/14/2023 Jessica Vargas Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Jessica Vargas 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

939  3/16/2023 Jessica Wyrich 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

940  2/17/2023 Jessie Dortch Email 

Hello. My name is Jessie Dortch and I would like to voice my opposition to 
the 380 bypass (route C). The bypass would destroy the property owned by 
a good friend. This property serves as a place for therapeutic horse riding, 
community rides, events, and church services. The bypass would go 
directly through the riding arena and honey bee area on the property, and 
the noise from the highway would be incredibly detrimental to the animals. 
I would instead like to voice support of route D. It crosses through the flood 
plain, and would only disrupt 7 homes instead of 29. Thank you for 
listening, and I hope you will consider the impact of route C on the people 
and animals that call the area home. Thank you, 
J Dortch 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
would potentially displace seven residences, while Segment C would 
potentially displace 10 residences.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway.  Segment C stretches farther east out of the floodplain. Segment 
D straddles the floodplain for most of its length. Using bridges to span 
floodways to minimize the placement of fill material, including bridge 
bents, within the mapped 100-year floodplain is part of the design for 
Segments C and D. With an alignment outside of these areas, more of the 
roadway would require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be 
built, therefore reducing anticipated construction costs. 
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941  3/10/2023 Jill Ables Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

942  2/19/2023 Jill Nugent Online 

I am encouraged that the EIS Recommendation is to Keep 380 on 380 
along its current footprint in the Town of Prosper. Thank you for listening to 
feedback from the Town of Prosper, Prosper ISD, and citizens of Prosper to 
Keep 380 on 380 in Prosper. The Town of Prosper is a committed regional 
transportation partner and we have planned for the 380 expansion along 
its current footprint.   

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  

943  2/22/2023 Jill Price Online 

I strongly believe that the option chosen is the wrong option. It impacts too 
many homes and businesses as well as impacts the environment in a 
negative way. The better option is the B, E, D route. I also believe the fly by 
video is misleading as I do not believe the retail in front of Tucker Hill will 
be spared and I have been told that the overpass will not be up and over 
but more rollers which will create in insane amount of noise. 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. In regard to the retail 
businesses in front of Tucker Hill, TxDOT is still considering options for 
design in the area. The current two designs show impact to the first row of 
parking and not the businesses structures.  If the interchange you are 
referencing is the interchange of future 380 and existing 380, the 
mainlanes will be elevated above the existing US 380 and the freeway 
frontage roads. If you are referencing Tremont, the entrance to Tucker Hill, 
the freeway mainlanes would be depressed (below grade). The frontage 
roads would be at grade and offer access to the neighborhood via Tremont 
Road.  

944  4/20/2023 Jill S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Segment B is cheaper and impacts fewer people. Please reconsider the 
decision. 
 

 

 

 

 

  
 

Your comment and support of Segment B is noted. According to Section 
3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, Segment A potentially 
displaces two residences and Segment B would potentially displace four 
residences. Segment A would potentially displace 14 businesses, including 
business being built at the time of EIS drafting, and Segment B would 
potentially displace none.  

945  4/20/2023 Jillian H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to A. Strongly support B! Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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946  4/20/2023 Jim B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Against this route, I understand it costs more and will disrupt more than 
the other route 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. 

947  4/20/2023 Jim H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Go South. TIe in to 121/399 and get back on 380 at DNT. 380 Loop south 
go much further North. Current options are pointless. The area will be 
saturated before current plan can even begin. 

Your comment is noted. The project is needed because population growth 
within the central portion of Collin County has caused increases in current 
and forecasted traffic volumes that exceed the capacity of US 380 between 
Coit Road and FM 1827, leading to increased congestion, reduced mobility, 
and higher crash rates compared to other similar roadways in the region. 
The options that you mention would not address these needs.  

948  3/7/2023 Jim Hysaw Email 

As a citizen of McKinney, TX and resident homeowner in the Stonebridge 
Ranch Community living near the intersection of Custer Road and 380, I 
strongly “OPPOSE the construction of Segment A” for the US 380 Bypass 
from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an 
existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on 
McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in 
less overall disruption to the 36,000 residents who live with me in the 
Stonebridge Ranch Community as well as the thousands of citizens 
throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to “implement Segment B” as the 
preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sincerely, 
Jim Hysaw 
Jim Hysaw 
8509 Gallery Way 
McKinney, TX  75072 
Jimhysaw@outlook.com 
214-837-4416 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

949  4/20/2023 Jim M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to the A. Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

950  4/20/2023 Jim N 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

951  3/7/2023 Jim Norton Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from Mail for Windows 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

952  4/20/2023 Jim P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

953  3/28/2023 Jim Reyes Email 

Have those that will decide Segment “A” versus Segment “B” the crucial 
extra time to navigate from Stonebridge Ranch to have emergency “first 
responders” meet fire and health situations, especially in transport to 
medical facilities like Baylor Scott White where every minute “COUNTS”! 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment is noted.  

954  2/25/2023 Jim Rice Email 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   
Jim Rice 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted.  
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955  4/19/2023 Jim Smith Email 

To whom it may concern: 
I have attached a document with comments and views based on extensive 
research regarding your proposed Segment A choice and ask that you take 
these findings to heart 
and reconsider your current position and choose Segment B as the best 
option for current and future growth to our NW quadrant of the City. 
In addition to the attached comments: 
1.  My wife has health issues that require muItiple Doctor visits and health 
screenings and I am concerned about safety during construction and 
beyond and do not feel the study adequately 
addressed safety and access to our neighborhood during and after 
construction. 
Will there be ease of access entering and exiting Tucker HIll? 
How will emergency response time be affected during construction? 
Where is the study to compare the safety of turns on Segment A compared 
to Segment B? 
Best Regards, 
Jim Smith 
972-898-8345 
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

The Preferred Alternative would maintain the two existing entry points to 
Tucker Hill from the existing US 380 at Grassmere Ln. and Tremont Blvd. 
Each is accessible from frontage roads.  
 
In response to concerns from Tucker Hill residents, the roll plots for the 
Public Hearing showed that TxDOT added a connection over the freeway at 
Tremont Blvd. and the future US 380. This at-grade overpass over the 
depressed mainlanes will allow for left in and left out access to Tucker Hill. 
It also means that drivers will have a direct entrance to Tucker Hill instead 
of driving further to U-turn at another interchange.  
 
The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing 
congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. According 
to Section 3.6.3.3 of the DEIS, TxDOT will coordinate with emergency 
responders to prevent disruptions in service during phased construction of 
the proposed project and will develop a traffic management plan as 
discussed further in Section 3.17. The proposed grade separated 
interchanges and intersection improvements (including U-turns) along the 
proposed frontage roads would reduce congestion at major cross-streets 
allowing emergency vehicles to bypass traffic lights, shortening transit 
times through the Study Area.  
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 
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956  2/6/2023 Jim Taliaferro 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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957  2/6/2023 Jimmy Sullivan 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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958  2/20/2023 Jimmy Wilson Email 

Dear Stephen Endres, 
Even though I reside in the Atlanta, Georgia area, my wife and I are lifelong 
friends of Collins County ranch owner, Rebecca Smith.  The ranch is used 
by the community for Therapeutic Riding as well as riding for church and 
community events.  The ranch will be damaged by proposed Spur 399 
Extension Section C, and would no longer be usable for horses and riding. 
There is a proposed Extension Section D which would impact seven homes, 
while Section C impacts 29 homes, 15 businesses and seven community 
resources.  Section C will also destroy one of the largest remaining forests 
in central Collins County. My wife and I join with Collins County Ranch 
Owner, Rebecca Smith to urge the selection of Section D for the Spur 399 
project.  Thank you for your kind consideration. Sincerely, 
Dr. Jimmy and Deborah Wilson 
2865 Adams Pointe Drive 
Snellville, GA   30078 

Your comment, opposition of Segment C, and support of Segment D is 
noted.  
 
According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D (with the 
Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 businesses, 
while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would potentially 
displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace seven 
residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 residences. 



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

959  4/3/2023 Jo Email 

Please see attached my comments on the U.S. 380 bypass through 
McKinney. In particular, I am concerned that the EIS does not account for 
the sound impact of the elevated roadway portion that crosses Wilson 
Creek within a short distance of several neighborhoods, and that the 
ambiguity on the location of the turn north (i.e., "shifted" Segment A) mean 
that the true comparative impact has not been assessed. I am strongly 
opposed to Segment A and favor Segment B, which is a lower impact, more 
direct, and less expensive alternative.  
Erik Baumgarten  
2712 Majestic Ave 
McKinney,  TX  
As a McKinney resident, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of Segment A 
over Segment B ignores the 
findings of the environmental study, applies criteria to support this decision 
inconsistently, is fiscally 
irresponsible to the taxpayers and places an unsupportable financial 
burden on the City of McKinney and its 
taxpayers. 
Findings of the Environmental Impact Study should have led to selection of 
Segment B. 
● No businesses displaced, rather than 15 current businesses displaced in 
Segment A. 
● 2 rather than 7 major utility conflicts in Segment A 
● No hazardous material sites impacted, rather than 2 in Segment A. 
● Nearly twice the impact to rivers and streams; ½ mile vs. 1 mile 
● Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged over 
150 years. 
Segment B saves over $150 million dollars for Collin County Taxpayers vs. 
Segment A 
● $153M in right of way costs, rather than $198M in Segment A. 
● $25M in utility relocation costs, rather than $75 in Segment A. 
● $588M in design and construction costs rather than $608M in Segment 
A. 
● $40M savings in utility relocation for the City of McKinney. 
TXDOT’s own findings indicate that the continued emphasis on ManeGait is 
unwarranted.  
● The design updates to Segment B have fully mitigated any impact to 
ManeGait 
● TXDOT has received a copy of a study from Shea Center & 
Dreamcatchers, California service ranch 
with a similar project that impacted their area which found there was 
minimal impact. 
● TXDOT has said that Segment B “would not make the ManeGait 
inaccessible to persons with 
disabilities and would not violate the Americans with Disabilities Act” 
Priority has not been given to safety and the increased risk of fatal 
accidents 
● Segment A contains two 90 degree turns with a change of grade which 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions.  
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill. TxDOT is also still evaluating the impacts of the 
Segment A shift which was presented as a possible alternative design at 
the Public Hearing. It did not shift the proposed right-of-way for the freeway 
along the existing US 380 to the south of Tucker Hill. The freeway proposed 
right-of-way was shifted on the curve on the east side of Tucker Hill by 
approximately zero to 115 feet to the north and west. This is approximately 
a minimum of 800 feet from any Tucker Hill residence.  
 
The same criteria were used to compare all segments. Specific weights 
were not applied to evaluation criteria. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative 
(comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after 
reviewing the technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, 
and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices. One of the many reasons 
that TxDOT evaluated the project by end-to-end alternatives and by 
segment is because there are notable differences in the three focus areas.  
For example, Focus Area 1, which includes Segments A and B, is expected 
to have much more future development particularly residential which will 
likely be built by the time TxDOT is able to construct this project.   
 
Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles 
per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air 
quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is 
consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 
State Implementation Plan (SIP), the North Central Texas Council of 
Governments (NCTCOG) Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). TxDOT modeled carbon 
monoxide concentrations (CO TAQA) and none of the modeled 
concentrations exceeded the Environmental Protection Agency's 1-hour or 
8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. TxDOT 
performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis. The total 
MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43% by 2050 
due to higher combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification 
of the US fleet. More information about the air quality analysis that was 
conducted can be found in the DEIS document in Section 3.12. 
 
The design for Segment A meets the criteria outlined in TxDOT's Roadway 
Design Manual, including stopping sight distance. Similar freeway curves 
can be found in the region including President George Bush Turnpike and I-
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will present a greater risk of 
fatal accidents. 
● TXDOT did not reveal the comparison between fatality analysis for 
Segment A & B 
Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 
Highway increasing the risk 
of work zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic patterns. 
● According to TXDOT, 26,000 work zone crashes in 2021 resulted in 244 
deaths.   
● The extended construction time required to regrade the existing road bed 
will increase the disruption to 
existing traffic for several years of construction. 
Criteria used to support Segment selection was not applied consistently. 
The criteria applied to 
recommend Segment C, would conclude Segment B is the preferred option. 
● C vs. D was compared based on objective cost data  
● A vs. B comparison featured subjective measures, such as counting the 
number of comments 
submitted vs. objective facts 
The current TXDOT budget and plans do not include the mitigation 
measures necessary to address the 
impact of increased environmental and noise pollution, as well as 
concerning traffic hazards, for the 
current McKinney neighborhoods impacted by Segment A. In addition to 
the depressed roadway: 
● A sound wall across the full length of Tucker Hill property fronting 380 
consistent with the character of 
the entry being removed and providing privacy from cut thru traffic. 
● The extension of Stonebridge Drive and new entrance on Townsend 
Boulevard for Tucker Hill residents 
in the character of the current entrance at Tremont Boulevard. 

35 interchange. 
 
TxDOT provides a summary of fatal and injury crashes by alternative on 
page 2-33 of the DEIS.  
 
During the next phase of project development, TxDOT will break the project 
into different construction projects. Each construction project will also 
develop a detailed traffic control plan or construction phasing plan before 
construction to minimize traffic disruption and outline how access will be 
maintained during construction. TxDOT will continue to work with adjacent 
property owners and stakeholders through final design to minimize impacts 
to adjacent properties and neighborhoods, as feasible. More information 
about construction phase impacts can be found in Section 3.17 of the 
DEIS.   
 
The current design shows that TxDOT would likely need to acquire the land 
where the last row of parking is for the Harvard Park parking lot. TxDOT 
does not anticipate that additional right-of-way beyond what is described in 
the DEIS will be needed for the project.  If the property owner chooses to 
reconfigure parking due to the TxDOT ROW acquisition, they would have to 
do so on their own property.  During the TxDOT ROW acquisition process, 
TxDOT hires a third party to appraise and assess any potential damage and 
if the building can still operate with its original purpose.  
 
The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by 
applicable federal environmental laws for this project are being, or have 
been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum 
of Understanding dated December 9, 2019, and executed by the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) and TxDOT. Under “NEPA Assignment”, 
TxDOT adheres to FHWA policies in accordance with the CEQ’s NEPA 
Implementing Regulations. As described throughout Chapter 3 of the DEIS, 
TxDOT assessed the direct impacts of the project such as clearing 
vegetation, placing fill material within wetlands, displacing homes or 
businesses, traffic noise, etc. and the potential for the alternatives 
considered to induce changes in land use and growth within the Study 
Area. TxDOT also addressed any adverse environmental impacts that 
cannot be avoided, the measures considered to minimize harm and to 
mitigate adverse effects, where applicable; and the steps taken during the 
study to comply with applicable state and federal environmental laws. 

960  4/20/2023 Jo Ann L 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to Segment A. YES to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  
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961  4/20/2023 Joan B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

200 million more tax dollars for a worse solution is unacceptable. Your comment is noted. The preliminary cost estimate for each segment is 
one of the many factors TxDOT considered when determining the Preferred 
Alternative, as shown in Figure 2-13 of the DEIS. As final design continues, 
cost estimates will be updated, and will factor in the costs of right-of-way 
acquisition. Impacts to future developments will also be re-evaluated. It is 
important to note that these costs are high-level estimates, using the 
information available now.  

962  4/20/2023 Joan D 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NOOOOO to A . . .Use B instead Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

963  4/20/2023 Joanna P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

We STRONGLY oppose Segment A blue alternative route. Your comment and opposition of Segment A and the Blue Alternative s 
noted.  

964  4/18/2023 Joanna Phillips Email 

Hello. We love our Stonebridge Ranch Community and we love living in 
McKinney. There is no place quite like it. Peaceful, quiet, friendly, safe. 
Segment A of the 380 bypass will ruin that. There is a better option with 
Segment B. As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly 
OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 
Road to FM 1827. TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will COST 
less, REDUCE the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy FEWER 
businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 
Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Thank you. 
Joanna Phillips 
Sent from my iPhone 
"Every child deserves a champion, an adult who will never give up on them, 
who understands the power of connection, and insists that they become 
the best that they can possibly be." 
~Rita Pierson 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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965  4/20/2023 Joanne K 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I find it difficult to understand how this can be a viable option - right in the 
middle of large residential areas. What are you thinking? Which 
landowners/investors paid off State officials? Please do not destroy our 
peace and neighborhoods with the noise and air pollution of a freeway. NO 
TO SEGMENT A!!! 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. While public input is 
one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during its decision-making 
process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through a voting process, 
nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, municipal or agency 
leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative (comprised 
of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the 
technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly 
reviewing evaluation matrices. 
 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions.  

966  4/20/2023 Joanne P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

US 380 Proposed Route - NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

967  4/20/2023 Joanne T 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Not just Stonebridge but also Tucker Hill as well. Absolutely No to A and yes 
to B 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

968  4/20/2023 Joanne T 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A! Yes to B. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

969  3/14/2023 Jocelyn Hudson Email 

Good afternoon, Stephen. 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Jocelyn Hudson 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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970  4/20/2023 Jodi L 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A! Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

971  4/20/2023 Jodi W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to A. C, E, B makes more sense to me. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segments C, E, 
and B is noted.  

972  2/6/2023 Jody Sullivan 
Segment C 
Petition (2) 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
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The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

973  4/20/2023 Joe C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Why in the world would they select the more expensive option? They picked 
C over D; why not B over A? 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. The preliminary cost estimate for each segment is one of the many 
factors TxDOT considered when determining the Preferred Alternative, as 
shown in Figure 2-13 of the DEIS. As final design continues, cost estimates 
will be updated, and will factor in the costs of right-of-way acquisition. 
Impacts to future developments will also be re-evaluated. It is important to 
note that these costs are high-level estimates, using the information 
available now. 
 
One of the many reasons that TxDOT evaluated the project by end-to-end 
alternatives and by segment is because there are notable differences in 
the three focus areas.  For example, Focus Area 1, which includes 
Segments A and B, is expected to have much more future development 
particularly residential which will likely be built by the time TxDOT is able to 
construct this project.  

974  2/20/2023 Joe Closs Online 

Two comments: 
Segment B is about a mile shorter than segment A. Either segment will 
impact homes, two for segment A versus five for segment B. Surely the cost 
of the three additional homes for segment B is significantly less than the 
cost of an additional mile of roadway construction. 
Also, it's a bypass. Segment B bypasses more of existing US 380 than 
segment A. 

Your comments are noted.  
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975  3/16/2023 Joe Closs 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

976  4/20/2023 Joe H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I strongly support segment. Segment B and oppose Segment A. If you have 
to do one or the other, Segment B is the only logical choice. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

977  4/20/2023 Joe M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

978  3/16/2023 Joe Miranda 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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979  3/15/2023 Joe Mossinger Email 

Hi Mr. Endres, 
I am writing to you to share my STRONG opposition to the bypass and 
Option B running through Prosper. I am a resident of Whitley Place and 
have been for the last seven years and disagree with the bypass running 
through Prosper for the following reasons: 
• 12+ lanes going right through Prosper (8 lanes & 4+ access lanes on 
either side) with the magnitude equal to US 75, located just south of 
Founders Academy  
•US 380 Bypass Segment B options + approved Collin Outer Loop (4-6 
lanes) just north would sandwich NE & SE Prosper in between 2 major 
highway thoroughfares  
•Directly affects and disruptive to numerous neighborhoods: Whitley Place, 
Whispering Farms, Brookhollow, Christie Farms, Rhea Mills, Gentle Creek, 
Amberwood, Ladera, etc.  
•Prosper properly planned for expansion (380 can be widened!). If other 
towns didn’t plan this can’t be put on Prosper  
•Directly impacts multiple schools in Prosper ISD: Cockrell Elementary | 
Rogers Middle School | Walnut Grove High School and Founders Classical 
Academy and student drivers 
•Increased Traffic and Noise  
•Materially impacts ManeGait and the wonderful therapy they provide to 
children, veterans, and our disabled community  
•Exorbitant costs of acquiring rights of way, adverse environmental 
impacts, wetland mitigation 
•This design does not make for an acceptable proposal nor effective use 
of taxpayer money  
•School buses having to go on a highway to take kids to school / young 
drivers for the high school having to deal with highways and high speeds 
•Significant environmental impact: pollution, emissions, & poor air quality 
•Safety of our citizens and students  
•Decreased home values and overall desire of area  
•Massive utility relocations that are critical to Prosper’s infrastructure  
•Substantial lost tax revenue to the Town and Prosper ISD 
In closing, I highly oppose Option B and want 380 to stay on 380 or Option 
A to be considered. Thank you, 
Joe Mossinger 
4060 Chimney Rock Drive 
Prosper, Texas 75078 

Your comment and opposition of Segment B is noted. The Preferred 
Alternative selected was the Blue Alternative, which does not include 
Segment B. 
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980  3/31/2023 Joe Sadowy Email 

Mr Endres- 
I have to imagine you receive thousands of emails and messages from 
homeowners and residents complaining about the work you do. It seems 
everyone is a supporter of progress and development, as long as it does 
not happen in their backyard. I am a resident of McKinney and live fairly 
close to HWY 380 near Stonebridge Drive.  Our HOA provides us updates 
and information regarding the process and the planning that impacts 
Stonebridge Ranch. Recently, they provided data suggesting that TXDOT 
appears to be close to making decisions on the new Hwy 380 Bypass.  The 
information states that TXDOT appears to favor an option A for the location 
of the beginning of the loop construction on the western end rather than 
option B.  They also provided data that indicates that option A will be 
significantly more expensive than B. The information also stated that 
option A will destroy more existing businesses and residences than option 
B in the construction of the roadway. As you can imagine, this does not 
sound reasonable to me.   Why would TXDOT proceed with a more 
expensive and more intrusive construction plan when there is a viable and 
more appealing option available? Admittedly I would prefer this new 
construction to happen away from my current residence for obvious 
reasons.  However, if the least expensive, least intrusive option was next to 
my residence, I would understand. 
I have two requests: 
1-If you are reviewing and tracking responses from McKinney residents like 
me, please record my feedback as a formal request for option B to be 
selected. 
2-If there is information available from TXDOT that provides substantiation 
for the selection of option A, recognizing the additional expense and 
community impact. would you please provide the information to me? 
Thank you very much for your consideration  I appreciate your help 
Joe Sadowy 
1417 Montclair Cir 
McKinney TX 75071 
214-392-3335 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
 
Some of TxDOT's top considerations in choosing Segment A over Segment 
B, because Segment A: 
-Displaces fewer homes in comparison to Segment B  
-Results in fewer impacts to planned future residential homes  
-Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west 
of Custer Road  
-Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment 
-Avoids impact to ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the 
subject of substantial public concern  
-Requires acquisition of less ROW than Segment B  
 
While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during 
its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through 
a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, 
municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue 
Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  
 
Detailed information can be found in the DEIS document and multiple 
appendices posted at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. An EIS is a 
multi-year environmental review process, guided by State and Federal 
requirements, that provides the most rigorous analysis conducted by 
TxDOT of proposed alternatives and their environmental impacts. Any 
TxDOT environmental document, such as the one created for this study, 
must meet standards required by TxDOT policy to comply with FHWA NEPA 
compliance procedures and Title 43, Chapter 2 of the Texas Administrative 
Code.  

981  4/20/2023 Joel P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Yes to segment B. Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

982  2/22/2023 Johanna Mattox Online 

AGAINST Segment A. It's more money to build, effects way more people, 
more home owners (and not just the people off of 380.) Will effect more 
business, more noise etc. If a 380 bypass- why are we not bypassing parts 
of 380 that need to be bypassed? Custer to Hardin is very pretty now, and 
the intersection of Custer and 380 would be awful! Might as well be Custer 
&121! Seems TXDOT cares more about "future" home development of 
Prosper, and a horse facility that can go elsewhere, and NOT about the 
people who have lived in McKinney for years. Its about rich people of 
Prosper and not the rest of us.  The construction alone for YEARS will have 
everyone on Virginia Rd, that will be awful! This will greatly effect our 
taxes/property values. Not to mention the importance of our daily lives and 
driving in the "SUBURB" area we love. So much for our UNIQUE by nature-
McKinney.  PLEASE do B that makes sense and impacts less of our lives, 
and costs less. And my comments are from MANY people I know. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. During the next phase of project development, TxDOT will develop a 
detailed traffic control plan before construction to minimize traffic 
disruption and outline how access will be maintained during construction.  

983  4/20/2023 John A 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I want below grade when passing by stonebridge ranch Your comment is noted. The design presented does show the mainlanes 
between Stonebridge Ranch and Tucker Hill below grade.  

984  3/28/2023 
John and Nancy 

Pemberton 
Email 

Mr Stephen Endres, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
John and Nancy Pemberton 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

985  4/19/2023 
John and Peggy 

Firestone 
Email 

Mr. Endres.... I am writing you because I am extremely concerned about the 
380 bypass. My husband and I live in Tucker Hill which is directly off 380. 
We are an elderly couple and my husband has several heart and health 
issues. I am concerned because of the noise, traffic and confusion that will 
be taking place in our neighborhood. First, there is questions about 
whether houses will be taken down. We are already seeing many neighbors 
putting their house up for sale. Second, we have found out that the noise is 
it going to be a very large problem. Proper testing has not been done to any 
of our knowledge. Sound walls and protection for our community has not 
properly been studied The route labeled plan A Is much more costly and 
affects many more of us than Plan B. Why would tax Dollars be used for 
this plan when  they could save so much I using Plan B. The Billingsley 
property which is nearby and just recently started construction seems to 
have had a great impact on why one plan was picked over the other..  Our 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. Detailed information 
can be found in the DEIS document and multiple appendices posted at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. An EIS is a multi-year 
environmental review process, guided by State and Federal requirements, 
that provides the most rigorous analysis conducted by TxDOT of proposed 
alternatives and their environmental impacts. Any TxDOT environmental 
document, such as the one created for this study, must meet standards 
required by TxDOT policy to comply with Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) NEPA compliance procedures and Title 43, Chapter 2 of the Texas 
Administrative Code. 
 
Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles 
per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air 
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neighborhood has a porch style neighborhood which has proved to be a 
wonderful addition to McKinney. We are hopeful that some of our concerns 
could be revisited to say that there is reason to choose Plan B. It will save 
money , disturb fewer neighborhoods, and be a wiser choice. Please 
explain why spending more money and disturbing more neighborhoods is 
being picked for the path to be used. Many of us do not understand why 
the Outerloop couldn’t be used to solve the problem and be an answer to 
help in traffic north of our area as well as help the traffic on 380. Has that 
ever been thought of as the path. If you connect The northern towns that 
bring much traffic to our area with Hwy 75 they could even br brought into 
the North Dallas Tollway easily by using the already designated Outer 
Loop..  this area is one of the fastest growing areas and tearing up a few 
blocks of 380 will hardly handle that traffic in a few years. Respectfully 
submitted, 
John and Peggy Firestone 
Tucker Hill Residents. 
I 
Sent from my iPhone 

quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. TxDOT conducted a 
quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis including benzene 
and VOCs (Section 3.12.3 of the DEIS), and a Carbon Monoxide Traffic Air 
Quality analysis (Section 3.12.2 of the DEIS), included in Appendix P of the 
DEIS. TxDOT modeled carbon monoxide concentrations and none of the 
modeled concentrations exceeded the 1-hour or 8-hour National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. The total MSAT emissions are 
predicted to decrease by approximately 43 % by 2050 due to higher 
combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification of the US 
fleet. As required, the project is consistent with the Texas Commission on 
Environmental Quality (TCEQ) State Implementation Plan (SIP), the 
NCTCOG’s Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 TIP.  
 
During the next phase of project development, TxDOT will break the project 
into different construction projects. Each construction project will also 
develop a detailed traffic control plan or construction phasing plan before 
construction to minimize traffic disruption and outline how access will be 
maintained during construction. TxDOT will continue to work with adjacent 
property owners and stakeholders through final design to minimize impacts 
to adjacent properties and neighborhoods, as feasible. More information 
about construction phase impacts can be found in Section 3.17 of the 
DEIS.  
 
The Preferred Alternative would maintain the two existing entry points to 
Tucker Hill from the existing US 380 at Grassmere Ln. and Tremont Blvd. 
Each is accessible from frontage roads.  
 
In response to concerns from Tucker Hill residents, the roll plots for the 
Public Hearing showed that TxDOT added a connection over the freeway at 
Tremont Blvd. and the future US 380. This at-grade overpass over the 
depressed mainlanes will allow for left in and left out access to Tucker Hill. 
It also means that drivers will have a direct entrance to Tucker Hill instead 
of driving further to U-turn at another interchange.  
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill. It is important to note that TxDOT is already 
proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by depressing the 
mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 
to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers.  
 
Even if all the planned roadways in Collin County, including the Outer Loop, 
are built, existing US 380 will continue to experience a failing level of 
service in the future. The regional model shows that both east to west 
freeways are needed to relieve congestion. 
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986  3/9/2023 
John and Wendy 

Corcoran 
Email 

Hello,  
As homeowners and citizens of McKinney, Texas, we OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, we understand TxDOT has an existing option, 
Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney 
residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall 
disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 
citizens throughout McKinney.  We strongly urge you to implement 
Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 
to FM 1827. Regards, 
John and Wendy Corcoran  

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

987  4/20/2023 John B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A; Yes to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

988  3/9/2023 John Balkovec Email 

March 9, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  
Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that 
will cost less, reduce the tax burden o McKinney residents, destroy fewer 
businesses and homes, and result in ;less overall disruption to 36,000 
Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. 
I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the 
US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  
Sincerely 
John Balkovec 
P.S.  As I commented on in a previous letter to TxDOT, I do not understand 
why the connection of the 380 Bypass to the Dallas North Tollway is not 
considered at this time in lieu of ‘A’ or ‘B’. I suspect that your overall 
studies have already identified a connection of 380 to the tollway further 
north than its current location, i.e., the outer loop,   
sent from I phone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. The project is needed because population growth within the central 
portion of Collin County has caused increases in current and forecasted 
traffic volumes that exceed the capacity of US 380 between Coit Road and 
FM 1827, leading to increased congestion, reduced mobility, and higher 
crash rates compared to other similar roadways in the region. The purpose 
of the proposed action is to manage congestion, improve east-west 
mobility, and improve safety. More information about the purpose and 
need for the project is available in Section 1.0 of the DEIS starting on page 
1-1.  
 
Even if all the planned roadways in Collin County, including the Outer Loop, 
are built, existing US 380 will continue to experience a failing level of 
service in the future. The regional model shows that both east to west 
freeways are needed to relieve congestion.  
 
It is important to note that there are also impacts and challenges in 
constructing a freeway north of Bloomdale Road/Prosper Trail, or along FM 
1461. Initial traffic analysis conducted during the US 380 Collin County 
Feasibility Study indicated that locating an alternative further north did not 
address US 380 congestion and would not satisfy regional travel demands. 
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989  3/16/2023 John Bickel Email 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
In connection with the proposed by routes referenced above I would like to 
express my opposition to segment C as proposed.  Based on the available 
impacts both natural and human it seems that segment D is a vastly more 
favorable option. As a longtime Collin County resident and regular user of 
this Highway I ask you also oppose segment C in favor of segment D. Thank 
you for your time and service to the State of Texas. Regards, 
John Bickel 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted.  

990  4/20/2023 John C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to Segment A and YES to Segment B!!! It’s obvious that Segment B is 
the best way to go with all the data that has been collected. Please TxDOT 
make the right decision-Segment B. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

991  4/20/2023 John Cisar Email 

Dear Mr. Enders,  
I have several issues with TxDOT’s proposed 380 expansion and alignment 
of option A.   
 
Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

992  3/28/2023 John DeLoma Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
John DeLoma 
7605 Willowbend Dr 
McKinney, TX 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

993  4/20/2023 John G 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Option B is less expensive and less disruptive. All the evidence presented 
in the studies make it the obvious choice. Please reconsider selecting 
Option B as the proposed choice from Coit Rd to FM 1827 

Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  
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994  3/21/2023 John Gidney Online 

Good Morning, 
My wife and I own what I believe is property 183 on your site plan on the 
North side of Tucker Hill. I'm writing to ask that you make a small 
adjustment to your plan. Our property line on the north side is basically 
where the bridge for your service road is going to begin. All I'm asking is 
that you push the beginning of the bridge about twenty feet to the south to 
allow me to put a entrance to our property. My family has lived in McKinney 
for over 100 years and I thought I had a place for the next 100 but this is 
throwing a wrench into that plan. But driving on 380 everyday myself I 
know its needed. We have tried to take this whole process in stride, but its 
been pretty tough to swallow as you can imagine. I have attached a photo 
with the location circled. Hopefully this small request will be a lot easier to 
be made if we can take care of it before the project moves forward. Thank 
you for your time. 
John Gidney 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. Our design team will 
take your suggested change into consideration and further evaluate the 
possibility of shortening the bridges. TxDOT is looking at reducing all bridge 
lengths to try to reduce the cost of the project.  

995  3/28/2023 John Grey Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
John Grey 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

996  3/7/2023 John Hamilton Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of Prosper , TX., I strongly SUPPORT the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. I strongly urge you to implement Segment A as the preferred option 
for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827 and appreciate the time 
and attention taken to resolve this route issue. Thank you for keeping 380 
on 380 through Prosper. 
John Hamilton 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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997  2/17/2023 John Hancock Online 

We are very concerned about the large number of families who would be 
displaced by Segment C when Segment D would impact far fewer homes. 
Segment C would also adversely impact much more forest land than 
Segment D.  

Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted. According to the 
addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D (with the Spur 399 
interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 businesses, while 
Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would potentially displace 19 
businesses. Segment D would potentially displace seven residences, while 
Segment C would potentially displace 10 residences. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway.   

998  1/26/2023 John Helmer Email 

Stephen, 
We live in East McKinney and are not in the direct path of this proposed 
Hwy 380 bypass work, but I continue to believe it is a waste of money and 
a needless assault on rural life. I don’t believe the bypass will have any 
meaningful effect on Hwy 380 congestion. It is a poorly conceived knee-
jerk project that fails to relieve the dense traffic on Hwy 380 from Denton 
to Princeton. Collin Co. missed the opportunity to expand Hwy 380 perhaps 
30 years ago and now there are no easy options. I urge TXDOT to back-
peddle on this and look into more useful and permanent remedies. How 
about spending some of that $33 billion state war chest on something 
visionary, a 50 year solution? Should all these roads have free use? What 
about collaborating with NTTA to toll an express component on the original 
right of way? That has worked pretty well on 635 in Dallas. Thanks. 
John Helmer 
McKinney, Tx 
214-504-9935 

Your comment and opposition to the project is noted. You can find 
information about the traffic analysis that was conducted for the Blue 
Alternative in the DEIS. Please reference the Alternatives Analysis Matrix in 
Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. 
 
Coordination has been ongoing between TxDOT and NTTA, however, tolling 
is not being considered as a funding option for this project.  

999  4/20/2023 John J 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

in favor of Segment B Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  
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1000  3/7/2023 John Kavulich Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
John Kavulich  
713 Marioneth Dr 
McKinney TX  

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1001  4/20/2023 John L 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I am vehemently opposed to Segment A. strongly support Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1002  4/20/2023 John M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1003  4/20/2023 John M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1004  2/17/2023 John Manton Email 

I strongly encourage that TXDOT utilize Route D as the best option for our 
city. The houses and business shouldn't be touched and the floodplain is 
the best option. We use business in the path of C and losing those would 
be devastating to the community and our needs.  Thank you, 
John Manton 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted.  

1005  3/21/2023 John Mazzolini Email 

Good morning Stephen, 
My vote is for the Brown Alternative. I'll spare you the reasoning and long 
explanation for this choice as I'm sure you have heard the same thing from 
others and are aware of everything due to TXDOT's extensive research. You 
are welcome to reach out any time. Have a good day! Kind regards, 
John 

Your comment and support of the Brown Alternative is noted.  
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1006  2/19/2023 John Nugent Online 

We are encouraged to see the EIS recommendation to Keep 380 on 380 in 
Prosper. Thank you for listening to public input to Keep 380 on 380 in 
Prosper.  

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  

1007  3/16/2023 John Phillips 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1008  2/24/2023 John Solomon Email 

Stephen,  
I would like to express my thoughts on the HWY 380 project. Thanks fir 
your consideration.  
NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
Best Regards  
John 
972-569-7669 
Johnfsolomon@att.net 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

1009  4/20/2023 John W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A! Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
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1010  3/7/2023 John Worrall Online 

I live at 7505 Cormac St in Tucker Hill and am, unsurprisingly, opposed to 
the Segment A route. Though it seems to be a foregone conclusion A will by 
built, why is the more cumbersome, winding, and expensive option the go-
to choice? Therapeutic horses? There are 25+ other such facilities in North 
Texas. Anyone who regularly drives 380 in front of Tucker Hill knows the 
traffic problems are not there. They are further east (toward Lake Forest) 
and further west (toward Coit and the DNT). Or why not promptly build out 
the Collin County Outer Loop and use that instead? A few miles north to 
bypass the area is not too much to ask. In the end, though, if Segment A is 
built, PLEASE, PLEASE, PLEASE build a north exit out of Tucker Hill, 
preferably a permanent one. It would likely involve eminent domain, but a 
road that connects to FM 124 to the north would help a lot of people avoid 
years of traffic snarls. Thanks for opportunity to comment. I hope these 
comments are read! 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. A Preferred 
Alternative is not selected through a voting process, nor is it selected solely 
based on input from the public, municipal or agency leaders, or elected 
officials. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, 
and C) as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, 
considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing 
evaluation matrices.  
 
Even if all the planned roadways in Collin County, including the Outer Loop, 
are built, existing US 380 will continue to experience a failing level of 
service in the future. The regional model shows that both east to west 
freeways are needed to relieve congestion. 
 
Wilson Creek is north of the Tucker Hill neighborhood, making a northern 
access point to the neighborhood unlikely.  

1011  3/16/2023 John-Munn 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

1012  2/6/2023 Johnnie Fisher 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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1013  2/17/2023 Johnnie Howell Online 

Our family is in opposition of section C, we fully support of section D as the 
preferred alternative.  We are raising our young children on a 24 acre 
family ranch with horses, donkeys, and cows.  If TxDOT chooses section C, 
specifically parcel 403, it will demolish our home where we have two 
children, our son is 11 months, and daughter is 5 years old.  We have 
family gatherings on the property, we host bible studies, and we had 
planned to raise our family here. 
We are not the only family directly affected and displaced, when you look at 
sections C and D side by side, you will see that 4 times the residents and 
businesses are affected if route C is chosen.  We all know roads can be 
built over flood planes, I know this is more expensive, but it's not right to 
choose C over D because of the flood planes and cost alone.  Which is 
what it looks like you are basing your preference on. I will be sure to follow 
up with an email because I've used my allotted characters. 
Johnnie Howell  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. TxDOT selected Segment C over Segment D because Segment C 
minimizes impacts to 100-year floodplains and regulatory floodways, 
therefore, requiring TxDOT to build much less of the roadway on elevated 
(bridge) structure. Segment C is also expected to draw traffic off FM 1827 
by providing better connections to local roadways, would impact fewer 
major utilities, and would cost less to construct than Segment D.  
 
It is important to note that Segment D (with the Spur 399 interchange) is 
expected to displace 20 businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 
interchange) would potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would 
potentially displace seven residences, while Segment C would potentially 
displace 10 residences. 

1014  2/16/2023 Johnnie Howell Paper form 

Oppose C! Please take a second look at section D. I have a son under 9 
years old and a 5-year old daughter who have been raised in our house 
(which is displaced by parcel 403). Section C affects and displaces more 
residents (29 for C, 7 for D), businesses (15 for C, 4 for D), and community 
resources (7 for C, 0 for D). 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences.  
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS.  
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1015  2/6/2023 Johnny Petway 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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1016  4/20/2023 Jon A 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1017  4/20/2023 Jon B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Greater cost, great negative impact to business and the environment. 
Effectively severs NE McKinney from McKinney. 

Your comment is noted.  

1018  
2/26/2023 
3/10/2023 

Jon Bolen 
Online (1) 
Email (1) 

To whom it may concern: 
I regret not being able to attend the public hearing. I believe a bypass is 
required to support growth in the northern corridor. However, I am 
thoroughly flummoxed at how TXDOT reached a decision to move forward 
with Segment A rather Segment B for this project. Let’s first look at your 
somewhat disingenuous benefits for Segment A:  
• Displaces fewer homes 2 versus 5. Correct, however segment A is one 
mile longer, has seven potential major utility conflicts versus just two for 
Segment B and displaces 15 business versus zero. Additionally, Segment A 
encroaches on twice the wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of 
rivers and streams and more acreage of forests, prairies and grasslands. 
Finally, the estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M more 
than Segment B (unless the even more intrusive shift option is chosen, 
then increase is “only” $100M). 
• Results in lower potential impacts to planned future residential homes. 
Have we canvased the “future residents” to measure the impact on their 
planned use of our community? I suspect the voices of the current 
residents should be a priority over unidentified residences. 
• Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction 
west of Custer Road. Once again, this appears to accrue to the benefit of 
future residents or current investors, not the current residents of the 
McKinney community. 
• Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment. True, but the Segment A 
alignment effectively severs a portion of NW McKinney from our community 
and creates an island of residents who become more closely aligned with 
Propser than McKinney. We did not move to Prosper, we moved to 
McKinney. 
• Avoids impact to MainGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the 
subject of substantial public concern. This is pretty laughable. There is no 
great “public concern” over MainGait. Until this discussion arose, I would 
contend few people in the area even new of its existence. More concerning 
is that you call out the impact of the ROW to the founder’s property. The 
founder of MainGait is no ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill Darling, a real 
estate developer and home builder who stands to gain personally by the 
selection of Segment A over B. Oh, to be certain, I have been to a MainGait 
‘charity’auction where well-heeled patrons bid tens of thousands of dollars 
for vacation packages and sports memorabilia. At the time, we all drove in 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. Some of TxDOT's top 
considerations in choosing Segment A over Segment B, because Segment 
A: 
-Displaces fewer homes in comparison to Segment B  
-Results in fewer impacts to planned future residential homes  
-Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west 
of Custer Road  
-Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment 
-Avoids impact to ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the 
subject of substantial public concern  
-Requires acquisition of less ROW than Segment B  
 
For more information, please reference the Alternatives Analysis Matrix in 
the DEIS in Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. You may also view the Segment 
Analysis Matrix on the Public Hearing website at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  
 
Planned future developments and proposed residences were identified 
through TxDOT's coordination with City of McKinney, Town of Prosper, and 
Collin County. Our project team reviewed planning and zoning commission 
status of each development. More detail can be found on the Segment 
Analysis Matrix at 
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/14%20Seg
ment%20Analysis%20%28Displacements%29.pdf. Future developments 
were one of the many factors TxDOT had to consider when determining the 
Preferred Alternative.  
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill.  
Stonebridge Drive improvements are led by City of McKinney. TxDOT does 
not have jurisdiction of local streets with private developers.  
 
Detailed information can be found in the DEIS document and multiple 
appendices posted at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. An EIS is a 
multi-year environmental review process, guided by State and Federal 
requirements, that provides the most rigorous analysis conducted by 
TxDOT of proposed alternatives and their environmental impacts. Any 
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from Dallas to pay homage.  
What is missing from your comments and analysis is the impact on 
neighborhoods like Tucker Hill. Tucker Hill is an iconic neighborhood and 
destination for McKinney residents to celebrate special occasions. It is one 
of only two neighborhoods in the country developed by Southern Land as a 
front porch community. The Founders Square park does not just service 
the residents of the community, but is a destination for countless families 
as the backdrop for homecoming pictures, prom pictures and family photo 
shoots. A trip to the square on any given Saturday in the spring will find 
scores of young people in their most formal dress capturing memories. At 
Halloween, the streets are lined with residents from all over McKinney as 
children, young and old, try to recapture a touch of Americana. The Tucker 
Hill community welcomes them all with open arms. The sidewalks are 
nearly impassible and the laughter fills the evening well passed dusk. 
Finally, during the Holiday Season, when nearly every home is lit 
celebrating Christmas or Hanukkah the neighborhood is breathtaking and 
once again the streets fill with residents from the surrounding area so that 
they might recapture a touch of American tradition. Segment A will 
effectively sever Tucker Hill, a gem in the McKinney landscape, from our 
community. It appears there has been little to no thought of actions that 
could be taken to mitigate the impact of Segment A on our neighborhood. 
Some ideas for discussion and resolution: 
• A sound barrier has been proposed on the south side of the bypass, but 
essentially dismissed for the north side. A plan to erect a sound barrier and 
to partner with the neighborhood with funds earmarked to restore the 
aesthetic of the entrance at Tremont Boulevard (after construction of the 
bypass) would be helpful.  
• For years, Tucker Hill residents have waited to be connected to the 
McKinney trail system for cycling and walking. How could TXDOT partner 
with the city of McKinney to connect the neighborhood via trails to the 
broader community?  
• Finally, without detailed plans on an extension of Stonebridge Drive to 
facilitate a second manner of egress for the neighborhood, the residents 
can only envision complete isolation. What can TXDOT do to facilitate the 
progress of the Stonebridge Drive extension project and ensure amicable 
agreement between the City of McKinney and Southern Land Company? 
The support laid out for Segment B seems strained, at best, and more than 
a little biased towards a single individual or entity. The indifference to the 
facts and costs to construct Segment A (versus Segment B) seems 
irrational. The lack of mitigating strategies to offset the impact of a 
suboptimal strategy lacks empathy and foresight. I urge you to follow the 
data and reconsider your recommendation of Segment B for the bypass. If 
you cannot, I would challenge you to provide more complete 
recommendations to preserve the northwest McKinney community in 
earnest. Hopefully, we’ll see you or your children at our fountain in the 
spring, on our sidewalks at Halloween or singing Christmas carols in 
December. 

TxDOT environmental document, such as the one created for this study, 
must meet standards required by TxDOT policy to comply with FHWA NEPA 
compliance procedures and Title 43, Chapter 2 of the Texas Administrative 
Code.   
 
The scope of this project does include construction of ten-foot shared use 
paths on both sides of the roadway that would connect to trails shown in 
the City of McKinney future plans.  
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Best Regards, 
Jon Bolen 

1019  4/19/2023 Jon Bolen Email 

Stephen: 
I am a McKinney homeowner and I have lived in the Tucker Hill community 
since 2018.  In 2020, my 82-year old mother purchased in the community 
about 12 doors down from my wife and I.  We live on State Boulevard and 
can both see and hear US 380 from our front porch.  We sat on the porch 
when we made our decision to buy the home.  We can be found on our 
front porch, like many of our neighbors, on many evenings.  In fact, we 
consider this outdoor space an integral part of our home.  Naturally, we are 
concerned about the impact of the proposed 380 bypass on our lifestyle 
and ability to enjoy our property. 
 
Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

1020  4/20/2023 Jon Dell'Antonia Email 

Stephen 
Attached is a letter outlining two different alternatives to Segment A on the 
Project 380 bypass project.  I hope you will take the time to read it and 
consider it seriously. 
Jon Dell'Antonia 
Board President 
Stonebridge Ranch Community Association 
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

1021  1/13/2023 Jon Dell'Antonia Email 

Stephen 
I just learned that you selected Route A for the connection back into 
Highway 380 just East of Custer Road.  I am deeply disappointed in your 
decision.  I thought you would make it based on facts developed by your 
project team which clearly pointed out that option Route B was the best 
solution, not politics.  Obviously, I was wrong—politics won. I do not 
understand how you could select a route that is very disruptive causing 
many businesses to be removed and cost at least $250 million more that 
Route B.  Additionally, already under construction is a four lane divided 
road from 380 to Wilmeth which could easily connect to the bypass.  Thus 
negating the need for another highway less than a mile away. I would 
appreciate hearing an explanation from you on the rationale you used to 
make this decision. 
Jon Dell'Antonia 

Email response from TxDOT on 2/1/2023: 
 
Good Afternoon, 
  
In the DEIS, we give a brief description on why TxDOT selected the Blue 
Alternative (Segments A+E+C).  It is the alignment which travels between 
Stonebridge and Tucker Hill. 
The description is located in the DEIS on Page 2-38.  DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (keepitmovingdallas.com) 
  
We can discuss more. 
  
Stephen Endres 
214-320-4469 
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1022  2/7/2023 Jon Dell'Antonia Email 

Stephen 
While we disagree on the decision to recommend Segment A, I do 
appreciate your willingness to continue discussions with me. Your 
comment that we can discuss more is something I would like to pursue.  
Could we meet at the Feb 16th meeting to discuss?  Realistically, what 
would it take for you to change the preferred option of A back to B?  Is that 
even possible or are we just wasting our time? In reading your 
announcement, I note that you indicate it will displace 35 businesses and 
22 homes.  That is an incorrect statement. You may not be aware that as I 
write this email, there is construction going on East of Custer road of 
additional business and apartment complexes. I would estimate that hat 
the number of businesses impacted is closer to 50.     Additionally,. there is 
a major apartment complex being constructed on the property proposed for 
Segment A.  Your estimate of $248 million for right of way acquisition is too 
low in my opinion.  With all of the current and foreseeable construction, I 
believe it will be more in the range of $400-$500 million. As I have 
mentioned before, currently under construction is the expansion of Ridge 
Road from 380 to Wilmeth as a four lane divided highway.  It is planned for 
extension to Bloomdale Road.  That is essentially the route for segment A 
which begs the question on whether we need an additional road that does 
the same thing less than a mile West of this one. If you changed your 
decision to segment B, this would provide two routes to connect back into 
Highway 380 from the bypass (Ridge Road and the bypass connection in 
Prosper) instead of just one providing more options and a better 
experience for drivers.  It would also be far less expensive. I know the city is 
disappointed that you selected Segment A over Segment B as B was their 
preferred route which they voted to approve, In addition to the city, the 
homeowners in Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch are also opposed as are 
the Billingley's who are currently constructing an apartment complex is the 
area defined for segment A.  That is a significant number of people.  
Approximately at least 40,000 who are impacted. I look forward to further 
discussion with you. 
Jon Dell'Antonia 
972-540-5067 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

E-mail response from TxDOT on 2/7/2023:  
 
Yes, we can discuss at the February 16th public hearing.  
 
I would say it is rare that an alignment is changed, but that is why we hold 
public hearings and conduct public involvement. 
TxDOT is required to allow for review of the design schematics and DEIS. 
Things do come up where the design is changed even slightly. 
 
TxDOT does realize there is continued development around both 
alignments and impacts continue to increase above the numbers we show 
in DEIS. 
We try to be up to date at the time we write the Draft EIS. 
 
Stephen Endres 
 
Follow-up information: Please see the information for future developments 
provided in the Segment Analysis Matrix. The number of displacements in 
the DEIS and our Segment Analysis Matrix includes only developments 
(residential or commercia) already constructed and those that are 
expected to be constructed by the date TxDOT expects to receive the ROD.  
 
Throughout the Feasibility Study and EIS, TxDOT has been working with the 
City of McKinney on this project and all of their local roadway projects. The 
US 380 project would not have to be changed to accommodate for 
improvements to Ridge Road as currently planned.  
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1023  
4/4/2023 

4/20/2023 
Jon DeShazo 

Online (1) 
Email (1) 

Please reconsider Option B. It is less expensive, less disruptive, less 
complex option. I have attached additional comments about the 
justifications below. 
Please reconsider, and choose Option B. 
I am baffled that TxDOT prefers Option A, a decision that is $90-190M 
more expensive and requires a more complex compressed, depressed 
section of road directly affecting two longestablished neighborhoods. My 
family have been residents of Tucker Hill since 2009. We are appalled at 
the massive disruption that TxDOT would put on our daily lives when such a 
dramatically less expensive, less disruptive, and simpler option is available. 
I do not understand how TxDOT would approve so much expansion of the 
380/75 interchange, and the widening of 380 to six lanes between 75 and 
DNT, with no regard to a future limited access freeway. I was here for the 
DNT expansion north, and the 121 expansion east over the last 20 years. 
They were well planned over 30 years! We understood that 380 expansion 
was coming when we bought our home. We watched 380 expand to its 
logical right of way boundaries in our area. We were confident that the 
outer loop was coming—because of all the supposed planning around it. I 
have read the public documentation justifying Option A. 
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A and Support of Segment B, is 
noted.  
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 
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1024  3/10/2023 Jonathan Adams Online 

I oppose Section C and ask that you reconsider section D for the following 
reasons: 
1) our friends and family who have a horse rescue and multiple young 
children under age 5 will be displaced. 
2) Section C will displace 4X the residents compared to Section D. 
3) section C will displace 4X the businesses compared to Section D. 
4) Section C displaces 7 Community Resources, where Section D displaces 
0. 
5) Section C damages one of the largest remaining forests in Collin County, 
71% more than Section D. 
6) Section C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. 
7) Section C also has worse traffic performance. 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure. Based on TxDOT's 
evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced by either Segment C 
or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be acquired from any 
community facility either. More details about community facilities can be 
found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community facilities are 
defined as a physical feature provided – either by the municipality as a 
public service or by a private entity – within the community for the benefit 
of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, community centers, post 
office, library, etc.). The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on 
cultural resources within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic 
Resources including any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed 
or NRHP-eligible structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, 
including Section 4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would 
be affected by the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More 
information about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the 
DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
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data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
The proposed US 380 project could influence future land use changes 
within the Area of Influence (AOI) (defined in Section 3.15.2 of the DEIS); 
however, new and planned residential developments are more likely to 
influence changes in land use patterns, changes in land cover, and induce 
growth within the AOI than construction of any of the roadway segments. 
According to input from the City of McKinney, the proposed project would 
support future commercial and industrial development around Segment C; 
however, the proposed project would not be the primary factor considered 
in making land use decisions in the area. 
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 
2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies that can 
be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-
gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as 
provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on impacts 
to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and fish and 
wildlife species.  TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the 
impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things 
TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, 
the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the 
Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation 
strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections 
to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from 
streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill 
material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation 
credits from stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the US and wetlands.  
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

1025  4/20/2023 Jonathan C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I am sharing my voice that I’d like no to segment A and yes to segment B. 
From what I understand is that it costs less and least impact to the least 
amount of people and businesses. As a steward of taxpayer funds it is your 
duty to choose the most economical option which what I stated above. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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1026  3/15/2023 Jonathan Cobb Email 

Stephen, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Jonathan Cobb 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1027  3/28/2023 
Jonathan 
Goldstein 

Email 

Mr. Endres: 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Jonathan Goldstein, CSP-SM 
Cell (972) 832-4721 
jpgoldstein@yahoo.com 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1028  3/9/2023 Jonathan Kenney Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  
 

  
 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1029  3/21/2023 Joni Woodruff Email 

NO to Segment A 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost 
less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer 
businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 
Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Thank you, 
Joni Woodruff  

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1030  3/14/2023 Jordan Hope Email 

Hi, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Jordan Hope 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1031  2/27/2023 Jordan Thompson Email 

Mr. Endres, 
I’d like to lend my voice to the planning of the 380 Bypass in McKinney. I’m 
asking for your support of Option D.  I am opposed to C. I’ve lived here for 
more than a decade.  Simply put, Option C is more disruptive to the 
community.  Option D would impact fewer homes.  Option D would impact 
fewer farms.  Option D would impact fewer businesses.  The numbers 
speak for themselves. Option C fails to offer a compelling outcome.  
Neither the road performance, cost, nor environmental impact is 
persuasive. I’d be happy to elaborate further.  Please contact me if you’d 
like to discuss the merits of these alternative choices.  I would ask for your 
support of Option D. Thank you, 
Jordan 
Jordan Thompson, AIA, NCARB, LEED AP BD+C 
Director of Operations, Principal  
t 214.283.8864  m 469.534.3722 
  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. TxDOT selected Segment C over Segment D because Segment C 
minimizes impacts to 100-year floodplains and regulatory floodways, 
therefore, requiring TxDOT to build much less of the roadway on elevated 
(bridge) structure. Segment C is also expected to draw traffic off FM 1827 
by providing better connections to local roadways, would impact fewer 
major utilities, and would cost less to construct than Segment D.  
 
It is important to note that Segment D (with the Spur 399 interchange) is 
expected to displace 20 businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 
interchange) would potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would 
potentially displace seven residences, while Segment C would potentially 
displace 10 residences. 

1032  3/16/2023 Jorge Gonzalez 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

1033  4/3/2023 Jorja Baumgarten Online 

I oppose segment C as drawn. The project details are vague and limited 
with regards to how access to the stickhorse estate’s neighborhood will be 
maintained through out construction of not only this segment, but also the 
Princeton loop and the Spur which intersect at this location. Details of the 
surface streets are vague and even conflicting across the 3 project plans.  
This will disturb the access to over 30 homes for multiple years of 
construction. I favor moving the end of segment C slightly west, and 
providing clear surface street access to the neighborhoods north of 380 in 
the town of New Hope and it’s surrounding ETJ, that will be available 
throughout the construction of these projects. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted. Design in this area is 
still underway and will connect all three projects. A future Public Hearing 
for the Princeton project will be held to provide more details and an 
updated design. You can find project information and to sign up to receive 
Public Hearing notices at 
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/projects/us-highways/us-380-from-
fm-1827-to-cr-560-princeton-area.  
 
During the next phase of project development, TxDOT will break the project 
into different construction projects. Each construction project will also 
develop a detailed traffic control plan or construction phasing plan before 
construction to minimize traffic disruption and outline how access will be 
maintained during construction. TxDOT will continue to work with adjacent 
property owners and stakeholders through final design to minimize impacts 
to adjacent properties and neighborhoods, as feasible. More information 
about construction phase impacts can be found in Section 3.17 of the 
DEIS.  

1034  4/20/2023 Jose M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Option of segment B please Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

1035  2/19/2023 Jose Ortiz Online 

380 in Prosper should not be expanded. A new road north of Prosper 
should be built to accommodate the increasing traffic. By changing the 
current road you impact so many neighborhoods that are built up close to 
380. All of your analysis just looks at where the road would be not the 
surrounding homes which is very short sited.  The expansion needs to go 
North so it doesn’t disrupt as many current home owners and businesses.  

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. It is important to note 
that there are also impacts and challenges in constructing a freeway north 
of Bloomdale Road/Prosper Trail, or along FM 1461. Initial traffic analysis 
conducted during the US 380 Collin County Feasibility Study indicated that 
locating an alternative further north did not address US 380 congestion 
and would not satisfy regional travel demands. 

1036  3/7/2023 Jose Tronchoni Email 

NO to Segment A. 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX, I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruptions to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Jose Tronchoni 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1037  2/6/2023 
Joseph / Mary 

Borchard 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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1038  4/20/2023 Joseph A 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Please consider the economic impacts of your decision. Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1039  2/22/2023 Joseph Fields Online (2) 

I do not support this roadway option B as mapped through Prosper. Your comment and opposition of the project is noted.  

1040  2/17/2023 Joseph Gebbia Online 

Two years ago TXDOT was in support of segment D... Now all the sudden 
they have switched to C. Its not right that TXDOT should be able to take 
peoples land supposedly for the good of a few. Segment D effects a 
handful of people and segment C effects 100s of people and animals. 
Maybe not directly but the road is right in there front yard.  

Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted. TxDOT’s 
Recommended Alignment, which included a conceptual Segment D 
section, was based on the data collected during the Feasibility Study. 
Throughout the subsequent NEPA process, TxDOT has gathered more 
detailed information and continued work with stakeholders. 
 
It is important to note that Segment D (with the Spur 399 interchange) is 
expected to displace 20 businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 
interchange) would potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would 
potentially displace seven residences, while Segment C would potentially 
displace 10 residences. 

1041  3/7/2023 Joseph Huffman Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1042  3/16/2023 Joseph Lawrence 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1043  4/20/2023 Joseph M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A, yes to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1044  2/17/2023 Joseph Miller Online 

How was the segment matrix analysis weighted in comparing Segment A 
and Segment B?  Segment B cost less than Segment A and if I remember 
correctly from a previous version of this presentation Segment B is safer 
than Segment A in terms of future predicted accidents and fatalities.  Also, 
why was this important safety information omitted from this current version 
of the presentation?   Or did I miss it?  Segment B would potentially 
displace 0 businesses verses 15 businesses displaced by Segment A.  The 
other evaluation categories seemed comparable between Segments A and 
B.  I do not understand how you could select Segment A given the 
evaluation criteria cited.  Also, if Segment A is ultimately approved 
additional noise barrier walls should be built to dampen the noise on the 
Tucker Hill side. Thank you.  Sincerely, Joseph Miller 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. TxDOT selected the 
Blue Alternative, which is a combination of Segments A, E, and C, as the 
Preferred Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering 
public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation 
matrices. The decision is informed by both a qualitative and quantitative 
analysis. Refer to Section 2.4 in the DEIS for an explanation of why the 
Blue Alternative was selected over the other Build Alternatives.  
 
TxDOT provides a summary of fatal and injury crashes by alternative in 
Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. You may also view the Segment Analysis Matrix 
on the Public Hearing website at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill. It is important to note that TxDOT is already 
proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by depressing the 
mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 
to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers.  

1045  4/20/2023 Joseph P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1046  4/20/2023 Joseph R 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to A yes to b if you feel the need to spend money with a third rate 
bandaid 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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1047  2/14/2023 Joseph R. Sain Email 

RE: TxDot – DEIS Preferred Alternative Segment A 
The Greenspoint of Prosper Homeowners Association wholeheartedly 
endorses the recommendations of the Draft Environmental Impact Study 
(“DEIS”) in finding SEGMENT A to be the Preferred Alternative concerning 
Highway 380. Greenspoint of Prosper is a small neighborhood of 91 
homes/families located along the west side of Prosper Town Lake and 
adjacent Town Lake Park. Numerous species of birds, fish, turtles, along 
with many other indigenous animal species of North Texas find sanctuary 
in this beautiful natural environment that many residents of Prosper and 
other communities regularly enjoy. 
Our support is based, in part, of the fact that the Segment A alignment 
would result in the least amount of environmental damage to Town Lake 
and Town Lake Park. Additionally, there are many other valuable resources 
(both existing and those currently under development and/or construction) 
that are used and will be used by residents of Greenspoint of Prosper that 
will be preserved as a result of finding SEGMENT A the Preferred 
Alternative; including: 
1. Rutherford Park, a long-time planned park which serves as an extension 
of the Town of Prosper’s well-laid master park plan and trail system. 
2. The PISD Educational Systems’ plan for a "Robust and Accessible” 
Science and Learning Center. 
3. Mane Gait Therapeutic Rehabilitation Horse Center. 
4. Ladera of Prosper, which serves the Northwest Collin County region as a 
dedicated Over 55 Neighborhood. 5. Founders Academy Charter School. 
6. Rutherford Creek housing development. 
7. Malabar Hills Residential Community. 
8. Walnut Grove High School. 
We are fully supportive of the EIS Studies, Engineering Studies, and all 
additional materials reviewed that have yielded this conclusion and truly 
believe it is by far the best possible alternative. 
Kindest regards, 
Joseph R. Sain - Greenspoint of Prosper HOA President  

Your comment and support of Segment A is noted.  
It is not necessary for TxDOT to make a determination regarding whether 
use of Wandering Creek Park and Ladera Park would or would not be in 
compliance with Section 4(f) and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)’s 
implementing regulations at 23 CFR Part 744 because the preferred Blue 
Alternative does not use either of those parks.  As explained in Section 3.9 
of the FEIS, the Blue Alternative would require right-of-way from Rutherford 
Park; however, that would be the case with respect to any of the 
reasonable alternatives evaluated in the FEIS. TxDOT will evaluate 
Rutherford Park under Section 4(f). 

1048  3/16/2023 Joseph Thill 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1049  3/15/2023 Josh Allen Email 

Mr. Endres, 
I wanted to shoot over my response to the US 380 EIS project. I am a 
Prosper resident and am against any bypass through the Town of Prosper.  
This would disrupt schools and the Main Gate horse therapy operation. I 
prefer the current proposed 380 alignment. 
Josh Allen 
Senior Vice President, Sales 
972-824-5719| Joshua_allen@reyrey.com 

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  

1050  4/20/2023 Josh W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to Segment A- As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly 
OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 
Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 
Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney 
residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall 
disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 
citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge TxDOT to implement 
Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 
to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1051  4/20/2023 Joshua C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Our family will be forced to move out of a neighborhood that we love if this 
passes. 

Your comment is noted.  

1052  3/30/2023 Joshua Roberts Online 

As a 6yr resident of McKinney, chosing to reside southeast of US380 and 
Custer Rd, I am writing to share my voice in support of Segment B - the 
segment which will A) require less development cost while also B) 
impacting fewer residents and businesses currently within McKinney city 
limits... less $, less negative impact. This should be all that is required to 
make a commonsense decision without consideration for the noise, 
pollution, and negative impact that Segment A will further threaten all 
those, such as my family, who currently utilize the entrance of Stonebridge 
Dr to access US380. I chose to live within McKinney and found that US380 
provides my family good access to cross my city on an as needed basis. 
Similarly, those who choose to cross East to West who do not wish to enter 
McKinney at all would be best served to "bypass" as much of the current 
city path as possible. As such, Segment B is the only Segment which 
makes sense for current residents and anticipated future travelers. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  The project is needed because population growth within the central 
portion of Collin County has caused increases in current and forecasted 
traffic volumes that exceed the capacity of US 380 between Coit Road and 
FM 1827, leading to increased congestion, reduced mobility, and higher 
crash rates compared to other similar roadways in the region. The purpose 
of the proposed action is to manage congestion, improve east-west 
mobility, and improve safety. More information about the purpose and 
need for the project is available in Section 1.0 of the DEIS starting on page 
1-1.  
 
Even if all the planned roadways in Collin County, including the Outer Loop, 
are built, existing US 380 will continue to experience a failing level of 
service in the future. The regional model shows that both east to west 
freeways are needed to relieve congestion. 
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1053  3/16/2023 
Joy and Ernest 

Townsend 
Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. I have sent 
previous e-mails to you and the state; as well as signing petitions.  In the 
time interval, the only action that I have seen is further build-up along 380, 
especially west of Custer.  This is in addition to new subdivisions in that 
area.  As a tax payer and citizen of Texas, I do NOT understand why this has 
been allowed to occur.  That land was unoccupied and much more 
conducive to new highway construction.  It would also have been much 
cheaper! Please explain why the State of Texas would choose a more 
expensive and destructive option A, instead of Option B? Sincerely, 
Joy and Ernest Townsend 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions.  
 
While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during 
its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through 
a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, 
municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue 
Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  
 
Detailed information can be found in the DEIS document and multiple 
appendices posted at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. An EIS is a 
multi-year environmental review process, guided by State and Federal 
requirements, that provides the most rigorous analysis conducted by 
TxDOT of proposed alternatives and their environmental impacts. Any 
TxDOT environmental document, such as the one created for this study, 
must meet standards required by TxDOT policy to comply with Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) NEPA compliance procedures and Title 43, 
Chapter 2 of the Texas Administrative Code. TxDOT does not have 
jurisdiction to halt the progress of developments being built until after the 
FEIS/ROD has been approved. 

1054  3/16/2023 Joy Bradford 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1055  2/26/2023 
Joyce A. and 

William S. 
Yackinous 

Email 

This message is from Joyce A. Yackinous and William S. Yackinous. 
As homeowners and citizens of McKinney, TX., we strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B. We say no to Segment 
A and yes to Segment B. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  
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1056  2/6/2023 Joyce Castle 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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1057  4/20/2023 Joyce H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX, I support Project 380 
Segment B and strongly oppose Project 380 Segment A of the “Blue 
Alternative”. In addition, I vehemently oppose the Segment A \"shift\", 
which would bring the 12-lane freeway and its elevated ramps and 
overpasses even closer to Stonebridge\'s Kensington Village residents, 
while sending eastbound Highway 380 drivers speeding toward Freedom 
Drive and shining headlights into our windows. As for the 2050 projected 
noise level assessed at 1:00 pm, it is preposterous and absolutely insulting 
to state that homeowners would be non-impacted by the noise of an 
elevated freeway so close to their homes (and the Segment A \"shift\" 
noise level would be even higher). The noise and pollution would make 
living in our homes unbearable. In addition, Segment B is the vastly less 
expensive option, while disrupting fewer homes and businesses. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1058  2/25/2023 Joyce Sakai Email 

Mr. Endres- 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Thank you, 
Joyce Sakai 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

1059  4/20/2023 Judi G 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1060  2/25/2023 Judi Gregory Email 

Mr. Endres, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   
NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
Thank you, 
Judi Gregory 
Wyndsor Grove/The Heritage Community 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted.  
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1061  4/20/2023 Judith B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

As a homeowner and a citizen of McKinney, TX, I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I live in the Wren Creek neighborhood of Stonebridge Ranch 
which partly borders on US 380. The increased noise and pollution from 
the proposed Segment A will not only adversely affect our quality of life but 
will also surely adversely affect the value of our property. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1062  4/20/2023 Judith S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I am retired. This put a highway in between me and my family and my 
doctors. I don’t understand why they put a segment through existing 
neighborhoods when there is a section just north that goes through mostly 
undeveloped areas. Option A makes no sense and impacts more people 
that option B 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, 
indicates that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of 
managing congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. 
According to Section 3.6.3.3 of the DEIS, TxDOT will coordinate with 
emergency responders to prevent disruptions in service during phased 
construction of the proposed project and will develop a traffic management 
plan as discussed further in Section 3.17. The proposed grade separated 
interchanges and intersection improvements (including U-turns) along the 
proposed frontage roads would reduce congestion at major cross-streets 
allowing emergency vehicles to bypass traffic lights, shortening transit 
times through the Study Area.  
 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
 
It is important to note that there are also impacts and challenges in 
constructing a freeway north of Bloomdale Road/Prosper Trail, or along FM 
1461. Initial traffic analysis conducted during the US 380 Collin County 
Feasibility Study indicated that locating an alternative further north did not 
address US 380 congestion and would not satisfy regional travel demands. 
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1063  3/30/2023 Judy A Online 

Strong opposition to proposed expansion of Highway 380 near Bloomridge, 
community where I live. Mother of autistic toddler, especially concerned 
about the risks & disruptions this will cause to our community, its negative 
impacts on our quality of life, health, every day activities & home values. 
Segment A will wrap around Bloomridge in close proximity to our homes 
impacting two entrances & putting our families at risk. The resulting noise 
& air pollution will be devastating & detrimental to my child's health & 
wellbeing, our mental peace from all the noise since Bloomridge didnt exist 
therefore exclude in the study. This project will decrease our home values, 
force us to bear higher tax burden without any corresponding benefit. I 
urge you to reconsider this plan & instead look for more suitable 
alternatives that do not require disrupting residences. Reassess noise 
impacts, add noise barriers to the plans to alleviate the impacts & chaos 
from the huge highway coming at our doorsteps. 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. Because this project 
was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles per day in 2045, 
TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential air quality 
impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air quality 
standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is consistent 
with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) State 
Implementation Plan (SIP), the NCTCOG’s Mobility 2045 Update, as well as 
the 2023 -- 2026 TIP. TxDOT modeled carbon monoxide concentrations 
and none of the modeled concentrations exceeded the 1-hour or 8-hour 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. TxDOT 
performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis. The total 
MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43 % by 2050 
due to higher combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification 
of the US fleet. More information about the traffic noise analysis t can be 
found in the DEIS in Section 3.14.   
 
A traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA)–approved) Guidelines for Analysis and 
Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise. Existing 
sound level measurements were collected at noise-sensitive areas, and 
noise modeling software was used to predict what noise levels could be 
expected in 2050.  In areas where a noise impact was projected to occur, 
noise barriers were evaluated for feasibility and reasonableness. TxDOT's 
evaluation shows the Bloomridge subdivision does not meet TxDOT and 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) requirements for a noise barrier. 
Landscaping is generally coordinated with cities in future phases of a 
project.  
 
During the next phase of project development, TxDOT will break the project 
into different construction projects. Each construction project will also 
develop a detailed traffic control plan or construction phasing plan before 
construction to minimize traffic disruption and outline how access will be 
maintained during construction. TxDOT will continue to work with adjacent 
property owners and stakeholders through final design to minimize impacts 
to adjacent properties and neighborhoods, as feasible. More information 
about construction phase impacts can be found in Section 3.17 of the 
DEIS.  
 
Changes in property values are driven by the value associated with site-
specific factors such as accessibility, safety, noise, visual amenities, 
proximity to shopping, community cohesion, and business productivity. 
TxDOT cannot reasonably foresee how any of these factors will impact 
property values. 

1064  2/24/2023 Judy Buerkle Email 

No to Segment A, YES to Segment B.   
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX, I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   
Sent from my iPhone 

1065  4/20/2023 Judy C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Definitely I prefer option B Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

1066  4/20/2023 Judy S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A. Yes to B. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1067  2/22/2023 Judy Slease Online 

I would like to see the bypass come back to 380 closer to Preston or the 
Tollway.  It makes sense that if someone is using it they might want to join 
the Tollway  as an alternative to driving on 380 to  Denton.  This would also 
protect more of the Stonebridge Ranch properties. 

Your comment is noted. There are also impacts and challenges in 
constructing a freeway north of Bloomdale Road/Prosper Trail, or along FM 
1461. Initial traffic analysis conducted during the US 380 Collin County 
Feasibility Study indicated that locating an alternative further north did not 
address US 380 congestion and would not satisfy regional travel demands. 

1068  3/30/2023 Judy Strawmyer Online 

The problem that McKinney created is McKinney’s problem to deal with.  
Prosper is Prosper and there is no reason for the town of Prosper to bear 
this problem for the lack of McKinney planning. Established Prosper is 
‘established’.  Main Gate is integral to the life of so many people and has 
been in place for a long time.  Prosper has made wise use of it’s limited 
land.   Please use logical land use supportingProsper.  Use the unused land 
for McKinney’s traffic problem.   If there is a reason to ‘take’ land for a by-
pass, take the land from McKinney. 

Your comment is noted. TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative as its 
Preferred Alternative, which includes Segment A along the existing US 380 
in Prosper. This means that the new location portion of the freeway would 
not diverge from the existing US 380 at Coit Road or into the Town of 
Prosper. 

1069  4/20/2023 Judy W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A; Yes to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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1070  3/24/2023 
Julia 

Poempipatana 
Email 

Senator Paxton, Representative Leach, and Mr. Endres: 
I strongly oppose Segment C and support Segment D. My name is Julia 
Poempipatana. I am the founder and CEO of Waldessori Schoolhouse, a 
nonprofit hybrid school for families who homeschool on New Hope Road. 
We have been open for 2 years. We have 50 families now and will have 75 
by the fall from all over mckinney and surrounding cities who send us their 
children. We provide a unique blend of educational resources- waldorf, 
montessori, and nature based studies for 3 yr olds to 12 yr olds. We just 
rented our 2nd building on this road because the demand for alternative 
eduction and help in the homeschooling journey is so high. If segment C 
goes through, our schools will have to shut down because access to new 
hope road will be re routed and many will not be able to access us without 
adding significantly to their commute. Furthermore, our partner up the 
road, Mr T.R., owner of wedding pearls venue, will have to shut down his 
lifelong dream of having an event center. Segment C will run right through 
his property. If it were not for his generosity we would not even have a 
school. He allows us to host biannual fundraisers on his 12 acre historic 
farm to raise money to upkeep our our school grounds and purchase 
needed materials. Please help us do everything that you can to push along 
segment D instead of C! It would mean the world to me as well as many 
many other children and families. Sincerely, 
Julia Poempipatana 
214-718-0732 

Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted. Based on the 
address of the school location, access is still available using local FM roads 
and the proposed frontage roads connecting to the FM roads.  
 
The current proposed design of Segment C would impact the wedding 
pearls venue property. All right-of-way acquisition would be completed in 
accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended. Brochures, including two 
booklets titled “The Purchase of Right of Way,” and “Relocation 
Assistance,” are available on the project website. These booklets contain 
detailed information to inform property owners of their rights and provide 
information about the TxDOT right-of-way acquisition process. Individual 
property acquisition cost and relocation assistance will be evaluated based 
on fair market value determined by an independent third-party appraiser.  
  

1071  1/18/2023 
Julia 

Poempipatana 
Email 

As a homeowner in Melissa Texas at 3205 berry hollow Drive, I urge you to 
consider abandoning the proposal for segment C and instead utilize the 
proposed segment D expansion for Highway 380. Segment D will displace 
fewer residents, disrupt fewer farms, and come in contact with fewer 
hazardous material sites. Sincerely, 
Julia Poempipatana 
214-718-0732 

Your comment, opposition of Segment C, and support of Segment D is 
noted. TxDOT selected Segment C over Segment D because Segment C 
minimizes impacts to 100-year floodplains and regulatory floodways, 
therefore, requiring TxDOT to build much less of the roadway on elevated 
(bridge) structure. Segment C is also expected to draw traffic off FM 1827 
by providing better connections to local roadways, would impact fewer 
major utilities, and would cost less to construct than Segment D.  
 
According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D (with the 
Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 businesses, 
while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would potentially 
displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace seven 
residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 residences. 

1072  4/20/2023 Julie B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Please do not destroy our community with the Segment A plan. Please 
implement the Segment B plan. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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1073  4/20/2023 Julie B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A and yes to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1074  4/2/2023 Julie Clark Email 

Hello Mr. Endres, 
I am a resident of Prosper in Whitley Place and am living here with my 
husband and 5 children. We love the area we live in for so many reasons. I 
want to voice my support, again, for Route A. I am sure you are well versed 
in all of the reasons why this would be the ideal route. First I would like to 
quote TXDOT's own EIS report. 
1) It would require the least amount of now right of way. 
2) It would not displace any community facilities (Such as ManeGait, an 
organization of the utmost importance to the Collin county community 
which would unduly be impacted by the alternate B route) 
3) Results in the least number of noise receptors with substantial noise 
level increases 
4) Be the least impactful on flood plains and regulatory floodways 
5 )Minimize the conversion of farmland 
6) Meet the project Purpose and Need. 
Additionally, Prosper has continued to develop as a master planned 
community with the idea that US380 would be a freeway, changing the 
route to cut through a significant portion of Prosper would 
disproportionately affect the Town of Prosper's commercial real estate, and 
new developments which support its tax base. This would in turn have 
other down stream effects on Town parks, schools, students, teachers, and 
residents. I implore you to make a final decision regarding this bypass and 
stick with the blue route as recommended by TXDOT's own EIS study. 
Continued delay and discussion has significantly and negatively affected 
the Collin County community. Thanks so much, 
Julie Clark 

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  

1075  4/20/2023 Julie E 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A..........Please Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1076  3/12/2023 Julie Gestes Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1077  3/7/2023 Julie Salcido Email 

I am a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Thank you for your time 
Julie Salcido  

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

1078  3/7/2023 Julie Smith Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1079  3/28/2023 Junaid Ahmed Email 

Hello Mr. Endres: 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Thank you! 
Sincerely, 
Junaid Ahmed 
Stonebridge Ranch Resident 
McKinney, TX 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1080  4/20/2023 June Poe Online 

I am a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer. I strongly object to TXDOT’s 
recommendation of segment A over segment B: This is fiscal 
irresponsibility. It is wrong to give more consideration to developers than to 
existing residents. Segment A would be very detrimental to my everyday life 
because there will be noise and pollution so very close to two sides of my 
home. I’m retired and currently enjoy enjoy a quiet life here, interacting 
with neighbors in our front porch community. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none.  

1081  2/25/2023 Jurgen Lison Online 

A support the TxDot A-E-C recommendation - and strongly urge all groups to 
align on this proposal and expeditiously move forward with the 
implementation. Further debates will only delay the schedule, causing 
more and more negative effect on McKinney and surrounding businesses. 

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  
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1082  4/20/2023 Justin C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

This is not the best route. I work in the commercial real estate industry 
(software and data solutions) and know who owns every single parcel in 
the USA including those whose ownership is disguised by LLC\'s and other 
types of entities to hide the true owner. I know who has influence and why 
certain routes or other segments were not chosen. Its clear that influential 
developers and political donors have much more to say then regular, 
everyday people, living in local neighborhoods. It\'s a joke and sad. 

Your comment is noted.  

1083  3/24/2023 Justin Collins Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. I also have 
access to software that allows me to identify the owner of every single 
parcel in the United States. Please share why developing this 380  bypass 
through Prosper, who has a much small population, much more vacant 
land (especially north of 380 on Custer, and impacts many less homes and 
businesses, is not the recommended path?? Does it have anything to do 
with influential developers who stand to profit much more in future private 
land sales then "fair market" value today? It's sad to see... it's the reality of 
political influence. Do the right thing....  
J Collins  

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
 
Regarding future developments, there are both residential and commercial 
developments under construction and being planned along Segments A 
and B.  Those that TxDOT was made aware of prior to the Public Hearing 
are shown on the Segment Analysis Matrix with their development status 
and the development heat map exhibit available on the Public Hearing 
website. Many future homes that are currently under construction in the 
Ladera residential development would have been directly impacted by 
Segment B.  Due to the rapidly changing nature of developments as they 
go through local planning processes, TxDOT only classified a development 
as future displacements if the development is expected to be occupied by 
the anticipated ROD date.  
 
While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during 
its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through 
a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, 
municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue 
Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  
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1084  3/16/2023 Justin Rura 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1085  4/20/2023 Justin W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

A is a terrible option for homes, developments and businesses located in 
its path. Access to homes/ developments as well as noise and property 
values will suffer. It is irresponsible use of taxpayer monies to approve 
option A, which to my understanding will cost $90-100 Million MORE than 
option B. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses, including business being built at the time of EIS 
drafting, and Segment B would potentially displace none.  

1086  3/14/2023 Justin Wheeler Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Justin Wheeler  

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1087  4/20/2023 Jutta W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I opt for plan B of the proposals. Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  
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1088  2/6/2023 
JV and Son's 
Upholstery 

Segment C 
Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

1089  2/21/2023 JW Bandy Email 

Dear Sir,  
I understand that you and those in charge at TxDot feel the need to create 
relief on 380.  However, putting people out of their homes, land,and 
businesses is NEVER the answer.   It is unfortunate that the powers that be 
were and are continuously are so short sighted.  Cities expand, that’s a 
given.  Thoughts about expansion should have been thought of 50-20 
years ago.   At that time, city leaders should have purchased land for things 
like this.  They did not.   Their lack of planning does not give you the right to 
steal land from tax payers.  Yes, offering a pittance of cash for homes, 
land, and businesses IS stealing.  Easing traffic is not a valid reason to use 
eminent domain.   If you want to use private property to expand the road, 
you should start with your own private property.   The citizens of Collin and 
Denton county should not be punished for the short sightedness of others.  
Do the right thing and do NOT steal land from others for your project.  A 
reply to this email would be appreciated.  Preferably with an alternative 
that is acceptable to ALL residents.   
JW Bandy 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. Additional traffic has 
increased as the community grows and develops over time. Therefore, 
there is a need to improve the mobility within the region.  
 
TxDOT evaluated many different alignments during the feasibility study 
completed in 2020. Based on that study, TxDOT evaluated the most 
feasible alternatives during the EIS process. All alignments studied would 
require TxDOT to have impact property owners to some degree.  
 
Property owners are entitled to fair market value compensation and 
relocation assistance, among other services. TxDOT must obtain an 
independent third-party appraisal to determine the fair market value. All 
right-of-way acquisition would be completed in accordance with the 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 
1970, as amended. Brochures, including two booklets titled “The Purchase 
of Right of Way,” and “Relocation Assistance,” are available on the project 
website. These booklets contain detailed information to inform property 
owners of their rights and provide information about the TxDOT right-of-way 
acquisition process. Section 3.1, as well as figures 3-1, 3-2, and 3-3 of the 
DEIS provide additional information about right-of-way acquisition and 
displacements. 

1090  3/16/2023 
Jyolsna Joy 

Thomas 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1091  2/24/2023 K B Online 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted.  
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1092  3/29/2023 K L Online 

I prefer 380 stay on 380 and the Outer Loop to be expedited.  However if 
that’s not possible then I support the Blue Line option (A, E, C route.). 

Your comment is noted. The Green Alternative, or Segment F, from Coit 
Road to FM 1827 (also referred to as "keeping 380 on 380" or expanding 
the existing US 380 to a freeway), was identified during the Feasibility 
Study, but ultimately was not carried forward for further analysis after 
because it would have displaced more than 30 residents and 200 
businesses including Raytheon. 
 
The project is needed because population growth within the central portion 
of Collin County has caused increases in current and forecasted traffic 
volumes that exceed the capacity of US 380 between Coit Road and FM 
1827, leading to increased congestion, reduced mobility, and higher crash 
rates compared to other similar roadways in the region. The purpose of the 
proposed action is to manage congestion, improve east-west mobility, and 
improve safety. More information about the purpose and need for the 
project is available in Section 1.0 of the DEIS starting on page 1-1. Even if 
all the planned roadways in Collin County, including the Outer Loop, are 
built, existing US 380 will continue to experience a failing level of service in 
the future. The regional model shows that both east to west freeways are 
needed to relieve congestion.  
 
TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative as its Preferred Alternative, which 
includes Segment A along the existing US 380 in Prosper. This means that 
the new location portion of the freeway would not diverge from the existing 
US 380 into the Town of Prosper. 

1093  2/22/2023 Kacey J Online 

Please keep 380 on 380 and don’t encroach on properties that never 
intended to be near 380. Folks who are already on 380 knew what they 
were getting into when they moved there. Others purposefully bought 
properties away from that highway and do not want 380 brought to their 
doorstep! 

Your comment is noted. TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative as its 
Preferred Alternative, which includes Segment A along the existing US 380 
in Prosper. This means that the new location portion of the freeway would 
not diverge from the existing US 380 at Coit Road or into the Town of 
Prosper. 

1094  3/28/2023 Kaela Stambor Email 

NO to Segment A 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sincerely,Kaela  

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1095  4/19/2023 Kaitlin Anderson Email 

Hello - 
My name is Kaitlin Anderson and I live in Tucker Hill. I’m very concerned 
about the proposed route of the 380 expansion/bypass. Tucker Hill is a 
front porch community by design and given the amount of time spent 
outside and in our community, I am concerned about air quality and noise 
and do not feel they were adequately addressed nor were our facilities and 
neighborhood type properly identified in the study. We moved to this area 
and neighborhood so our children (now 11 and 9) could play outside, meet 
friends, and stay active. So far they have thrived and been able to do so 
happily and safely. Have you done an accurate study on the noise pollution 
we will be subject to? Have you assessed how much cut through traffic will 
go through Tucker Hill? I want what’s best for our whole community and I’d 
like to feel comfortable that you do to. Thank you, 
Kaitlin Anderson 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. TxDOT continues to 
evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several areas, including 
Tucker Hill. It is important to note that TxDOT is already proposing 
mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by depressing the main lanes 
between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods is 
anticipated to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers compared to not 
depressing the freeway. A traffic noise analysis was conducted in 
accordance with TxDOT’s (FHWA–approved) Guidelines for Analysis and 
Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise. Existing 
sound level measurements were collected at noise-sensitive areas, and 
noise modeling software was used to predict what noise levels could be 
expected in 2050. Noise mitigation would not be considered reasonable 
and feasible at your location per TxDOT Guidelines. TxDOT does not foresee 
cut through traffic through Tucker Hill because the only connections are 
available via Tremont Road and Grassmere Road from US 380.  

1096  4/20/2023 Kaitlin H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Option A. Option A is much more disruptive to existing infrastructure. 
Please consider option B. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1097  3/15/2023 Kaitlyn Stroud Email 

Mr. Endres, 
I would like to voice my support, for Route A. I am sure you are well versed 
in all of the reasons why this would be the ideal route. First I would like to 
quote TXDOT's own EIS report. 
1) It would require the least amount of now right of way. 
2) It would not displace any community facilities (Such as ManeGait, an 
organization of the utmost importance to the Collin county community 
which would unduly be impact by the alternate B route) 
3) Results in the least number of noise receptors with substantial noise 
level increases 
4) Be the least impactful on flood plains and regulatory floodways 
5 )Minimize the conversion of farmland 
6) Meet the project Purpose and Need. 
Additionally, Prosper has continued to develop as a master planned 
community with the idea that US380 would be a freeway, changing the 
route to cut through a significant portion of Prosper would 
disproportionately affect the Town of Prosper's commercial real estate, and 
new developments which support its tax base. This would in turn have 
other down stream effects on Town parks, schools, students, teachers, and 
residents. I implore you to make a final decision regarding this bypass and 
stick with the blue route as recommended by TXDOT's own EIS study. 
Continued delay and discussion has significantly and negatively affected 
the Collin County community. Thank you, 
Kaitlyn Stroud 

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  
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1098  2/25/2023 Kalen Sawyer Online 

I oppose Section C and ask that you reconsider section D for the following 
reasons: 
1) our friends and family who have a horse rescue and multiple young 
children under age 5 will be displaced. 
2) Section C will displace 4X the residents compared to Section D. 
3) section C will displace 4X the businesses compared to Section D. 
4) Section C displaces 7 Community Resources, where Section D displaces 
0. 
5) Section C damages one of the largest remaining forests in Collin County, 
71% more than Section D. 
6) Section C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. 
7) Section C also has worse traffic performance. 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure. Based on TxDOT's 
evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced by either Segment C 
or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be acquired from any 
community facility either. More details about community facilities can be 
found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community facilities are 
defined as a physical feature provided – either by the municipality as a 
public service or by a private entity – within the community for the benefit 
of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, community centers, post 
office, library, etc.). The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on 
cultural resources within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic 
Resources including any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed 
or NRHP-eligible structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, 
including Section 4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would 
be affected by the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More 
information about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the 
DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
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data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 
2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies that can 
be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-
gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as 
provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on impacts 
to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and fish and 
wildlife species.  TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the 
impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things 
TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, 
the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the 
Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation 
strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections 
to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from 
streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill 
material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation 
credits from stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the US and wetlands.  
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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1099  4/3/2023 
Kalene and 

Maurice Sherffius 
Email 

To introduce myself, my name is Kalene Sherffius and I live at 6008 
Bellflower Dr. with my husband Maurice Sherffius. We bought our new 
home in the Bloomridge Subdivision in May, 2019.  There are two 
entrances along Bloomdale Rd & Ridge Rd.  When we bought our home 
there was no mention of an eight lane freeway running along Bloomdale Rd 
but later that summer Mayor George Fuller had a town hall meeting 
concerning the 380 Bypass.  People from Heatherwood, Robinson Ridge & 
Bloomridge were in attendance.  George Fuller informed us then if he gets 
his way there would be an eight lane freeway on Bloomdale Rd.  I voiced 
my concerns then regarding allowing developers to put in these 
submissions?  Fuller arrogantly informed me a developer has a 
constitutional right to develop.  Needless to say he had to walk that remark 
back.  Currently, there is a subdivision going in north and west of Ridge & 
Bloomdale  I am beginning to believe that most politicians believe they can 
do anything they want to and this 380 Bypass is an excellent example. If I 
had been asked I would have advocated and still do for an overpass to 
extend from Coit to just east of McDonald.  Omaha NE had the same issue 
on Dodge St, (Hwy 6) with business running along on both sides of the 
road.  This overpass connects into several Interstate exchanges and works 
very well with the least amount of disruption. We have attended all the 
open houses and have not received information on what will happen on 
Ridge Rd, north of Wilmeth Rd and Bloomdale Rd, west of Ridge Rd.  I 
would like to know as these two roads are country roads and right now they 
are very busy with traffic circumventing 380 traffic.  These roads are full of 
potholes, uneven road bed with no shoulders. I have heard the preferred 
route would go through Tucker Hill and that would be a travesty.  This 380 
Bypass needs to be pushed further north and possibly tie into I-35 
somehow.  I’m not an engineer to know if this would be a possibility but the 
options that have been presented are impacting peoples lives and 
standard of living because City and County elected officials let developers 
build new subdivisions without any care or concern about the people who 
would be buying these homes. I would appreciate some feedback on my 
concerns as the people at the open houses did not seem to have any 
answers. Thank you for your time. 
Kalene & Maurice Sherffius 
6008 Bellflower Dr 
214-605-7993 
Sent from the all new AOL app for iOS 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. TxDOT has been 
coordinating with multiple developers in the area you mention and City of 
McKinney to best accommodate the project and future development.  
 
Regarding your reference to an overpass from Coit Road to McDonald 
Street, double decked (or elevated) freeway sections were considered 
during the Feasibility Study. It will not be further considered for the corridor 
because it would not substantially reduce the amount of right-of-way 
needed to construct the roadway, and it would be more expensive. It's 
important to note that TxDOT is being asked by cities to remove elevated 
freeways in several locations across the state, including I-35 in downtown 
Austin.  
 
TxDOT has been working with City of McKinney staff to coordinate this US 
380 project with future city roadway plans for Ridge Road and Bloomdale 
Road.  Maintenance of these roadways is the responsibility of local 
governments.  
 
Our analysis found that even if all the planned roadways in Collin County 
are built or improved as planned (Ridge Road and Bloomdale Road 
included), US 380 will continue to experience a failing level of service in 
the future. The regional model shows that both a US 380 freeway and the 
Collin County Outer Loop are needed to relieve congestion. You can find 
more out about future City of McKinney plans at 
https://www.mckinneytexas.org/244/Engineering. Our team encourages 
you to take a look at the arterial master plan linked on this page.  
 
It is important to note that there are also impacts and challenges in 
constructing a freeway north of Bloomdale Road/Prosper Trail, or along FM 
1461. Initial traffic analysis conducted during the US 380 Collin County 
Feasibility Study indicated that locating an alternative further north did not 
address US 380 congestion and would not satisfy regional travel demands. 

1100  3/28/2023 Kara Martin Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Kara Martin 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1101  4/20/2023 Karen A 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Don’t ruin McKinney with plan A; please use plan B! I’m so thankful we 
moved from CA to McKinney, TX 2 years ago. I call it “heaven on earth”. 
Pease don’t change it! I’ve lived ‘that way’ already. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. The project is needed because population growth within the central 
portion of Collin County has caused increases in current and forecasted 
traffic volumes that exceed the capacity of US 380 between Coit Road and 
FM 1827, leading to increased congestion, reduced mobility, and higher 
crash rates compared to other similar roadways in the region. Even if all 
the planned roadways in Collin County, including the Outer Loop, are built, 
existing US 380 will continue to experience a failing level of service in the 
future. The regional model shows that both east to west freeways are 
needed to relieve congestion. 

1102  4/20/2023 Karen B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

STRONGLY APPOSE SEG A YES TO SEGMENT B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1103  4/20/2023 Karen D 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Segment A is more expensive and disrupts more homes and businesses. 
Some of these impacted businesses are currently under construction. 
Segment A is also much more expensive. I believe there are also more 
environmental concerns. Please choose section B. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B 
is noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses, including business being built at the time of EIS 
drafting, and Segment B would potentially displace none.  

1104  3/10/2023 Karen Denton Online 

We have lived just south of 380 and slightly west of Ridge for 8 years. We 
worked hard to pick a neighborhood that was close enough to enjoy access 
to familiar places we were comfortable with (moved from north Plano), but 
where we could enjoy the uniqueness of McKinney. We specifically chose 
the far north end of the city so we could live in relative peace and quiet and 
enjoy seeing the beautiful Texas stars each night. Our particular lot was 
specifically chosen only after verifying that nothing could ever be built 
directly across the street from our part of the street. That land is owned by 
the neighborhood and is a dog park. We understand McKinney is growing. 
We enjoy much of the new growth around us. The traffic on 380 isn’t 
sustainable in the current state, but of all of the plans to improve or bypass 
it, this particular plan makes the least sense. It displaces many more 
homes and businesses. Manegate will likely still need to relocate because 
of noise. Find another way.  

Your comment is noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in 
Appendix K of the DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences 
and Segment B would potentially displace four residences. Segment A 
would potentially displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially 
displace none. None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any 
existing subdivisions. 
 
Based on the Preferred Alternative including Segment A, which runs along 
the existing US 380, ManeGait representatives have not indicated that they 
would relocate because of noise.  
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1105  3/6/2023 Karen Falk Email 

Stephen 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
2751 Majestic Avenue 
McKinney, TX. 75071 
I haved lived next to a 8+ lane interstate highway and the noise from it was 
noticeable and did impact your properrty values. TXDOT needs to provide 
berming, trees, sound wall etc. to min. noise regardless of what your 
specialits say. I would also like to see how you are going to stay on budget 
for this project. I suspect you will go over 30-50% budget. Why doesn't 
TXDOT also include a bike and running path in its planes for north Texas 
residents. I thought the state of Texas was more fiscally responsible when 
a less costly option is available. 

The next phase of project development will include developing the final 
design and starting the process for right-of-way acquisition and 
coordination with utilities. These tasks will enable TxDOT to refine its cost 
estimates.  
 
Implementation of the Blue Alternative would comply with TxDOT’s Bicycle 
Accommodation Design Guidance, which also implements the USDOTs and 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)’s policies regarding bicycle and 
pedestrian accommodations. Shared Use Paths (SUPs) built along the 
outside of the frontage roads would link to existing sidewalk systems and 
the components of McKinney’s City-Wide Trail Master Plan and Prosper’s 
Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Master Plan and Hike & Bike Trail 
Master Plan as they are implemented. The design of the SUPs would 
comply with TxDOT’s Roadway Design Manual, guidelines developed by 
AASHTO, and with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). Providing SUPs 
with connectivity to existing and planned bicycle and pedestrian systems 
would comply with the USDOT’s policy to improve conditions and 
opportunities for walking and bicycling and to integrate walking and 
bicycling into transportation systems. The SUPs would also support multi-
modal use of the corridor for those residents that do not have access to a 
vehicle. More information about Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities can be 
found in Section 3.5 of the EIS.  

1106  4/20/2023 Karen G 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1107  2/25/2023 
Karen Gallagher-

Nguyen 
Email 

Mr. Endres,  
With great respect, I ask that you consider my comments below regarding 
the 380 bypass.  
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Reasons to consider OPPOSING Segment A: 
Costs taxpayers $98.8 million more 
Impacts 57% more natural wetlands  & wildlife 
Negatively impacts Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 
Reasons to SUPPORT Segment B: 
Requires 73% fewer business and residential displacements 
Avoids costly reconstruction of the intersection at U.S. 380 & Custer Road 
14% shorter, saving time and money 
Thank you for your consideration,  
Karen Gallagher-Nguyen   

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1108  2/16/2023 Karen Smith Paper form 

I have put my life's savings into building Tara Royal Equestrian on 2933. I 
house the McKinney Mounted Patrol and 45 other clients who drive to my 
facility from many other cities and they bring business to our city. The noise 
and chaos resulting from the traffic would destroy what I have built and 
owner for 10 years now. I will have to close my sanctuary as the bypass will 
destroy our atmosphere. I oppose C! Please put it back on Woodlawn or D.  

Your comment, opposition of Segment C, and support of Segment D is 
noted. Construction of the Preferred Alternative would not require TxDOT to 
acquire any of the Tara Royal Equestrian property. For additional 
information on our study of horsemanship facilities, please see pages 206 
and 207of Appendix K in the DEIS.   
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1109  3/9/2023 Karen Smith Email 

Mr. Endres, 
On TXDOT's route "C" I am dot #1442.  What you have not considered is 
behind that dot is a 66 year old woman who worked her entire life to save 
up to built her dream.  I purchased 64 acre in McKinney's ETJ ten years 
ago, invested in excess of $3,000,000 and built it into one of the most 
stunning equestrian centers in north Texas (see for yourself at 
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww
. 
tararoyal.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Cstephen.endres%40txdot.gov%7C5
b0a9e9369b246dd94b708db210926e5%7C39dba4765c094c6391dac
e7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638140095407806768%7CUnknown%7CT
WFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiL
CJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=O6vszBL%2B06auk69BO
D7YnMa8Ojx%2BODssENo%2F9U%2BxCuQ%3D&reserved=0).  I employ 5 
workers while caring for 48 horses and 44 clients who come from all over 
the metroplex to ride in this tranquil peace of country.  I have been home to 
the McKinney mounted police patrol horses for 9 years and have cared for 
the horses of Jerry Jones (Dallas Cowboys) to name just a few. Route C will 
destroy my business as the noise level & carbon emissions associated with 
an 8 lane highway are prohibitive to the health & safety of the horses & 
riders. I am pleading with you to return to Route D which affects the lives of 
almost none. When I met you at an open house you told me it is merely a 
financial decision but you are not considering that they will destroy 29 
ranch estates (most of which are retirement estates) and 15 businesses.  
You have also not considered the massive amount of money that you will 
lose in lawsuits as many of these people have already retained attorneys. 
Please be our hero by standing up for us and make the right decision for 
the people & businesses that will be wiped out from a highway along route 
C. 
I appreciate your consideration, 
Karen Smith 
Tara Royal Equestrian 
(469) 855-0700 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. 
 
Construction of the Preferred Alternative would not require TxDOT to 
acquire any of the Tara Royal Equestrian property. For additional 
information on our study of horsemanship facilities, please see pages 206 
and 207of Appendix K in the DEIS.   
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1110  2/6/2023 
Karen 

Whittington / 
Allison Baggarly 

Segment C 
Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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1111  3/16/2023 Kari Hansen 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1112  2/17/2023 Karla  Degollado Online 

I consider Segment C is going to be a catastrophe segment since is going 
to destroy a wildlife and nature, when we move to our house we considered 
the city was going to grow toward us but this way. Considering traffic and 
not a peaceful environment for our family. 
We Support Segment D considering this would save forests and 
woodlands.  
GO SEGMENT D!!! 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted.  

1113  2/26/2023 Karrie Bernecker Email 

Dear Mr Endres,  
I am writing in support of the choice for using the BLUE Alternative as the 
preferred design for the expansion of the 380 corridor.  This choice will be 
the least disruptive to many schools and neighborhoods.  Also, the Blue 
Alternative saves Maingait, which is an important part of the Prosper 
community.  Thank you for listening to our concerns. Very Respectfully, 
Kerrie Bernecker 
3460 Newport Dr 
Prosper TX  75078 

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  

1114  2/25/2023 Karthik Srivatsa Email 

Mr. Endres,  
With great respect, I ask that you consider my comments below regarding 
the 380 bypass.  
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Reasons to consider OPPOSING Segment A: 
Costs taxpayers $98.8 million more 
Impacts 57% more natural wetlands & wildlife 
Negatively impacts Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 
Reasons to SUPPORT Segment B: 
Requires 73% fewer business and residential displacements 
Avoids costly reconstruction of the intersection at U.S. 380 & Custer Road 
14% shorter, saving time and money 
Thank you for your consideration, 
Regards, 
Karthik Srivatsa 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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6329, Falcon Ridge Ln, 
McKinney TX 75071 

1115  2/21/2023 Kate Casper Online 

Hello Mr Endres, 
I would like to voice my support on the proposed expansion of HWY380 
segments A-E-C. I am especially in support of the decision to to remove 
Segment B from consideration. Thank you for listening to the citizens of 
Prosper as this would have been devastating for our small community. 
Again thank you for the removal of segment B from the proposed 
expansion. 
Kate Casper 

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  

1116  4/20/2023 Kate H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A, yes to segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1117  2/26/2023 Kate Huthmaker Email 

Hi Stephen, 
If you are still considering input, my vote is NO to Segment A, YES to 
Segment B. 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Segment A would very negatively impact the area where I live. Thanks for 
your consideration. 
Kate Huthmaker 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. 

1118  3/30/2023 
Katelyn 

Bogenschutz 
Online 

I live at 6020 Aster drive. The projected freeway plans would place it 
directly behind my lot, elevated looking down into my backyard. I think it 
goes without saying that this would greatly decrease my home value as well 
as our comfort and safety living here. The freeway being so close to our 
home will bring significant noise, emissions, as well as an increase of cars 
speeding on and off the frontage road directly behind our home. We bought 
this home because it was tucked away in a quiet part of town surrounded 
by farms and fields. I’m so heartbroken that after only a couple years, we 
will instead be surrounded by such a large freeway (not to mention the 
years of construction noise/hassle leading up to it). Please reconsider the 
placement of this project. If it were even just one street further north it 
would effect far less people and neighborhoods.  

Your comment and opposition of the Preferred Alternative is noted. Based 
on the design presented at the Public Hearing, is not proposed on elevated 
structure. Changes in property values are driven by the value associated 
with site-specific factors such as accessibility, safety, noise, visual 
amenities, proximity to shopping, community cohesion, and business 
productivity. TxDOT cannot reasonably foresee how any of these factors will 
impact property values. 
 
It is important to note that there are also impacts and challenges in 
constructing a freeway north of Bloomdale Road/Prosper Trail, or along FM 
1461. Initial traffic analysis conducted during the US 380 Collin County 
Feasibility Study indicated that locating an alternative further north did not 
address US 380 congestion and would not satisfy regional travel demands. 
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1119  3/10/2023 Katey Wright Email 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sincerely, 
Katey Wright 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

1120  4/20/2023 Katharine T 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to plan A and yes to plan B Plan B is less disruptive, less costly and just 
makes sense. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

1121  3/15/2023 
Kathleen and Jim 

Bostick 
Email 

Dear Stephen, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Kathleen & Jim Bostick 
1401 Silverlake Road 
McKinney, TX 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1122  2/20/2023 Kathleen Crocker Email 

Dear Sirs,   
I cannot believe that you would chose to destroy one of the few truly 
natural sanctuaries we have in McKinney! The work being done in that 
place cannot be measured in almighty $$$. Please do not destroy this 
haven; we do not want Route C to be chosen!!! I am begging of you.  
Kathleen Crocker 
3075 Willow Grove Blvd 
#2602 
McKinney, TX 75070 

Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted.  

1123  2/23/2023 
Kathleen 
Elberson 

Email 

Mr. Endres,  
I am writing in opposition to the planned 380 bypass designated plan “C.”  
Plan C will impact far more landowners and the impact on the environment 
will be far worse.  Plan D impacts only 7 residences and 4 business as 
opposed to the 29 residences and 15 businesses impacted by plan C.  
Plan C has far more environmental impact as it would have disastrous 
consequences for the last remaining forests and wetlands in Collin County. 
Plan C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife and I feel strongly 
that they should be heeded as they seek to protect the precious natural 
resources of Texas.  Progress at the cost of the environment and the 
people of the county and state is no real progress at all. Especially when a 
viable and far less disruptive option is available. Sincerely, 
Kathleen Elberson 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
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of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 
2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies that can 
be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-
gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as 
provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on impacts 
to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and fish and 
wildlife species.  TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the 
impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things 
TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, 
the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the 
Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation 
strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections 
to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from 
streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill 
material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation 
credits from stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the US and wetlands.   

1124  4/20/2023 Kathleen G 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No, to segment A. Yes to segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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1125  4/20/2023 Kathleene D L 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Please consider the health & safety of all Tucker Hill residents who have 
invested so much time & money into their homes and selected this 
neighborhood as a quiet, beautiful place to reside. 

Your comment is noted. The traffic and safety analysis, completed during 
the EIS process, indicates that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets 
the criteria of managing congestion, improving east-west mobility, and 
improving safety. 

1126  2/23/2023 Kathryn Harrison Comment Form 

I strongly oppose C (Catastrophe) and suppport D (Decent) for the following 
reasons:  
- C divides residential and farming/ranching communities! 
- C affects and displaces more residences, businesses and community 
resources  
- C damages a large forest in Collin County 
- C was strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife 
My church life group is hosted by a family whose house will be destroyed! 
The have tons of horses, cows and dogs that will be displaced. THIS IS 
WRONG! 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be 
displaced by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would 
not be acquired from any community facility either. More details about 
community facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. 
No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by the Blue 
Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information about 
cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the impacts 
mentioned in their comments were several of the many things TxDOT had 
to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, the natural 
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resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the Preferred 
Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation strategies 
such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections to span 
streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from streams 
and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill material in 
jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation credits from 
stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation for impacts to 
waters of the US and wetlands.   

1127  2/17/2023 Kathryn Shinn Online 

I oppose Section C and ask that you reconsider section D for the following 
reasons: 
1) our friends and family who have a horse rescue and multiple young 
children under age 5 will be displaced. 
2) Section C will displace 4X the residents compared to Section D. 
3) section C will displace 4X the businesses compared to Section D. 
4) Section C displaces 7 Community Resources, where Section D displaces 
0. 
5) Section C damages one of the largest remaining forests in Collin County, 
71% more than Section D. 
6) Section C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. 
7) Section C also has worse traffic performance. 
Thank you, 
Kathryn Shunn 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure. Based on TxDOT's 
evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced by either Segment C 
or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be acquired from any 
community facility either. More details about community facilities can be 
found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community facilities are 
defined as a physical feature provided – either by the municipality as a 
public service or by a private entity – within the community for the benefit 
of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, community centers, post 
office, library, etc.). The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on 
cultural resources within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic 
Resources including any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed 
or NRHP-eligible structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, 
including Section 4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would 
be affected by the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More 
information about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the 
DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
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require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
The proposed US 380 project could influence future land use changes 
within the Area of Influence (AOI) (defined in Section 3.15.2 of the DEIS); 
however, new and planned residential developments are more likely to 
influence changes in land use patterns, changes in land cover, and induce 
growth within the AOI than construction of any of the roadway segments. 
According to input from the City of McKinney, the proposed project would 
support future commercial and industrial development around Segment C; 
however, the proposed project would not be the primary factor considered 
in making land use decisions in the area. 
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 
2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies that can 
be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-
gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as 
provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on impacts 
to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and fish and 
wildlife species.  TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the 
impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things 
TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, 
the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the 
Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation 
strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections 
to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from 
streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill 
material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation 
credits from stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the US and wetlands.   
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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1128  4/20/2023 Kathryn W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I moved to Tucker Hill 4 years ago for its quaint charm and quiet 
community. In the past 4 years, almost every patch of green has been built 
up into housing and strip malls. Now they are talking about putting a 12 
lane hwy right next to our homes. Our property values will plummet, our 
peace and quiet will disappear and will literally take away all the reasons I 
moved here in the first place. Also, I do not understand why the plan that 
has this hwy going through Tucker Hill will cost double of the other plan. 
Isn’t is a no brainer? 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions.  

1129  4/17/2023 Kathryn Webb Email 

Hello -  
I am writing you to beg that you do not build a 380 bypass as proposed in 
segment A. Here are my reasons for asking you to consider option B: 
1) B is less money 
2) B is a shorter distance and time to construct. 
3) B has less home and business impact.  
On a personal note,  I moved from California to Texas 5 years looking for a 
quieter and more peaceful life.  I found Tucker Hill.  My home in CA was 
about the same distance from a 8 line hwy as the one you are proposing in 
option A. The pollution, air quality, noise, trash and water crime were all 
higher because of it. Again the reason I moved.  I took all the money I had 
to buy my house in Tucker Hill and now I’m being threatened by this 
monstrosity being built in my backyard.   I feel I will have no other option 
than to move which saddens me because I love everything about my 
community. If option A passes and I sell, I will almost assuredly lose money 
because this will ruin our home values. I don’t imagine we will be made 
while by this financial loss. Thank you for your consideration and I pray that 
you make the decision to go with option B. Sincerely, 
Kathryn Webb 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none.  

1130  3/21/2023 Kathy Kier Email 

This project was bought to my attention and I am respectfully writing to you 
in the hope that you end up electing Route D instead of Route C. Although I 
live south of the contested area, I am commenting as a concerned citizen. 
The disruptive intrusiveness of Route C makes no sense when we have an 
alternative with Route D. Asking the question “Why?” I’d like to know the 
reason for supporting Route C.  In my opinion, Route C makes no sense 
unless one plans to benefit financially by this scheme. That may or may not 
be you directly, but it might enrich friends. Perhaps some research is 
needed to bring everything to light. In the meantime, count this email as a 
big NO to Route C. And if you must create a bypass, please choose one that 
is more in line with the people and their environment…Route D. Sincerely, 
Kathy Kier 
(469) 231-3513 
kathytexan@me.com 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. TxDOT selected Segment C over Segment D because Segment C 
minimizes impacts to 100-year floodplains and regulatory floodways, 
therefore, requiring TxDOT to build much less of the roadway on elevated 
(bridge) structure. Segment C is also expected to draw traffic off FM 1827 
by providing better connections to local roadways, would impact fewer 
major utilities, and would cost less to construct than Segment D.  
 
It is important to note that Segment D (with the Spur 399 interchange) is 
expected to displace 20 businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 
interchange) would potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would 
potentially displace seven residences, while Segment C would potentially 
displace 10 residences. 

1131  4/20/2023 Kathy M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

The current bypass destroys homeowners and is way too expensive Your comment is noted.  
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1132  4/20/2023 Kathy M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A, YES to segment B. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1133  3/14/2023 Kathy Morgan Email 

This plan costs more money and attacks the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge 
communities. This makes no sense whatsoever. Please reconsider plan A 
which does not put home ownership in peril.  --  
Kathy Morgan 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. While the Preferred 
Alternative is adjacent to the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch 
neighborhoods, it does not cut through any existing subdivisions.   

1134  2/16/2023 Kathy Seei Paper form 

As a homeowner in Whitley Place in Prosper I appreciate TxDOT listening to 
our concerns! I thoroughly researched future road plans before purchasing 
our home. I appreciate 380 not being diverted to south of our home.  

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  

1135  3/10/2023 Katie Alexander Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. It is important to note Segment A has fewer potential home 
displacements in comparison to Segment B and results in fewer impacts to 
planned future residential homes.   

1136  3/14/2023 Katie Jobe Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Katie Jobe 
Arbor Hollow Village  
Stonebridge Ranch 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions.  
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1137  3/14/2023 Katie Kim Email 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Thank you, 
Katie Kim 
Stonebridge Ranch resident 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1138  2/6/2023 Katlin Howard 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
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community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

1139  3/13/2023 Katy Kaeding Email 

Ms. Clemens, 
I would like to formally request an extension of the comments period, as 
we need more time to fully evaluate the impact and possible mitigation 
measures that can be taken to protect Tucker Hill and the other 
communities and businesses affected by Option A. As a pediatric nurse 
and mother with four children, I am praying for the most safe and 
responsible outcome. Thank you, 
Katy Kaeding 

This US 380 Project’s comment period has been longer than most because 
it opened when the DEIS was announced, which was January 13, 2023. 
TxDOT granted two separate 15-day extensions to the comment period to 
close April 20, 2023 instead of March 21, 2023 as advertised at the Public 
Hearing.   
 
Detailed study information is available in the DEIS document posted at 
www.kwww.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. 

1140  
4/19/2023 
4/20/2023 

Katy Kaeding Email (2) 

Mr. Endres, 
I have many questions based on numerous, numerous studies that I would 
like addressed, such as:  
· Have you (TxDOT) evaluated the FULL impact on air quality that this 
project would have – both during and after construction? What are the air 
quality measures being used – please explain them?  
· Has a study been done to evaluate the safety of the turns on Segment A 
relative to Segment B?  
· Why are future, hypothetical home and business owners along Segment B 
being given priority over us and other REAL (current/actual) home and 
business owners along Segment A???  
· Please explain why in the world TxDot would choose a FAR MORE 
expensive option that effects FAR MORE ACTUAL PEOPLE (homeowners 
and businesses)? If it were far cheaper then I could at least understand the 
rationale, but to spend MORE money to adversely impact MORE people 
makes absolutely ZERO sense. Please explain.  
· How long is construction expected to last?  
· How will we get in and out of our neighborhood while our section of the 
highway is under construction? And more importantly, how will Emergency 
Response vehicles get in? Our 12 year old daughter has severe asthma 
and our 6 year old son was just taken in an ambulance to the ER in the 
past year.  
· Are there any other examples you can provide where an 
existing/established neighborhood with this many families (e.g., Tucker 
Hill) have been constricted on 2+ sides by a Highway expansion AND a 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  Many of the 
responses to your comments are included in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary with the letter that was also attached. Responses below 
are those that are not included in Section A2.  
 
TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative, which is a combination of Segments A, 
E, and C, as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, 
considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing 
evaluation matrices. The decision is informed by both a qualitative and 
quantitative analysis. Specific weights were not applied to evaluation 
criteria. Refer to Section 2.4 in the DEIS for an explanation of why the Blue 
Alternative was selected over the other Build Alternatives.  
For more information, please reference the Alternatives Analysis Matrix in 
the DEIS in Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. You may also view the Segment 
Analysis Matrix on the Public Hearing website at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. 
 
The conceptual timeline shared at the Public Hearing indicates that a 
Record of Decision for the EIS is anticipated to be issued in the fall of 
2023. The next phase of project development is final design, ROW 
acquisition, and utilities coordination. This phase is estimated to take 2-4 
years, putting the Ready to Let date sometime in 2027. Currently this 
project is not fully funded. Phased construction, which is expected to take 
three to four years, can only begin once full project funding is identified 
and secured for US 380. This anticipated timeline is subject to change 
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bypass running right up against the neighborhood (~900 feet away)???  
· What are the actual criteria being used for the decision on which Segment 
to pursue, and how are they being weighted for comparison?  
· How deeply recessed will 380 be in front of Tucker Hill? I’ve heard 
anywhere from 20-35 feet.  
· If you move forward with Segment A for the bypass, how will Air pollution 
be monitored and mitigated for Tucker Hill?  
· If you move forward with Segment A for the bypass, how will Noise 
pollution be monitored and mitigated for Tucker Hill?  
· How exactly can TxDot justify $100+ MILLION more in Tax Payer expenses 
to pursue Segment A over Segment B? I’ve yet to hear any TRUE/RATIONAL 
justification. In fact, the justification I have seen (from the 
tireless/extensive research our neighbors have conducted) points toward 
Segment B being the better option for the bypass even without the 
SUBSTANTIAL cost differential. It simply makes NO SENSE to me 
whatsoever, and I’d like someone to explain it.  
   
There are REAL people’s lives that are being undervalued by this decision, 
and it’s simply not right.  
Thank you for your consideration.  
  
Katy Kaeding, RN, BSN 
School Nurse   
St. Martin de Porres Catholic School  
kkaeding@smdpcatholic.org  
469-362-2400 
 
And who will be answering my questions? 
 
Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

pending coordination, public involvement, technical analysis, and 
identification of funding. 
 
The freeway mainlanes remained depressed or below grade approximately 
30 feet at Grassmere Lane.   
 
One of several examples of neighborhoods near freeways in North Texas is 
the Westhaven neighborhood directly adjacent to SH 121 in Coppell. SH 
121 is to the south and east of the neighborhood. In many places, this 
neighborhood would actually be closer to the freeway frontage roads than 
what is being proposed near Tucker Hill and the future US 380. Another 
example is the Hackberry Creek neighborhood in Las Colinas that is 
bordered on three sides by IH 635, PGBT, and SH 114.  
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1141  4/20/2023 Kay Frank Email 

Mr. Endres- 
As a McKinney homeowner, taxpayer and resident of Tucker Hill, I strongly 
encourage you to reconsider selecting segment A for the 380 bypass.  I 
understand the need for future growth; however, TxDOT will do harm to a 
significant percentage of McKinney residents and will demonstrate 
significant fiscal irresponsibility.  There were many inconsistencies and 
flaws in the conclusions reached my TxDot and the underlying EIS.  My 
friends and neighbors have expressed all my same concerns from the 
flawed and biased noise study to the inflated importance of therapeutic 
horses!  It appears in your report that TxDot is more concerned about 
horses than Reeves Elementary students!  Reeves Elementary is a Title 1 
School.  This is a Federal designation based on the number of low-income 
students who are considered at-risk for school achievement and is part of 
the NO CHILD LEFT BEHIND ACT OF 2001.  Was this every considered 
when selecting segment A?  These children who according to the Federal 
government are already at a disadvantage, are now going to be subjected 
to noise (sensory triggers), pollution, disruption in getting to school, etc.  
This is very personal to me as I have a child that is considered special 
needs and attends Reeves Elementary. I find the selection of Segment A 
very disheartening and it further supports my concerns about the lack of 
government fiscal and social responsibility. 
Kay Frank 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required 
by applicable federal environmental laws for this project are being, or have 
been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum 
of Understanding dated December 9, 2019, and executed by the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) and TxDOT. Under “NEPA Assignment”, 
TxDOT adheres to FHWA policies in accordance with the CEQ’s NEPA 
Implementing Regulations. As described throughout Chapter 3 of the DEIS, 
TxDOT assessed the direct impacts of the project such as clearing 
vegetation, placing fill material within wetlands, displacing homes or 
businesses, traffic noise, etc. and the potential for the alternatives 
considered to induce changes in land use and growth within the Study 
Area. TxDOT also addressed any adverse environmental impacts that 
cannot be avoided, the measures considered to minimize harm and to 
mitigate adverse effects, where applicable; and the steps taken during the 
study to comply with applicable state and federal environmental laws. 
 
The EIS evaluates the potential effects on low-income and minority 
populations per Executive Order 12898.  
 
TxDOT, as an agent for the FHWA, is required to comply with ADA when 
providing access for persons with disabilities to its streets and sidewalks. 
Neither TxDOT nor Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), have ADA 
oversight responsibilities for projects outside of the public right-of-way that 
do not use federal surface transportation program funds. None of the 
reasonable alternatives would have required TxDOT to acquire property 
from ManeGait.  
 
A traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (FHWA–
approved) Guidelines for Analysis and Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise 
and Construction Noise. Existing sound level measurements were collected 
at noise-sensitive areas, and noise modeling software was used to predict 
what noise levels could be expected in 2050. Noise levels were predicted 
out to 500 feet from the edge of proposed right-of-way. In areas where a 
noise impact was projected to occur, noise barriers were evaluated for 
feasibility and reasonableness. Reeves Elementary is a little less than a 
half mile away from the edge of proposed right-of-way for the project.  
 
Access to the school from Tucker Hill would still be maintained through the 
proposed US 380 frontage roads and existing US 380/University Drive. 

1142  2/27/2023 Kay Taliaferro Email 

Mr. Stephen Endres:  
We are totally against the proposed by-pass Route C. We think you will 
disrupt so many more lives by picking Route C and the only common sense 
one is Route D. Would you want your life totally disrupted by no fault of 
your own? Please vote for Route D, 
Frances Kay Taliaferro 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. 
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1143  3/9/2023 Kayla Kirk Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Kayla Kirk 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1144  3/8/2023 
Keith and Pat 

Faulkner 
Email 

Dear Stephen, 
I would like to strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 
380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore I understand TxDOT 
has an existing option, Segment B that will cost less, reduce the tax burden 
on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes and result in 
less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and 
thousand of citizens throughout McKinney. These are the facts presented 
by TxDOT in your February 2023 Announcement: 
1. Segment A destroys 27 businesses, 12 displacements and 2 homes 
currently.  It will likely be more than that by the time the project is 
constructed whereas Segment B destroys no businesses, 7 displacements 
and 5 homes. 
2. The cost of Segment A right of way acquisition estimated today is 
$957.8 million compared to $888.8 million for Segment B.  It is likely to 
reach more than $1 Billion by the time the project is constructed based on 
current construction projects which are not counted in the current TxDOT 
estimates. 
3. The proposed Blue Alternative which includes Segment A calls for $120 
million from the City of McKinney for right of way acquisition which will be 
an unplanned tax burden to McKinney taxpayers. The amount of tax 
burden quite likely will increase as the cost of ROW acquisitions and 
related expenses increase. 
4. Segment A will have a significant detrimental impact on Stonebridge 
Ranch and Tucker Hill which border the proposed construction of Segment 
A.  It will create major traffic disruption, increased noise and increased 
health and environmental problems, not to mention the impact on schools, 
morning and afternoon traffic, and school zones divided by US 380 
Segment A. 
I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the 
US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Thanks for your consideration. 
Keith & Pat Faulkner 
1000 Woodcliff Dr 
McKinney TX 75072 
Keith Faulkner 
Splash of Color  
6841 Virginia Parkway Suite 103-154 
McKinney TX 75071 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
 
Right-of-way acquisition estimates were calculated using Collin County 
Appraisal District as a guide to come up with square footage cost. All right-
of-way acquisition would be completed in accordance with the Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, 
as amended. Brochures, including two booklets titled “The Purchase of 
Right of Way,” and “Relocation Assistance,” are available on the project 
website. These booklets contain detailed information to inform property 
owners of their rights and provide information about the TxDOT right-of-way 
acquisition process. Individual property acquisition cost and relocation 
assistance will be evaluated based on fair market value determined by an 
independent third-party appraiser.  
 
TxDOT is working closely with the City of McKinney to determine the cost of 
acquiring right-of-way. TxDOT will continue to assist the City in identifying 
funding opportunities. This project is currently partially funded for 
construction and cannot let for construction until funding is identified; 
however, right-of-way acquisition can proceed even if the project is not 
funded for construction.  
 
The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing 
congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. If 
constructed, the project would adhere to current design standards and 
address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. The freeway 
design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from driveways and other 
roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be available 
at signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of 
conflict points. 
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http://www.splashofcolor.com 
(800) 441-9064 
(972) 437-5733 

A traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA)–approved) Guidelines for Analysis and 
Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise. Existing 
sound level measurements were collected at noise-sensitive areas, and 
noise modeling software was used to predict what noise levels could be 
expected in 2050.  In areas where a noise impact was projected to occur, 
noise barriers were evaluated for feasibility and reasonableness. A detailed 
technical report on the traffic noise analysis that was conducted can be 
found in Appendix R of the DEIS. 
 
TxDOT is proposing the following mitigation as part of the Preferred 
Alternative identified in the draft EIS:   
-building sound barriers (noise walls) that do not exist today,  
-depressing the main lanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch 
neighborhoods to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers, and 
-providing local street crossings over the depressed section to provide 
connectivity between neighborhoods. 

1145  3/9/2023 Keith Faulkner Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from my iPad 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1146  3/16/2023 Keith Green Email 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
I am writing to express my opposition to Route C on the TX-DOT Spur 399 
extension project. Route C affects and displaces significantly more homes, 
business, and community resources than route D.  It also divides the 
residential and farming/ranching communities that make this area of 
Collin County unique.  Perhaps even more concerning, Route C severely 
damages one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin County.  It 
destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodlands and 141% more acres 
of grassland and prairie than route D.  Not surprisingly, Route C is also 
strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. Personally, Route C will 
destroy an area that I have known and loved as a long-time resident of 
Collin County.  If Route C is imposed we will lose access to community 
riding arenas, wooded trails, and outdoor pursuits. While Route C may be 
the more economical option in the short-term, Route D will preserve more 
developable land for future growth in Collin County by making use of flood 
plain space that is otherwise unusable. Thank you for taking the time to 
consider this change. Sincerely, 
Keith Green 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be 
displaced by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would 
not be acquired from any community facility either. More details about 
community facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. 
No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by the Blue 
Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information about 
cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
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of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
The proposed US 380 project could influence future land use changes 
within the Area of Influence (AOI) (defined in Section 3.15.2 of the DEIS); 
however, new and planned residential developments are more likely to 
influence changes in land use patterns, changes in land cover, and induce 
growth within the AOI than construction of any of the roadway segments. 
According to input from the City of McKinney, the proposed project would 
support future commercial and industrial development around Segment C; 
however, the proposed project would not be the primary factor considered 
in making land use decisions in the area. 
 
TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the impacts 
mentioned in their comments were several of the many things TxDOT had 
to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, the natural 
resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the Preferred 
Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation strategies 
such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections to span 
streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from streams 
and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill material in 
jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation credits from 
stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation for impacts to 
waters of the US and wetlands.   

1147  4/20/2023 Keith H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Voicing strong opposition to Segment A. Segment B is less expensive and 
less impactful to people, businesses and the environment. Keep politics 
and power out of this decision -do what is right for the majority with the 
most benefit for the future. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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1148  4/20/2023 Keith K 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Segment A will cost unnecessary extra tax dollars. Segment B is the best 
solution. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1149  4/20/2023 Keith P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Yes to segment B this has been discussed for 15 years, move it north to 
limit the quality of life impact on established neighborhoods. 

Your comment and support of Segment B is noted. 
 
It is important to note that there are also impacts and challenges in 
constructing a freeway north of Bloomdale Road/Prosper Trail, or along FM 
1461. Initial traffic analysis conducted during the US 380 Collin County 
Feasibility Study indicated that locating an alternative further north did not 
address US 380 congestion and would not satisfy regional travel demands 

1150   Keith W. Andre Comment Form 

Please tell Prosper to get on board and allow "A" to cut across their south 
east corner 

Your comment is noted.  

1151  3/16/2023 Keith Wyrich 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1152  3/16/2023 Kelli Nimmer 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1153  3/22/2023 Kelly D Krueger Email 

Subject: No Freeway 
Do not break the law-"AGAIN" "DISCLOSURE is  the  LAW" 

Your comment is noted.  

1154  3/8/2023 Kelly Dieterich Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Kelly Dieterich 
Vice President of Club Finance 
e: Kelly.Dieterich@invitedclubs.com  w: invitedclubs.com  
m:  508-982-6178   

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. It is important to note Segment A has fewer potential home 
displacements in comparison to Segment B and results in fewer impacts to 
planned future residential homes.   

1155  3/16/2023 Kelly Jackson 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1156  4/20/2023 Kelly K 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

LEGAL ACTION WILL BE TAKEN Your comment is noted.  

1157  2/17/2023 Kelly Nguyen Email 

Oppose Route C - the FM 2933 Portion #416 - #420 Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted.  
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1158  3/16/2023 Kelly Orsini 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1159  3/14/2023 Kelly Ritter Email 

Hi Stephen, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Kelly Ritter 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1160  3/9/2023 Kelly Stephenson Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1161  3/13/2023 Kelly Tenney Email 

US 380 Bypass NE McKinney. C disturbs the wetland that serve as refuge 
for wildlife, including beavers, river otters, turtles, migratory and non-
migratory water and forest birds, frogs, etc. C  affects and displaces 383% 
more homes(29 vs. 6), 300% more businesses (16 vs. 4), and more 
community resources. It is worse for the people of Collin county and worse 
for the animals and wildlife. Please oppose option C and choose option D. 
Thank you,  
Kelly Tenney 
Yours in Health, 
Kelly Tenney 
COPE Certified Health Coach 
Click on this link below for the free ebook 
Stop, Challenge, Choose 
3 Steps Toward Creating Optimal Health 
469-682-1057   
kellytenney.ichooseoptimalhealth.com 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be 
displaced by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would 
not be acquired from any community facility either. More details about 
community facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. 
No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by the Blue 
Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information about 
cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 

1162  3/16/2023 Kelsey Denne 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1163  2/28/2023 Kelsey Zucker Email 

Mr. Endres,  
With great respect, I ask that you consider my comments below regarding 
the 380 bypass.  
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Reasons to consider OPPOSING Segment A: 
Costs taxpayers $98.8 million more 
Impacts 57% more natural wetlands  & wildlife 
Negatively impacts Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 
Reasons to SUPPORT Segment B: 
Requires 73% fewer business and residential displacements 
Avoids costly reconstruction of the intersection at U.S. 380 & Custer Road 
14% shorter, saving time and money 
It seems like a no brainier to pick segment B - more cost effective, less 
environmental impact, and fewer interruptions to citizens and businesses. 
Thank you for your consideration, 
Kelsey Zucker 
Kelsey Zucker  
(513) 237-0051 
kdrapkin22@gmail.com 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

Kelsey Zucker  
(513) 237-0051 
kdrapkin22@gmail.com 

1164  4/20/2023 
Ken and Jimmie 

Bradley 
Email 

Mr Endres, 
I’m writing about my concerns regarding the Segment A impacts on Tucker 
Hill. The below points are concerns by the entire neighborhood.  
• The fact that Segment B impacts fewer homes 
• The fact that Segment B has less environmental impact that Segment A 
• The fact that Segment B is significantly financially less expensive than 
Segment A 
• TXDot’s putting MainGait’s concerns over the residents of Tucker Hill for 
whatever reason 
• Noise pollution affecting Tucker Hill residents 
• Community impacts affecting Tucker Hill residents 
• Aesthetic impacts affecting Tucker Hill residents 
• TXDots inaccurate traffic analysis 
• Community cohesion 
• Construction air and noise pollution affecting Tucker Hill residents 
• Segment A’s shift closer to Tucker Hill without notice 
• Alleged invalid comments submitted by Bill Darling impersonating Tucker 
Hill residents 
I would just like to tell you that my husband and I are elderly and each have 
chronic health issues.  
My husband is a Vietnam Veteran and suffers from PTSD and Alzheimer’s. I 
am a cancer survivor and also suffer from pulmonary lung issues. Also, I 
am concerned about the below and would appreciate you responding to 
each.  
• The apparent lack of studies regarding air quality.  The quality of air we 
breathe is very important to our overall health.  I fear that the construction 
while building Segment A and the ongoing air pollution after construction 
will be detrimental to our overall health. 
• The apparent lack of studies regarding noise pollution.  Proper sleep and 
rest is important to us and I fear that the construction noise and the 
bypass traffic noise will be detrimental to our overall health. 
• I really don’t understand the air and sound quality measures used.  Can 
you explain them to me in layman’s terms?  Can you explain to me where 
the monitors were located in Tucker Hill for the studies? 
• Emergency response time during the constructing period.  How will that 
be addressed? 
• What will happen to the overflow parking at Harvard Park when you take 
part of their parking lot?  Will that overflow into Tucker Hill? 
• Please explain to me why TXDot put MainGait’s concerns over the 
residents of Tucker Hill… 
Thank you for listening to my concerns.  I look forward to your responses 
and pray that you will reconsider and NOT build the Segment A bypass. 
Ken and JImmie Bradley 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions.  
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill. It is important to note that TxDOT is already 
proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by depressing the 
main lanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 
is anticipated to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers compared to not 
depressing the freeway. Details of the traffic noise analysis and location of 
the noise receivers can be found in Appendix R of the DEIS. The receiver 
locations are on page 76.  
 
The same criteria were used to compare all segments. Specific weights 
were not applied to evaluation criteria. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative 
(comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after 
reviewing the technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, 
and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  One of the many reasons 
that TxDOT evaluated the project by end-to-end alternatives and by 
segment is because there are notable differences in the three focus areas.  
For example, Focus Area 1, which includes Segments A and B, is expected 
to have much more future development particularly residential which will 
likely be built by the time TxDOT is able to construct this project.   
 
Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles 
per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air 
quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is 
consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 
State Implementation Plan (SIP), the North Central Texas Council of 
Governments (NCTCOG) Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). TxDOT modeled carbon 
monoxide concentrations (CO TAQA) and none of the modeled 
concentrations exceeded the Environmental Protection Agency's 1-hour or 
8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. TxDOT 
performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis. The total 
MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43% by 2050 
due to higher combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification 
of the US fleet. More information about the air quality analysis that was 
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2301 Pearl Street  
Mckinney, TX 
75071 
Sent from my iPhone 

conducted can be found in the DEIS document in Section 3.12. 
 
During the next phase of project development, TxDOT will break the project 
into different construction projects. Each construction project will also 
develop a detailed traffic control plan or construction phasing plan before 
construction to minimize traffic disruption and outline how access will be 
maintained during construction. TxDOT will continue to work with adjacent 
property owners and stakeholders through final design to minimize impacts 
to adjacent properties and neighborhoods, as feasible. More information 
about construction phase impacts can be found in Section 3.17 of the 
DEIS.   

The Segment A shift that was presented as a possible alternative design at 
the Public Hearing did not shift the proposed right-of-way for the freeway 
along the existing US 380 to the south of Tucker Hill. The freeway proposed 
right-of-way was shifted on the curve on the east side of Tucker Hill by 
approximately zero to 115 feet to the north and west. This is approximately 
a minimum of 800 feet from any Tucker Hill residence. 
 
The current design shows that TxDOT would likely need to acquire the land 
where the last row of parking is for the Harvard Park parking lot. TxDOT 
does not anticipate that additional right-of-way beyond what is described in 
the DEIS will be needed for the project.  If the property owner chooses to 
reconfigure parking due to the TxDOT ROW acquisition, they would have to 
do so on their own property.  During the TxDOT ROW acquisition process, 
TxDOT hires a third party to appraise and assess any potential damage and 
if the building can still operate with its original purpose.  
 
The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by 
applicable federal environmental laws for this project are being, or have 
been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum 
of Understanding dated December 9, 2019, and executed by the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) and TxDOT. Under “NEPA Assignment”, 
TxDOT adheres to FHWA policies in accordance with the CEQ’s NEPA 
Implementing Regulations. As described throughout Chapter 3 of the DEIS, 
TxDOT assessed the direct impacts of the project such as clearing 
vegetation, placing fill material within wetlands, displacing homes or 
businesses, traffic noise, etc. and the potential for the alternatives 
considered to induce changes in land use and growth within the Study 
Area. TxDOT also addressed any adverse environmental impacts that 
cannot be avoided, the measures considered to minimize harm and to 
mitigate adverse effects, where applicable; and the steps taken during the 
study to comply with applicable state and federal environmental laws. 
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1165  4/20/2023 Ken C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Due to higher cost, more displacement, noise levels Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 

1166  2/22/2023 Ken Hoffman Online 

Please value our parks and wildlife. I support segment D. Your comment and support of Segment D is noted.  

1167  4/20/2023 Ken K 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to A route, yes to B route Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1168  4/1/2023 Ken McCarty Email 

Has anyone from Txdot looked at projects from other countries with similar 
problems?   Has anyone considered building express lanes above the 
existing highway??? Like Singapore, São Paulo and many others? Cheaper, 
faster and with less traffic interruptions Please let me know Thanks 
Sent from my iPhone 
Ken McCarty 
(214)755-1202 

Your comment is noted. Double decked (or elevated) freeway sections were 
considered during the Feasibility Study. It will not be further considered for 
the corridor because it would not substantially reduce the amount of right-
of-way needed to construct the roadway, and it would be more expensive. 
It's important to note that TxDOT is being asked by cities to remove 
elevated freeways in several locations across the state, including I-35 in 
downtown Austin.  

1169  3/7/2023 Ken Verdolivo Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Regards, 
Ken Verdolivo 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1170  2/22/2023 
Kennedy 
Echeverry 

Online 

I prefer option D! It is better for the community!! I have known this area 
since 1996 it is a beautiful area option D is much better for the 
community.  

Your comment and support of Segment D is noted.  
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1171  4/20/2023 Kenneth F 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Absolutely route B. This shouldn\'t be a hard choice unless ulterior motives 
are involved. 

Your comment and support of Segment B is noted. TxDOT selected the 
Blue Alternative, which is a combination of Segments A, E, and C, as the 
Preferred Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering 
public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation 
matrices. The decision is informed by both a qualitative and quantitative 
analysis. Refer to Section 2.4 in the DEIS for an explanation of why the 
Blue Alternative was selected over the other Build Alternatives. For more 
information, please reference the Alternatives Analysis Matrix in the DEIS 
in Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. You may also view the Segment Analysis 
Matrix on the Public Hearing website at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  

1172  2/17/2023 Kenneth Lyday Online 

I have reviewed the "preferred alternative" proposal and have determined 
that I'm in favor of this option. I'm a 31-year resident of McKinney and have 
seen enormous growth and development in that time. In fact, I think we are 
"late to the table" from a timing standpoint. I say let's get on with it. Taking 
too much time! 

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  

1173  2/22/2023 Kenneth McCarty Online 

Please please look at what other cities in other countries have done.  They 
are building express lanes above the existing highway.  Faster, cheaper 
and with less traffic interruptions.  I have sent this suggestion in before but 
have never seen a response or anything!! The air above is free. I am 
disappointed that this was never considered  

Your comment is noted. Double decked (or elevated) freeway sections were 
considered during the Feasibility Study. It will not be further considered for 
the corridor because it would not substantially reduce the amount of right-
of-way needed to construct the roadway, and it would be more expensive. 
It's important to note that TxDOT is being asked by cities to remove 
elevated freeways in several locations across the state, including I-35 in 
downtown Austin.  
 
Responses to all comments received during a public meeting comment 
period were included in summary documents posted on TxDOT's website.  

1174  3/16/2023 
Kenneth S. 

Becker 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1175  2/19/2023 Kenneth Seguin Online 

I totally support the latest plan proposed by TxDOT as shown in its fly-over 
video.  
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=uRYj_BgIHIo&fbclid=IwAR0p_CBZeeHy
7-DQfxCHyOjgEAfq-YW3f8iDPoJ_INVCSk2irSPSxdSO9N4  It honors the 
Master Plan of Prosper Town Council and keeps the by-pass out of Prosper.  
It is minimum intrusion into McKinney as it goes north near Tucker Hill and 
then east above the Heatherwood subdivision.  The plan (with an 8-lane 
Limited Access Roadway) should alleviate much of the traffic on Hwy 380.   

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  

1176  3/15/2023 Kenneth Seguin Online 

TxDOT made absolutely the right call with this latest iteration of a by-pass 
that goes through the unbuildable land just east of the Tucker Hill 
community.  Don't cave in to the many residents of Tucker Hill (or 
McKinney government officials) who simply don't want the by-pass to close 
to their neighborhood.  McKinney didn't want to widen US Hwy 380 nor sink 
a new Hwy 380 below ground level (like US Hwy 75 near SMU), so the by-
pass through McKinney became the only reasonable alternative.  Good 
call!   
Kenneth E. Seguin 
Colonel (Retired), USAF 
Immediate Past President 
Whitley Place HOA 
Prosper, TX 

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  
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1177  2/6/2023 
Kenneth W. 

Browder 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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1178  4/20/2023 Kenneth Y 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Why would we waste so much money on Segment A? Simple math tells you 
to say no, not to mention the bottle neck in traffic that will be created by 
having to make a 90 degree turn. Have you ever driven on the NTDR during 
rush hour north of the Galleria? A simple \"S\" turn created a traffic 
nightmare. Absolutely do not build segment \"A\". 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. The design for 
Segment A meets the criteria outlined in TxDOT's Roadway Design Manual, 
including stopping sight distance. Similar freeway curves can be found in 
the region including President George Bush Turnpike and I-35 interchange. 
The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing 
congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. If 
constructed, the project would adhere to current design standards and 
address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. The freeway 
design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from driveways and other 
roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be available 
at signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of 
conflict points. 

1179  4/20/2023 Kenny D 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

US 380 Proposed Route - NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1180  4/20/2023 Kenny G 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to Segment A  
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1181  2/25/2023 Kenny Gregory Email 

Mr. Endres, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  
NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
Thank you, 
Kenny Gregory 
Wyndsor Grove/The Heritage Community 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted.  

1182  4/20/2023 Kent H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Yes to Segment “B”, No to “A” Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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1183  4/20/2023 Kent P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

This seems fishy. It seems like the Darlings are holding this up. McKinney, 
offered a land swap but they turned down. Although for a good cause, it is 
just a way for the Darlings property to sky rocket. Either y’all are naive or 
taking “favors" 

Comment noted. While public input is one of the many factors considered 
by TxDOT during its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not 
selected through a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input 
from the public, municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT 
named the Blue Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the 
Preferred Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering 
public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation 
matrices.  

1184  3/15/2023 Kerry Doke Email 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
As a homeowner and 20 year resident of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE 
the construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. It is my understanding that TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Kerry Doke 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1185  3/8/2023 
Kevin and Carol 

Harned 
Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Kevin and Carol Harned 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1186  2/25/2023 
Kevin and Elle 

Walsh 
Email 

Comment: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
Dear Mr. Endres, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. I 
just don’t understand how a proposition that has been thoroughly argued 
against, destroys a ton of wild life habitats, as well as small businesses 
and disrupts homes could be picked as the best option. As an educated 
thinker it does not make any sense and makes me wonder if this was a 
political decision instead of a decision that has been researched to find the 
best course of action. Again, as a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., 
I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and support Segment B 
in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from 
Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Kevin & Elle Walsh 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative, which is a combination of 
Segments A, E, and C, as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the 
technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly 
reviewing evaluation matrices. The decision is informed by both a 
qualitative and quantitative analysis. 
 
Refer to Section 2.4 in the DEIS for an explanation of why the Blue 
Alternative was selected over the other Build Alternatives.  
 
For more information, please reference the Alternatives Analysis Matrix in 
the DEIS in Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. You may also view the Segment 
Analysis Matrix on the Public Hearing website at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  
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1187  4/20/2023 Kevin B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

As a McKinney resident, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of Segment A 
over Segment B ignores the findings of the environmental study, applies 
criteria toar support this decision inconsistently, is fiscally irresponsible to 
the taxpayers and places an unsupportable financial burden on the City of 
McKinney and its taxpayers. Findings of the Environmental Impact Study 
should have led to selection of Segment B. 
● No businesses displaced, rather than 15 current businesses displaced in 
Segment A. 
● 2 rather than 7 major utility conflicts in Segment A 
● No hazardous material sites impacted, rather than 2 in Segment A. 
● Nearly twice the impact to rivers and streams; 1⁄2 mile vs. 1 mile 
● Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged over 
150 years. Segment B saves over $150 million dollars for Collin County 
Taxpayers vs. Segment A 
● $153M in right of way costs, rather than $198M in Segment A. 
● $25M in utility relocation costs, rather than $75 in Segment A. 
● $588M in design and construction costs rather than $608M in Segment 
A. 
● $40M savings in utility relocation for the City of McKinney. TXDOT’s own 
findings indicate that the continued emphasis on ManeGait is 
unwarranted. 
● The design updates to Segment B have fully mitigated any impact to 
ManeGait 
● TXDOT has received a copy of a study from Shea Center & 
Dreamcatchers, California service ranch with a similar project that 
impacted their area which found there was minimal impact. 
● TXDOT has said that Segment B “would not make the ManeGait 
inaccessible to persons with disabilities and would not violate the 
Americans with Disabilities Act” 
Priority has not been given to safety and the increased risk of fatal 
accidents 
● Segment A contains two 90 degree turns with a change of grade which 
will present a greater risk of fatal accidents. 
● TXDOT did not reveal the comparison between fatality analysis for 
Segment A & B Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles 
of existing 380 Highway increasing the risk of work zone accidents, and 
disrupting existing traffic patterns. 
● According to TXDOT, 26,000 work zone crashes in 2021 resulted in 244 
deaths. 
● The extended construction time required to regrade the existing road bed 
will increase the disruption to existing traffic for several years of 
construction. Criteria used to support Segment selection was not applied 
consistently. The criteria applied to recommend Segment C, would 
conclude Segment B is the preferred option. 
● C vs. D was compared based on objective cost data 
● A vs. B comparison featured subjective measures, such as counting the 
number of comments submitted vs. objective facts 
The current TXDOT budget and plans do not include the mitigation 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions.  
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill. TxDOT is also still evaluating the impacts of the 
Segment A shift which was presented as a possible alternative design at 
the Public Hearing. It did not shift the proposed right-of-way for the freeway 
along the existing US 380 to the south of Tucker Hill. The freeway proposed 
right-of-way was shifted on the curve on the east side of Tucker Hill by 
approximately zero to 115 feet to the north and west. This is approximately 
a minimum of 800 feet from any Tucker Hill residence.  
 
The same criteria were used to compare all segments. Specific weights 
were not applied to evaluation criteria. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative 
(comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after 
reviewing the technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, 
and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices. One of the many reasons 
that TxDOT evaluated the project by end-to-end alternatives and by 
segment is because there are notable differences in the three focus areas.  
For example, Focus Area 1, which includes Segments A and B, is expected 
to have much more future development particularly residential which will 
likely be built by the time TxDOT is able to construct this project.   
 
Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles 
per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air 
quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is 
consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 
State Implementation Plan (SIP), the North Central Texas Council of 
Governments (NCTCOG) Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). TxDOT modeled carbon 
monoxide concentrations (CO TAQA) and none of the modeled 
concentrations exceeded the Environmental Protection Agency's 1-hour or 
8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. TxDOT 
performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis. The total 
MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43% by 2050 
due to higher combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification 
of the US fleet. More information about the air quality analysis that was 
conducted can be found in the DEIS document in Section 3.12. 
 
The design for Segment A meets the criteria outlined in TxDOT's Roadway 
Design Manual, including stopping sight distance. Similar freeway curves 
can be found in the region including President George Bush Turnpike and I-
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measures necessary to address the impact of increased environmental 
and noise pollution, as well as concerning traffic hazards, for the current 
McKinney neighborhoods impacted by Segment A. In addition to the 
depressed roadway: 
● A sound wall across the full length of Tucker Hill property fronting 380 
consistent with the character of the entry being removed and providing 
privacy from cut thru traffic. Built in tandem with an independent firm with 
expertise in the physics of sound.  
The extension of Stonebridge Drive and new entrance on Townsend 
Boulevard for Tucker Hill residents in the character of the current entrance 
at Tremont Boulevard 

35 interchange. 
 
TxDOT provides a summary of fatal and injury crashes by alternative on 
page 2-33 of the DEIS.  
 
During the next phase of project development, TxDOT will break the project 
into different construction projects. Each construction project will also 
develop a detailed traffic control plan or construction phasing plan before 
construction to minimize traffic disruption and outline how access will be 
maintained during construction. TxDOT will continue to work with adjacent 
property owners and stakeholders through final design to minimize impacts 
to adjacent properties and neighborhoods, as feasible. More information 
about construction phase impacts can be found in Section 3.17 of the 
DEIS.   
 
The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by 
applicable federal environmental laws for this project are being, or have 
been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum 
of Understanding dated December 9, 2019, and executed by the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) and TxDOT. Under “NEPA Assignment”, 
TxDOT adheres to FHWA policies in accordance with the CEQ’s NEPA 
Implementing Regulations. As described throughout Chapter 3 of the DEIS, 
TxDOT assessed the direct impacts of the project such as clearing 
vegetation, placing fill material within wetlands, displacing homes or 
businesses, traffic noise, etc. and the potential for the alternatives 
considered to induce changes in land use and growth within the Study 
Area. TxDOT also addressed any adverse environmental impacts that 
cannot be avoided, the measures considered to minimize harm and to 
mitigate adverse effects, where applicable; and the steps taken during the 
study to comply with applicable state and federal environmental laws. 

1188  2/17/2023 
Kevin 

Baumgarten 
Online 

Roll 13, inset G.  
I am concerned with access to my neighborhood during and after this 
project. Access to the Stickhorse estates and CR1084 is very limited 
already.  The access off of CR330 is very poorly conceived, especially in 
context of this and the other Princeton segment coming together right at 
the single entrance to the neighborhood. It requires an unprotected left 
turn across 3 lanes of traffic right at the start of the new segment C, where 
traffic will be accelerating.  It also removes the pseudo-protected turn 
option that is currently available on the western entrance to CR330 (thanks 
to the recent stop light added for the construction dump to the south). An 
east bound frontage road lane, north of 380, connecting 1827 and CR330 
would greatly simplify access to a neighborhood that has at least 30 
residences, and numerous small businesses, and ensure reasonable 
access to the neighborhood throughout construction, with minimal 
additional displacement impacts.  

Your comment is noted. Design in this area is still underway and will 
connect all three projects. A future Public Hearing for the Princeton project 
will be held to provide more details and an updated design. You can find 
project information and to sign up to receive Public Hearing notices at 
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/projects/us-highways/us-380-from-
fm-1827-to-cr-560-princeton-area.  
 
During the next phase of project development, TxDOT will break the project 
into different construction projects. Each construction project will also 
develop a detailed traffic control plan or construction phasing plan before 
construction to minimize traffic disruption and outline how access will be 
maintained during construction. TxDOT will continue to work with adjacent 
property owners and stakeholders through final design to minimize impacts 
to adjacent properties and neighborhoods, as feasible. More information 
about construction phase impacts can be found in Section 3.17 of the 
DEIS.  
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1189  4/3/2023 
Kevin 

Baumgarten 
Online 

I oppose segment C as drawn. The project details are vague and limited 
with regards to how access to the stickhorse estate’s neighborhood will be 
maintained through out construction of not only this segment, but also the 
Princeton loop and the Spur which intersect at this location. Details of the 
surface streets are vague and even conflicting across the 3 project plans.  
This will disturb the access to over 30 homes for multiple years of 
construction. I favor moving the end of segment C slightly west, and 
providing clear surface street access to the neighborhoods north of 380 in 
the town of New Hope and it’s surrounding ETJ, that will be available 
throughout the construction of these projects. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted. Design in this area is 
still underway and will connect all three projects. A future Public Hearing 
for the Princeton project will be held to provide more details and an 
updated design. You can find project information and to sign up to receive 
Public Hearing notices at 
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/projects/us-highways/us-380-from-
fm-1827-to-cr-560-princeton-area.  
 
During the next phase of project development, TxDOT will break the project 
into different construction projects. Each construction project will also 
develop a detailed traffic control plan or construction phasing plan before 
construction to minimize traffic disruption and outline how access will be 
maintained during construction. TxDOT will continue to work with adjacent 
property owners and stakeholders through final design to minimize impacts 
to adjacent properties and neighborhoods, as feasible. More information 
about construction phase impacts can be found in Section 3.17 of the 
DEIS.  

1190  4/19/2023 Kevin Campbell Email 

My name is Kevin Campbell and I live with my parents in Tucker Hill.  I am 
outraged over the recommendation of Segment A over Segment B.  This is 
is fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150 million more.  I 
worry about the tremendous amount of Money wasted and how it will affect 
future generations. Furthermore, there is objective evidence of Segment A 
for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do harm to a significant percentage of 
McKinney residents This does not make sense.  I have just been diagnosed 
with diabetes and my internist insisted I get pneumonia vaccine.  I’m 
concerned that the pollution from the 380 project will negatively affect my 
health as well as my parents Please do not proceed with this project 
without a rigorous study of all pollutants that cause harm to humans and a 
rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current and future 
problems.  This project should not proceed until these studies are 
completed. Tucker Hill is a very unique front porch community.  I spend a 
lot of time on our porches and walking the neighborhood. Can u guarantee 
that 380 will Not be detrimental to my health and well being after 
construction and during construction due to the excessive noise and 
environmental pollution?  Have you researched the correlation between 
noise and mental and physical health?  This can be very stressful and 
detrimental to everyone’s health and well being. I’m also concerned about 
emergency vehicle access to Tucker Hill.  Can you guarantee that 
Stonebridge will be completed before any construction on 380 Is started in 
front of Tucker Hill? Why can’t the outer loop be used as a solution? 
Wouldn’t it make more sense to connect to NDT and 35??? If the 380 
segment A is selected and all the studies regarding our health are 
completed you must promise a depressed 380 in front of Tucker hill with 
large sound barriers.  I can’t even imagine how loud the noise will be.  Why 
are we the only neighborhood that will be affected on 2 sides Thanks in 
advance for your consideration to all my questions. 
Kevin Campbell   

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. An EIS is a multi-year 
environmental review process, guided by State and Federal requirements, 
that provides the most rigorous analysis conducted by TxDOT of proposed 
alternatives and their environmental impacts. Any TxDOT environmental 
document, such as the one created for this study, must meet standards 
required by TxDOT policy to comply with FHWA NEPA compliance 
procedures and Title 43, Chapter 2 of the Texas Administrative Code. More 
information about the necessary steps to identify and address community 
impacts on a TxDOT project can be found at 
https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/710-01-gui.pdf.  
 
Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles 
per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air 
quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. TxDOT conducted a 
quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis including benzene 
and VOCs (Section 3.12.3 of the DEIS), and a Carbon Monoxide Traffic Air 
Quality analysis (CO TAQA - Section 3.12.2 of the DEIS), included in 
Appendix P of the DEIS. None of the modeled carbon monoxide 
concentrations exceeded the Environmental Protection Agency's 1-hour or 
8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. The 
CAL3QHC air dispersion model parameters used in the CO TAQA are 
specified in the TxDOT Environmental Guide: Volume 2 Activity Instructions 
(DEIS Appendix P, CO TAQA Technical Report, Table 12). The wind speed 
used was 1 meter per second (m/s), equivalent to 2.24 miles per hour.   
 
The total MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43 % 
by 2050 due to higher combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and 
electrification of the US fleet. More information about the air quality 
analysis that was conducted can be found in the DEIS document in Section 
3.12. As required, the project is consistent with the Texas Commission on 
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Campbellsoupkev@gmail.com 
Sent from my iPhone 

Environmental Quality (TCEQ) State Implementation Plan (SIP), the 
NCTCOG’s 
 
According to Section 3.6.3.3 of the DEIS, TxDOT will coordinate with 
emergency responders to prevent disruptions in service during phased 
construction of the proposed project and will develop a traffic management 
plan as discussed further in Section 3.17. The proposed grade separated 
interchanges and intersection improvements (including U-turns) along the 
proposed frontage roads would reduce congestion at major cross-streets 
allowing emergency vehicles to bypass traffic lights, shortening transit 
times through the Study Area. 
 
Even if all the planned roadways in Collin County, including the Outer Loop, 
are built, existing US 380 will continue to experience a failing level of 
service in the future. The regional model shows that both east to west 
freeways are needed to relieve congestion. 
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill. It is important to note that TxDOT is already 
proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by depressing the 
mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 
to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers. 
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1191  2/6/2023 Kevin Garcia 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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1192  4/1/2023 Kevin Maldonado Online 

Love my home and neighborhood but the distance from the proposed sight 
of the highway makes me wonder if mckinney is where I want the stay 

Your comment is noted.  

1193  4/20/2023 Kevin S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1194  1/26/2023 Kevin Smith Email 

Stephen, 
I read that there is a meeting on this in February. I also read that you are 
going to utilize Option A. That means that the expansion will go right 
through our land. What do we have to do to get things resolved? We have 
been unable to begin construction on our restaurant for obvious reasons, 
but that means we have been making payments on the land loan for 
almost a year, which is very damaging for us. Thanks, 
Kevin  

Your comment is noted. Environmental clearance for the project is 
anticipated in September of 2023. After that, acquisition of proposed right-
of-way (ROW) will occur. Property owners impacted by displacement will be 
contacted by TxDOT ROW agents and are entitled to adequate 
compensation and relocation assistance, among other services. Section 
3.1, as well as figures 3-1, 3-2, and 3-3 of the DEIS provide additional 
information about ROW acquisition and displacements. 

1195  3/16/2023 Kevin Spann 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1196  4/20/2023 Kim B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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1197  3/7/2023 Kim Babka Email 

Dear Mr. Enders,  
I sincerely hope my voice will be heard as a homeowner and citizen of 
McKinney, Texas.  My father a resident since 1936.  I strongly oppose the 
construction of Segment A for the 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  
As well, I know of the alternative option, segment B that is more cost 
effective which would reduce the tax burden on our McKinney residents, 
destroy fewer homes and businesses and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 resident in Stonebridge Ranch and thousands others throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Kim Babka 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1198  3/15/2023 Kim Bentley Email 

Dear Mr. Stephen Endres  
I am writing to express my strong opposition of segment C on the 380 
North Texas bypass. The development of this: 
• Severely damages one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin 
County 
• Destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodlands and 141% more 
acres of grassland and prairie. 
• Disturbs the wetland that serve as refuge for wildlife, including beavers, 
river otters, turtles, migratory and non-migratory water and forest birds, 
frogs, etc. 
• Eliminates a large area of suitable habitat for endangered/ threatened 
species. 
• Affects and displaces 383% more homes (29 vs. 6), 300% more 
businesses (16 vs. 4), and more community resources. 
Sincerely,  
Kim Bentley, CHCP 
Continuing Education Programs Manager 
T (972) 830-7826 
Kim.bentley@vizientinc.com  
Vizient 
290 E John Carpenter Fwy 
Irving, TX 75062 
vizientinc.com 
Continuing Education 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
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1199  4/20/2023 Kim C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Segment A will cause irreparable harm to the residential segments known 
as Stonebridge Ranch as well as lowering safety and value to family 
structure within that area. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. The traffic and safety 
analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates that the Preferred 
Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing congestion, improving 
east-west mobility, and improving safety. If constructed, the project would 
adhere to current design standards and address existing deficiencies in the 
system where feasible. The freeway design eliminates direct access to the 
mainlanes from driveways and other roadways, and opportunities for left 
turns or U-turns will only be available at signalized intersections on cross 
streets, thereby reducing the number of conflict points. 
 
Changes in property values are driven by the value associated with site-
specific factors such as accessibility, safety, noise, visual amenities, 
proximity to shopping, community cohesion, and business productivity. 
TxDOT cannot reasonably foresee how any of these factors will impact 
property values. 

1200  3/13/2023 Kim Carmichael Email 

Hi - I would like to formally request an extension of the comment period as 
we need more time to fully evaluate the impacts and possible mitigation 
measures that can be taken to protect Tucker Hill as well as the other 
communities and businesses affected by Option A.  As you know this was 
granted in the last round of comments and we have upcoming meetings to 
discuss several new developments. Thank you, 
Kim Carmichael | Renewal Program Manager 
kim@getconnect.com  
Adobe Authorized Reseller for Connect, Captivate and Adobe Learning 
Manager 
www.getconnect.com 

This US 380 Project’s comment period has been longer than most because 
it opened when the DEIS was announced, which was January 13, 2023. 
TxDOT granted two separate 15-day extensions to the comment period to 
close April 20, 2023 instead of March 21, 2023 as advertised at the Public 
Hearing.   
 
Detailed study information is available in the DEIS document posted at 
www.kwww.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. 

1201  4/20/2023 Kim Carmichael Email 

To whom it may concern,   
My husband and I live at 7709 Townsend Blvd in the Tucker Hill community 
of McKinney.  I have been involved with working on keeping our community 
safe and out of the path of the 380 Bypass from the beginning.  We helped 
push for the Segment B option, and it was looking as if TxDOT would 
choose that route, at least in 2022 but money, power, and politics always 
win against the small Taxpaying Homeowners.   So here we are with TxDOT 
choosing Segment A and spending over 200 million more of our money on 
an option that makes no sense, has a dangerous 90-degree turn, takes out 
our only entrance, encroaches on more wetlands, affects more streams 
and rivers, and gives preferential treatment to a horse ranch and their 
visitors over homeowners who live in the affect area daily.  It appears 
irrefutable that Segment B is the better alternative and that there are 
serious flaws in the conclusions reached by TxDOT and in the underlying 
Environmental Impact Study (EIS).  
 
Why are Segment decisions made with inconsistencies ?   We were told the 
comments are a small part of the decision, while those in Segment B were 
told that the decision was made because more comments came in against 

Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary 
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B. Why was the traffic study done during the 2020 pandemic when no one 
was driving to work, so that the noise and air pollution did not show 
accurate levels? Why was one mph shown as the normal wind speed in the 
study? Why did TxDOT tell our elected officials that there was nothing they 
could do to influence the decision but tell those impacted to go to their 
elected officials to push them to influence the alignment choices? Why 
does it appear that more intense study was done to the affects of a bypass 
to ManeGate than to Tucker Hill, as our parks, pool, clubhouse etc.  were 
not identified so no impact studies were done? Is TxDOT pushing the 
Bypass thru to gain federal funding while available, without doing their due 
diligence to study the full effects to the Homeowners and businesses 
involved? What is the plan for emergency services, school busses and 
individuals to enter and exit the Tucker Hill community during 
construction?  If the City of McKinney cannot come up with the money to 
move utilities where will this money come from? Will or can Segment A shift 
closer to Tucker Hill, without study to affects of the shft?  How do paid 
lobbyist effect the decision making process?  We have seen that money 
and influence obviously have effects.    
 
Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all 
pollutants that cause harm to humans and a rigorous health impact 
analysis to understand both current and future impacts. If TxDOT will not 
mi5gate these harms, then TxDOT should at the very least do a rigorous 
analysis of these harms and explicitly note the opportuni5es we for go with 
the current preferred alignment.  See a9ached document outlining all the 
inconsistencies we have found int the EIS study, also the areas we believe 
need more study to see the actual impacts to out neighborhood as well as 
the other affected by Segment A.   
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

1202  3/1/2023 Kim Gilani Email 

I would like to provide feedback regarding Segment A: 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, Texas, I strongly oppose the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Regards, 
Kim Gilani 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

1203  4/20/2023 Kim H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Segment A would completely destroy Tucker Hill as we know it. Countless 
scores of families enjoy our ambience and unique neighborhood during all 
of the holiday seasons, whether it is pumpkin patches, Christmas Light 
displays or taking pictures in front of the fountain. Not to mention the 
beautiful irreplaceable old trees that grace our entry - they will be 
destroyed. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. 



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

1204  3/6/2023 Kim Himes Online 

Segment A and Segment B are equal in terms of congestion, moving 
speed, and LOS considerations.  A would cost $74.7 million to relocate and 
accommodate the SEVEN major utility conflicts as opposed to B cost of 
only $25.4 mill and only TWO potential utility conflicts.  That is a $49.3 
million dollar SAVINGS to Taxpayers if B is implemented. Segment A would 
include at least FIFTEEN business displacements cost of $200 million 
dollars in ROW   B would have ZERO business displacements, and cost only 
$152 million. 
re: ManeGate 
NOISE ANALYSIS RESULTS AND RESEARCH OF SIMILAR THERAPEUTIC 
HORSEMANSHIP FACILITIES show Segment B WOULD NOT MAKE THE 
MANEGATE FACILITY INACCESSIBLE TO PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES, NOR 
WOULD BUILDING THERE VIOLATE THE ADA. In Tucker Hill,  we have many 
Seniors with Disabilities , and the added congestion, noise and air 
pollution, and traffic congestion to get to the area hospital and medical 
facilities would be a direct violation of their rights, and dangerous.   

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. The traffic and safety 
analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates that the Preferred 
Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing congestion, improving 
east-west mobility, and improving safety. If constructed, the project would 
adhere to current design standards and address existing deficiencies in the 
system where feasible. The freeway design eliminates direct access to the 
mainlanes from driveways and other roadways, and opportunities for left 
turns or U-turns will only be available at signalized intersections on cross 
streets, thereby reducing the number of conflict points. 
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1205  3/6/2023 Kim Himes Email 

Good afternoon Madison!  
I'm hoping you remember me - I was the almost 6 foot tall blonde lady who 
you spoke with after you gave the interview to the lady with the purple hair - 
how's that for some visual prompting?  :))-Anyway, you were very kind to 
speak with me for a long while, and I really appreciated your candor.  Just 
to jog your memory, I had mentioned to you that I live in Tucker Hill, and am 
concerned re: the "preferred alternative" route that TXDOT is considering.  I 
wanted to get some more information from you, and would like to know if 
you are able to furnish this particular information, as a matter of public 
record, and if not, would you please direct me to the appropriate party who 
can? -The first thing is, I would like to request the contact information for a 
couple of folks.  I'm trying to reach out to Michael Morris, and also Ceason 
Clemens.  I know that Mr. Morris is the Regional Transportation Director of 
Collin County, but I am unsure what Ms. Clemens title is, or what part she 
plays in this.  If you would please provide that, I would be so grateful!-
Secondly, I need a definition - is this action being taken by TXDOT 
considered to be eminent domain?  There is some confusion about that out 
here - some businesses are indicating that it is, but that's not what I 
understood.-Thirdly, you mentioned to me that night that TXDOT has 
several hurdles to overcome prior to beginning this project involving the 
"preferred alternative" as it has been outlined currently - those included 
completing an environmental study, securing funding for the project, and 
securing/purchasing the right-of-way from Southern Land Company (as it 
relates to Tucker Hill directly).  Have I understood those three initial things 
correctly?  And, btw.. Has TXDOT already secured the right of way from 
Billingsly, the owner of the land that surrounds Tucker Hill?  Also, when was 
this preferred alternative broached?  Was it prior to November of 2022?  
I'm asking this question because I noticed that there was a Memorandum 
of Understanding dated December 9, 2019 in regards to the NEPA 
assignment.  Who would that Memorandum of Understanding have been 
sent to?  Would it have been disclosed to Southern Land Company and the 
Billingsly family at that time?   -And lastly - who would have the final say as 
to when the "public hearing" period is concluded?  And, if as you indicated 
to me in February, that the public commentary received was so far in favor 
of a shift from B to A, will there also be disclosure re: the public 
commentary percentages as they stand right now (prior to March 21st) that 
is available?-Thank you for your time in reading this through Madison.  As I 
indicated, if information I am requesting is "above your pay grade" so to 
speak, in the interest of time, please direct me to that person/persons. 
Thanks so much! 
Kim Himes, Broker, Realtor, CNE 
469-441-9611 
kimhimes07@gmail.com 

Mr. Morris’s information can be found on the NCTCOG website. He is not 
employed by Collin County. You can reach him at 817-695-9241. Ms. 
Clemens is the TxDOT Dallas District Engineer. She oversees all the 
planning projects, traditional construction, and multiple district-led design-
build projects in the Dallas area. She can be reached at 214-320-6100 or 
ceason.clemens@txdot.gov.  
 
Once the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) has been 
completed and the record of the decision has been issued, if a build 
alternative is selected in the record of decision, then TxDOT will begin the 
right-of-way acquisition process to purchase property needed for the 
project. This process includes negotiating prices with property owners so 
owners will receive a fair-market-value price. TxDOT may condemn the 
property through its power of eminent domain to acquire the property, after 
exhausting all alternative efforts.  
 
While eminent domain refers to the legal authority of the state or another 
entity to acquire private property for public use, condemnation is the legal 
process under which the state may acquire private property for public use. 
Entities authorized with the power of eminent domain cannot acquire a 
landowner’s private property, which can include land and certain 
improvements located on that property, without providing adequate 
compensation (fair market value).  
 
TxDOT recognizes that using the power of eminent domain requires 
balancing the rights of private property owners and the needs of the public 
and is committed to working fairly with property owners through the 
negotiation process or condemnation proceedings.  
 
There are several steps that need to be completed before this project can 
proceed. The three you mentioned are some of the factors that need to be 
completed. After the FEIS is completed and the Record of Decision (ROD) is 
issued at the end of the year, if a build alternative is selected in the record 
of decision, then the final design, and right of way acquisition needs to 
begin and be completed, along with the utility coordination. While those 
last steps are being completed, the funding for completion of the 
construction of the project needs to be secured.  Throughout this project, 
there have been opportunities for property owners who will be directly 
impacted to have their questions answered. Property owners from whom 
property needs to be acquired will be contacted for right-of-way mapping 
and appraisals. After the ROD, offers will be made to property owners. No 
property has been purchased by TxDOT yet in regard to the project. Again, 
all of this depends on there being a build alternative selected in the record 
of decision, which has not yet been determined.  
 
The preferred alternative was a part of the Feasibility Study completed in 
2020 and subsequently part of the current DEIS.  Although TxDOT 
recommended a single alignment at the conclusion of the Feasibility Study, 
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there were some other alternatives that are also reasonable, and those 
alternatives required more detailed study during the environmental review 
(NEPA) phase of the project, including alternatives that were eliminated 
during the Feasibility Study. Because this phase of the project involves a 
more detailed evaluation and collection of new information, it is possible 
that data being gathered in the environmental review process could 
change previously studied alignments or lead TxDOT to consider new 
alternatives.  

The Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) as presented in TxDOT’s 
documents and meetings is not project specific, so it is not an agreement 
about US 380. It is an agreement between TxDOT and Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) that allows TxDOT to have the responsibility for the 
approval of environmental documents under a program called “NEPA 
assignment”. It’s a requirement to include that statement on all documents 
and display it at public involvement events, so people are aware that 
TxDOT’s Environmental Affairs Division Director is approving the document.  
 
This US 380 project’s comment period has been longer than most because 
it opened when the DEIS was announced, which was Jan. 13, 2023. TxDOT 
has granted a 15-day extension to the comment period and it will now 
close April 5. Any communication made in February about the nature of the 
comments received were reflective of comments received prior to the 
February 2023 public hearings and described in the Segment Analysis 
Matrix. For all public commentary, TXDOT tries to be accommodating in 
receiving feedback. It is important to understand, the preferred alignment 
is not a vote and public input is only one factor that TxDOT considers when 
selecting the preferred alignment. 

1206  2/25/2023 Kim Howell Online 

"I oppose Section C and ask that you reconsider section D for the following 
reasons: 
1) I have cancer and was planning to move in with my son..  
2) My son and his wife who have a horse rescue and multiple young 
children under age 5 will be displaced. Including their newborn! 
3) Section C will displace their neighbors as well, 4X the residents 
compared to Section D. 
4) section C will displace 4X the businesses compared to Section D. 
5) Section C displaces 7 Community Resources, where Section D displaces 
0. 
6) Section C damages one of the largest remaining forests in Collin County, 
71% more than Section D. 
7) Section C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. 
8) Section C also has worse traffic performance. 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure. Based on TxDOT's 
evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced by either Segment C 
or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be acquired from any 
community facility either. More details about community facilities can be 



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community facilities are 
defined as a physical feature provided – either by the municipality as a 
public service or by a private entity – within the community for the benefit 
of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, community centers, post 
office, library, etc.). The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on 
cultural resources within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic 
Resources including any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed 
or NRHP-eligible structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, 
including Section 4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would 
be affected by the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More 
information about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the 
DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 
2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies that can 
be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-
gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as 
provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on impacts 
to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and fish and 
wildlife species.  TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the 
impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things 
TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, 
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the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the 
Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation 
strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections 
to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from 
streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill 
material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation 
credits from stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the US and wetlands.   
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

1207  3/15/2023 Kim Kleppe Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Kim Kleppe 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1208  3/16/2023 Kim Leggette Email 

Stephen,  
Please do not  cave into to political pressure from a judge that lives in the 
Tucker Hill community in McKinney, TX. There is no rational reason to route 
the Hwy 380 bypass through Prosper, TX. The proposed route through 
Propser, TX goes by schools and a horse farm that supports the disabled. 
McKinney’s lack of planning should not be Propser’s problem. Please keep 
380 on 380 or select the route that takes it through McKinney.   
Kim Leggette 
910 Evergreen Dr.  
Prosper, TX 75078  
Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone 

Your comment is noted. TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative as its 
Preferred Alternative, which includes Segment A along the existing US 380 
in Prosper. 
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1209  3/10/2023 Kim Milano Online 

I do not accept option A. I do not want option A - full stop. It is a poor 
decision. B is Less impactful all around and less expensive. It really makes 
little to no sense why A was chosen. If A is chosen, I'd like to see sound 
walls in front of tucker hill and along the east side of TH. I'd like to see 
slower speed limits on the frontage road and the bypass. Depressed 
roadway. Trees planted. I'd like the city to give the streets to TH and to 
maintain them as if they were city streets but by passing ownership allow 
us to turn Tucker Hill to a gated community avoiding the inevitable 
increased traffic from people who have no business entering the 
neighborhood. Helping with criminal activity along a major highway. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative, which is a combination of 
Segments A, E, and C, as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the 
technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly 
reviewing evaluation matrices. Refer to Section 2.4 in the DEIS for an 
explanation of why the Blue Alternative was selected over the other Build 
alternatives. For more information, please reference the Alternatives 
Analysis Matrix in the DEIS in Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. You may also view 
the Segment Analysis Matrix on the Public Hearing website at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  
 
Based on the schematic design shown at the Public Hearing, TxDOT is 
proposing the depression of the main lanes between the Tucker Hill and 
Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods to decrease traffic noise and visual 
barriers.  
 
The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing 
congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. 
 
City governments and TxDOT must conduct traffic and engineering studies 
according to requirements outlined in TxDOT's publication, Procedures for 
Establishing Speed Zones, when setting a speed limit on the state highway 
system. Usually, speed limits on urban curbed frontage roads are 40 to 45 
mph.  

1210  3/8/2023 Kim Woodruff Email 

Dear Stephen, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Thank you for 
your support, 
Kim Woodruff 
5002 Timber Circle Dr. 
McKinney, TX 75072 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1211  4/20/2023 Kimberley N 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO TO SEGMENT A yes to segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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1212  3/29/2023 Kimberly Kenia Online 

We bought our home to escape the hustle, we chose our location as it was 
quiet and surrounded by farmland. We were told a bypass was going in but 
no more than 4 lanes. We know the road needs to be expanded but when 
you are looking to put a freeway through the center of our quiet peaceful 
community you are doing so at the expanse of the families who live there. 
With this we will see an increase in noise pollution, increase in crime as a 
freeway provides easy in and out access to criminals and a decrease in our 
property values and peace of mind. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
 
Changes in property values are driven by the value associated with site-
specific factors such as accessibility, safety, noise, visual amenities, 
proximity to shopping, community cohesion, and business productivity. 
TxDOT cannot reasonably foresee how any of these factors will impact 
property values. 

1213  3/13/2023 Kimberly Milano Email 

I would like to formally request an extension of the comment period as we 
need more time to fully evaluate the impacts and possible mitigation 
measures that can be taken to protect Tucker Hill as well as the other 
communities and businesses affected by Option A. 
Thank you.   

This US 380 Project’s comment period has been longer than most because 
it opened when the DEIS was announced, which was January 13, 2023. 
TxDOT granted two separate 15-day extensions to the comment period to 
close April 20, 2023 instead of March 21, 2023 as advertised at the Public 
Hearing.   
 
Detailed study information is available in the DEIS document posted at 
www.kwww.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. 

1214  2/19/2023 Kimberly Stafford Email 

I strongly oppose Route C for the 380 Bypass project. 
Route D affects less homes and businesses and is a better option for the 
community 
Thank you, 
Kimberly Stafford 

Your comment, opposition of Segment C, and support of Segment D is 
noted.  

1215  3/15/2023 Kimm Sinho Online 

Hi! I do not support section E and would instead prefer the existing 380 
section F.  

Your comment and opposition of Segment E is noted. The Green 
Alternative, or Segment F, from Coit Road to FM 1827 was identified during 
the Feasibility Study, but ultimately was not carried forward for further 
analysis after because it would have displaced more than 30 residents and 
200 businesses including Raytheon. 

1216  4/20/2023 Kirk R 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Stop segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1217  4/20/2023 Kirk W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to Segment A. YEs To Segment B. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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1218  2/25/2023 Kirsty Bishop Email 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Thank you, 
Kirsty Bishop 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted.  

1219  2/27/2023 Kit Tozier Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX, I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 18/27.  
Kit Tozier 
Senior Loan Processor NMLS # 941160 
Highlands Residential Mortgage 
7500 Dallas Parkway Suite 150 
Plano, TX 75024 
Cell: 214-404-0179 
Fax: 469-310-0221 
ktozier@highlandsloans.com  
  

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted.  

1220  2/25/2023 KM L Online 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, and rationally and objectively 
reviewing the pros and cons of the two, I strongly OPPOSE the construction 
of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed 
by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Please 
reconsider the impacts to our community. Thank you! 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. 

1221  3/7/2023 Korey Hicks Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Korey Hicks 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1222  2/16/2023 Krista Rogers Online (2) 

route d is a much less intrusive option to our citizens and the families that 
inhabit other zone options.  please do not displace and financially impact 
the families of our community when it is avoidable 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted.  
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1223  4/20/2023 Kristen M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Yes to segment B Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

1224  3/16/2023 Kristen Vartian 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1225  4/20/2023 Kristi M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to option A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1226  3/23/2023 Kristi Martinez Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Kristi Martinez 
Sent from my iPad 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1227  2/17/2023 Kristi Sherman Online 

"I oppose Section C and ask that you reconsider section D for the following 
reasons: 
1) our friends and family who have a horse rescue and multiple young 
children under age 5 will be displaced. 
2) Section C will displace 4X the residents compared to Section D. 
3) section C will displace 4X the businesses compared to Section D. 
4) Section C displaces 7 Community Resources, where Section D displaces 
0. 
5) Section C damages one of the largest remaining forests in Collin County, 
71% more than Section D. 
6) Section C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. 
7) Section C also has worse traffic performance. 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure. Based on TxDOT's 
evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced by either Segment C 
or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be acquired from any 
community facility either. More details about community facilities can be 
found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community facilities are 
defined as a physical feature provided – either by the municipality as a 
public service or by a private entity – within the community for the benefit 
of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, community centers, post 
office, library, etc.). The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on 
cultural resources within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic 
Resources including any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed 
or NRHP-eligible structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, 
including Section 4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would 
be affected by the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More 
information about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the 
DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
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data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
The proposed US 380 project could influence future land use changes 
within the Area of Influence (AOI) (defined in Section 3.15.2 of the DEIS); 
however, new and planned residential developments are more likely to 
influence changes in land use patterns, changes in land cover, and induce 
growth within the AOI than construction of any of the roadway segments. 
According to input from the City of McKinney, the proposed project would 
support future commercial and industrial development around Segment C; 
however, the proposed project would not be the primary factor considered 
in making land use decisions in the area. 
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 
2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies that can 
be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-
gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as 
provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on impacts 
to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and fish and 
wildlife species.  TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the 
impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things 
TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, 
the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the 
Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation 
strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections 
to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from 
streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill 
material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation 
credits from stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the US and wetlands.   
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

1228  3/15/2023 Kristi Tyler Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Kristi Tyler 
Ridgecrest 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1229  4/20/2023 Kristin H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

SUPPORT OPTION B! As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I 
strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass 
from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an 
existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on 
McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in 
less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and 
thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to 
implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from 
Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1230  2/17/2023 Kristin Mycke Email 

Mr. Endres, 
I am writing to support Route D and oppose Route C for the 380 bypass 
route.  Route C will cause too much turmoil and difficulty for existing 
residents.  Route D is a less distructive option.  Please extended support of 
Route C. 
Kristin Mycke 
Collin County Property Owner. 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted.  
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1231  2/18/2023 Kristy McCoy Email 

I'm writing this email in support of proposed Route D, which goes through 
the flood plain and disrupts 7 homes as opposed to the 29 homes on 
Route C. If C goes through as planned, so many more people will be 
displaced and community resources will be impacted. Texas Parks and 
wildlife are also supporting, as far as I can tell, Route D due to its lowered 
impact on wetlands and threatened species. I am sure there are many 
many factors that come into play when choosing routes, but please strongly 
consider Route D. Sincerely, 
Kristy McCoy  
Collin County resident  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway.  Segment C stretches farther east out of the floodplain. Segment 
D straddles the floodplain for most of its length. Using bridges to span 
floodways to minimize the placement of fill material, including bridge 
bents, within the mapped 100-year floodplain is part of the design for 
Segments C and D. With an alignment outside of these areas, more of the 
roadway would require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be 
built, therefore reducing anticipated construction costs. 
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with Texas Parks and Wildlife 
Department (TPWD), which is guided by a 2021 Memorandum of 
Understanding between the two agencies that can be viewed at 
https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-gui.pdf. It outlines 
that for an EIS project, TxDOT is supposed to coordinate with TPWD as well 
as provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on 
impacts to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and 
fish and wildlife species. TPWD comments have been considered and, in 
fact, the impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many 
things that TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; 
however, the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind 
alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation strategies 
such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections to span 
streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from streams 
and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill material in 
jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation credits from 
stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation for impacts to 
waters of the US and wetlands.   

1232  3/15/2023 Kristy Seymour Email 

Hello, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Kristy Seymour 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1233  4/17/2023 Kristy Tebbetts Email 

Good afternoon, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B,  
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.   
I strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 
the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Thank you for considering, 
Kristy Tebbetts 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1234  4/14/2023 Kurt Wiest Online 

I have been following the progress of planned improvements to US380, 
specifically alternatives A and B.  I support alternative B.  We are currently 
building a home in the Wilmeth Ridge development and obviously have a 
vested interest in the outcome of a final decision.   However, neither A or B 
would directly impact our home plans from a sound or sight perspective.   I 
do believe the western portion of the improvements would be better served 
by alternative B.  It has less impact on the existing Tucker Hill development 
as well as businesses in the rural portions of the proposed ROW.  In 
addition, the flow of highway traffic would be less impeded by design 
factors requiring two 90 degree turns. 

Your comment and support of Segment B is noted. Some of TxDOT's top 
considerations in choosing Segment A over Segment B, because Segment 
A: 
-Displaces fewer homes in comparison to Segment B  
-Results in fewer impacts to planned future residential homes  
-Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west 
of Custer Road  
-Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment 
-Avoids impact to ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the 
subject of substantial public concern  
-Requires acquisition of less ROW than Segment B  

1235  4/20/2023 Kyle H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

supprt segment b Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

1236  4/20/2023 Kyle S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Segment B is a better choice than A due to lower cost, less disruption to 
existing businesses, and avoidance of two right angle turns, which are 
problematic for any throughway project. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1237  3/22/2023 Kyle Voigt Online 

I don't see the need of doing any work on 380 East of Custer Rd. The 
growth that has been projected for Collin County is going to be primarily in 
Prosper, Celina, and Frisco and this is where the roads need to be 
expanded, etc. The growth projections themselves are incorrect as the 
percentage increases of the past couple of years are not sustainable. I view 
Hwy. 380 in a similar vain as Northwest Hwy in Dallas and there was never 
a push to turn it into a major highway. 

Your comment is noted. More detail about the project's purpose and need 
is included in the Section 1.0 of the DEIS and future traffic projections are 
available in Appendix I.  
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1238  3/16/2023 Kynzie Dearden 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1239  3/15/2023 L P Online 

I oppose Route C of the 380 Bypass in North Texas. Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted.  

1240  3/15/2023 L R Online 

My family and I have been living in McKinney since 1999, we are VERY 
excited in this new prospective highway - however we are fans of the Route 
B originally presented. 

Your comment and support of Segment B is noted. 
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1241  2/17/2023 L. Knight Online 

I oppose Section C and ask that you reconsider section D for the following 
reasons: 
1) Section C will displace 4X the residents and businesses compared to 
Section D.  
2) Section C damages one of the largest remaining forests in Collin County, 
71% more than Section D. 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
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1242  4/20/2023 L. T 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I am against option A. Option A is irresponsible. I am for option B which 
doesn\'t waste tax payer dollars, disrupt neighborhoods and businesses. it 
is shameful important information is being overlooked because of 
MainGate and politics. Option B is clearly financially and environmentally 
the correct option. Please consider community input. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT 
during its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected 
through a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the 
public, municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the 
Blue Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  

1243  2/17/2023 L.V. Email 

I support of Route D, which goes through the flood plain and disrupts 7 
homes as opposed to the 29 homes on Route C.  Txdot has said that 
comments matter.  Please make mention that our property is a community 
resource (Theraputic riding, church and community riding and events etc). 
In addition 8 lanes is overkill and a waste of money , our money.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The project is needed because population growth within the central portion 
of Collin County has caused increases in current and forecasted traffic 
volumes that exceed the capacity of US 380 between Coit Road and FM 
1827, leading to increased congestion, reduced mobility, and higher crash 
rates compared to other similar roadways in the region. The purpose of the 
proposed action is to manage congestion, improve east-west mobility, and 
improve safety. More information about the purpose and need for the 
project is available in section 1.0 of the DEIS starting on page 1-1. 
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1244  2/20/2023 L.V. Email 

Subject: I do not support plan c 
Sir, I am aware of that there are several plans for the construction of the 
bypass.  
What not make the decision that is better for the life of many people. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted.  

1245  2/6/2023 La Cour Venue 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
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about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

1246  3/8/2023 Lainie Reed Online 

I would like to make a comment regarding the U.S. 380 project Segment C. 
Please go back to Segment D to spare Tara Royal Equestrian Center and all 
the others effected. Tara Royal is an exquisite property that is a rare find 
today. The DFW area has lost Preston Trails, Willow Bend, Los Colinas, 
Dura Mater, Indian Creek, and many more due to development. As a horse 
owner myself, my two acre place is now surrounded by Bowen road, five 
Lanes, Arkansas also five Lanes and Pioneer Parkway, six Lanes. There is 
road noise, pollution and a lot of traffic. There are days when I walk on my 
pasture with my horses and the exhaust is overwhelming. I was born and 
raised in Dallas, and I now live in Dalworthington Gardens surrounded by 
Arlington for 35 years and have seen a lot of changes. Please leave the 
magnificent Tara Royal to live on and not to meet with the same fate as a 
lot of the Dallas Equestrian Centers. Thank-you. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment C and support of Segment D is 
noted. 

1247  3/7/2023 Lance Gammill Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Regards, 
Lance and Jennifer Gammill 
1904 Camberton Drive  
McKinney, TX 75071 
Lance 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1248  3/16/2023 Lance Kimes 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1249  2/28/2023 Lark Allen Email 

Hello,  
I am very concerned about the possibility of what would happen if proposal 
C took place~  
C severely damages one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin 
County. 
C destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodlands and 141% more 
acres of grassland and prairie. 
C disturbs the wetlands that serve as a refuge for wildlife, including 
beavers, river otters, turtles, migratory and non-migratory water and forest 
birds, frogs, etc. 
C eliminates a large area of suitable habitat for endangered/threatened 
species. 
C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife (prefers Segment D). 
C divides residential and farming/ranching communities. 
C affects and displaces significantly more homes, businesses, and 
community resources. 
C has worse traffic performance (lower traffic capacity, 
Also, I drive in this area and it is already stressful enough! I do not consent 
to damage to these areas while also creating more stress for the human 
inhabitants.  
Thank you,  
Lark Allen  
Lark Allen, Happiness Mentor Inc. and Market Mentor with Monat ~   
https://healintohappiness.com/ 
http://yourhairwillloveyou.mymonat.com/ 
972.489.4901 
May all your dreams come true!  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure. Based on TxDOT's 
evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced by either Segment C 
or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be acquired from any 
community facility either. More details about community facilities can be 
found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community facilities are 
defined as a physical feature provided – either by the municipality as a 
public service or by a private entity – within the community for the benefit 
of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, community centers, post 
office, library, etc.). The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on 
cultural resources within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic 
Resources including any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed 
or NRHP-eligible structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, 
including Section 4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would 
be affected by the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More 
information about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the 
DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
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data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
The proposed US 380 project could influence future land use changes 
within the Area of Influence (AOI) (defined in Section 3.15.2 of the DEIS); 
however, new and planned residential developments are more likely to 
influence changes in land use patterns, changes in land cover, and induce 
growth within the AOI than construction of any of the roadway segments. 
According to input from the City of McKinney, the proposed project would 
support future commercial and industrial development around Segment C; 
however, the proposed project would not be the primary factor considered 
in making land use decisions in the area. 
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 
2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies that can 
be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-
gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as 
provide TPWD the opportunity to comment.  TPWD commented on impacts 
to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and fish and 
wildlife species.  TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the 
impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things 
TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, 
the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the 
Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation 
strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections 
to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from 
streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill 
material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation 
credits from stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the US and wetlands.   
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

1250  4/20/2023 Larry B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
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1251  2/25/2023 Larry Collins Email 

Mr. Endres, 
I know there is an organized email campaign to oppose the proposed 
Segment A-E-C. but I AGREE with the proposal as it stands. Segment B is 
much longer and cuts across much more land having much more 
environmental impact. The Country Clubers of Stone Bridge will just have to 
adapt to a new reality. Do not be disuaded. Cheers! 
Larry Collins 
McKinney / Collin County resident since 2012 
3604 Apple Blossom Ln 
McKinney, TX 75070 

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  

1252  
3/7/2023 

3/15/2023 
Larry Hoffman Email (2) 

Mr. Endres, 
Can you please provide me with rationale behind selecting to more 
expensive and impactful Segment A over Segment B?   I have reviewed the 
TXDOT documents and am unable to find anything that justifies the 
selection of Segment A over B. 
Larry Hoffman 
larryhoffman@me.com 

Your comment is noted. Some of TxDOT's top considerations in choosing 
Segment A over Segment B, because Segment A: 
-Displaces fewer homes in comparison to Segment B  
-Results in fewer impacts to planned future residential homes  
-Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west 
of Custer Road  
-Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment 
-Avoids impact to ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the 
subject of substantial public concern  
-Requires acquisition of less ROW than Segment B  
 
TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative, which is a combination of Segments A, 
E, and C, as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, 
considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing 
evaluation matrices. The decision is informed by both a qualitative and 
quantitative analysis. Refer to Section 2.4 in the DEIS for an explanation of 
why the Blue Alternative was selected over the other Build Alternatives. You 
can also reference the Alternatives Analysis Matrix in the DEIS in Figure 2-
15 on page 2-33 and the Segment Analysis Matrix on the Public Hearing 
website at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  

1253  4/20/2023 Larry P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

As a taxpayer I am highly concerned that TxDOT has chosen the more costly 
option that will destroy existing businesses and residents. Choose Segment 
B! Therefore, I STRONGLY OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 
STRONGLY SUPPORT the construction of Segment B construction option. 
THANK YOU VERY MUCH! 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 

1254  4/20/2023 Larry R 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Opposed to segment A and fully support segment B. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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1255  3/8/2023 Larry Thrash Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1256  3/31/2023 Larry Truesdale Online 

Option B is clearly better than option A.  The right angle turn in A is sure to 
cause more congestion, noise (from slowing down and speeding up), 
concentrate polutuon, and more accidents.  Both choices will negatively 
impact people.  My understandjng is B is less expensive than A.  That 
savings can and should be used to depresss the roadway and take 
whatever action you can to reduce noise. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, 
indicates that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of 
managing congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. 
If constructed, the project would adhere to current design standards and 
address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. The design for 
Segment A meets the criteria outlined in TxDOT's Roadway Design Manual, 
including stopping sight distance. 
 
Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles 
per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air 
quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is 
consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 
State Implementation Plan (SIP), the North Central Texas Council of 
Governments (NCTCOG) Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). TxDOT modeled carbon 
monoxide concentrations (CO TAQA) and none of the modeled 
concentrations exceeded the Environmental Protection Agency's 1-hour or 
8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. TxDOT 
performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis. The total 
MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43% by 2050 
due to higher combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification 
of the US fleet. More information about the air quality analysis that was 
conducted can be found in the DEIS document in Section 3.12.  
 
The current design for the project does call for the depression of the main 
lanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods to 
decrease traffic noise and visual barriers.  

1257  4/20/2023 Laura A 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
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1258  2/26/2023 Laura Allen Email 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B As a homeowner and citizen of 
McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 
support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 
380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. For the McKinney families with 
students traveling to the high school this is a major issue. Thank you, 
Laura Allen 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, 
indicates that the Preferred Alternative (as well as all Build Alternatives) 
effectively meets the criteria of managing congestion, improving east-west 
mobility, and improving safety. 

1259  3/14/2023 Laura Alton Email 

I oppose route C - it is very destructive 
I support route D - it is minimal displacement 
Laura Alton 
214-641-3212 

Your comment, opposition of Segment C, and support of Segment D is 
noted.  

1260  3/11/2023 
Laura and Rickie 

Glenn 
Email 

We adamantly oppose the proposed  bypass segment A, preferred by txdot 
and support B. Along with the city of McKinney’s numerous letters of 
opposition to txdot for years opposing segment A, we agree segment B 
would be the preferred choice. Why must McKinney harbor all the burden; 
displace businesses, create even heavier traffic congestion due to 
construction, and disrupt several established neighborhoods ( Tucker, 
Stonebridge, Wren Creek, Arbor Hills) and private residences that have 
been here for years! Why does Prosper bear no burden? Our entire Tucker 
Hill neighborhood will be directly impacted for years! Our property values 
will most certainly be negatively affected. You are proposing a major 
highway on TWO sides of our homes in TH!! Please hear our pleas from the 
1500 + residents in Tucker Hill! We have personally lived here 12 years 
and have such a welcoming, supportive community, but we do not welcome 
a major highway surrounding us! No amount of sound barriers are going to 
alleviate the inevitable noise. Thank you for your consideration, 
Laura and Rickie Glenn 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. While the Preferred Alternative is adjacent to the neighborhoods you 
mention, it does not bisect any existing subdivisions. Changes in property 
values are driven by the value associated with site-specific factors such as 
accessibility, safety, noise, visual amenities, proximity to shopping, 
community cohesion, and business productivity. TxDOT cannot reasonably 
foresee how any of these factors will impact property values. 
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1261  4/20/2023 
Laura and Rickie 

Glenn 
Email 

Mr. Endres, 
We are longtime residents of Tucker Hill. We moved here from Plano in 
2010 when TH was just beginning; 4-5 streets of homes, 380 was just a 
two lane asphalt road, and  there was no retail development to speak of. 
As TH inevitably grew, we welcomed the 6 lane expansion of 380, curbs, 
welcomed the traffic light at Tremont for safer access( our only access) to 
our community, and welcomed the development of retail. So, we 
completely understand the need for a 380 bypass.  When segment B was 
presented as the best solution;  the least disruptive solution to family 
homes and property values, less threat to new businesses that are less 
than a year of opening, less impact to our natural environment, less impact 
to our air and sound quality, and finally less impact on our REAL lives, of 
course, we rallied behind it! Who wouldn’t? Our homes were threatened! 
We ( TH, Stonebridge) have rallied for segment B, written letters for B, 
attended countless community and city meetings in hopes that our pleas 
would be heard and understood in our support for Segment B. And now, , 
we’re offering our pleas again. Segment B is by far the least intrusive, and 
the least incredibly expensive option for our community. We hope and pray 
you would reconsider your preference. 
Laura and Rickie Glenn 
2313 Grassmere Lane 
McKinney 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in 
several areas, including Tucker Hill. It is important to note that TxDOT is 
already proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by 
depressing the mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch 
neighborhoods to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers.  
 
While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during 
its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through 
a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, 
municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue 
Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  

1262  3/11/2023 
Laura and Tom 

Donahue 
Email 

Hello Mr. Endres, 
We and most of our neighbors are strongly opposed to option A being 
considered as part of route 380 expansion. We feel this would directly and 
negatively impact our Stonebridge Ranch neighborhood and the property 
values of the homes in Stonebridge Ranch, most especially those north of 
Virginia where our home is. Should those property values fall it will result in 
a lowering property taxes and therefore, a lowering of the amount of money 
going into the City of McKinney for ongoing projects. These are some of the 
highest property taxes in McKinney. We also feel it would also negatively 
impact the businesses and properties along 380 east of Custer. Several 
are already slated to close! This is a massive undertaking and will prove in 
the long run to be detrimental to McKinney as a whole. Please please 
reroute the route 380 expansion two option B. 
Laura and Tom Donahue 
601 Rosebury Circle 
McKinney, TX 75071 
214-585-1966 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. Changes in property values are driven by the value associated with 
site-specific factors such as accessibility, safety, noise, visual amenities, 
proximity to shopping, community cohesion, and business productivity. 
TxDOT cannot reasonably foresee how any of these factors will impact 
property values. 
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1263  3/15/2023 Laura Arouca Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Laura Arouca 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1264  4/20/2023 Laura B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Segment A is a ridiculous waste of money. Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1265  4/20/2023 Laura Bull Email 

To whom it may concern: 
I am quite concerned about the TXDOT recommendation to chose A over 
Segment B. As a mother, I fear for the safety of my family with the 
increased traffic and unsafe driving conditions that will ensue during the 
construction phase. We have no option but to drive straight into the mess 
as we do not have another exit. And even if the city can build us one in 
time, we still have to cross the bypass to get to our children’s elementary 
school as this bypass will cut my entire neighborhood off from our zoned 
school. 
 
Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted.   
 
Access to Tucker Hill would be maintained along the Preferred Alternative 
including an at-grade connection at Tremont Boulevard over the depressed 
section of the new freeway and a connection to existing US 380 east of 
Tucker Hill which would allow school buses and parents to access Reeves 
Elementary School via Auburn Hills Parkway and future Ridge Road.  
 
Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

1266  4/20/2023 Laura C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A, Test to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1267  2/25/2023 Laura Carpenter Email 

TXDOT, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  
If not Sement B, then NO build at all. 
Laura Carpenter 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted.  
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1268  4/20/2023 Laura D 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO TO SEGMENT A - YES TO SEGMENT B!! Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1269  2/22/2023 Laura Davis Online 

I vote to support D Your comment and support of Segment D is noted. While public input is 
one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during its decision-making 
process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through a voting process. 
TxDOT named the Blue Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as 
the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering 
public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation 
matrices.  

1270  4/20/2023 Laura G 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Segment B!! Save our homes! Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

1271  4/20/2023 Laura N 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1272  3/9/2023 Laura Procaccini Email (3) 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1273  4/20/2023 Laura R 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

no to segment A, Yes to segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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1274  4/17/2023 Laura Sherwood Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely,  
Laura Sherwood 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1275  4/20/2023 Laura W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to A. Yes to B. B is the only logical option cost wise and safety wise. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1276  4/20/2023 Laura W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Yes to Segment B Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

1277  3/7/2023 Lauren Allan Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Thanks, 
Lauren Allan 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1278  4/20/2023 Lauren K 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A, YES to segment B. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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1279  3/6/2023 Lauren Landmark Email 

Hi Stephen , 
As a resident of east mckinney and one who loves and serves in this 
community with our family, we are begging for your help in this decision. 
We were made aware of this opposed route change that will be severely 
damaging to one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin county- 
as this route destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodlands and 141% 
more acres of grassland and prairie. It is strongly OPPOSED by Texas parks 
and Wildlife. If this isn’t as important to some, it has worse traffic 
performance (lower traffic capacity, slower travel speeds, and more 
elevation changes). Please! oppose Segment C and make Segment D the 
preferred route. Thank you for your time and help.  
ɪɴ ʜɪᴍ- 
ʟᴀᴜʀᴇɴ ʟᴀɴᴅᴍᴀʀᴋ 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. 
Segment C would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, 
forest, prairies and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain 
and regulatory floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the 
East Fork Trinity River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting 
nearly one-third of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway 
impacted by Segment D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT 
would use bridges to span regulatory floodways and to minimize the 
placement of fill material, including bridge bents, within both the mapped 
100-year floodplain and the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway 
alignment outside of the mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such 
as Segment C) would require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to 
be built reducing anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 
3.11.1 of the DEIS, the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would 
impact approximately 589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland 
Prairie/grassland, floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, 
native invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau 
woodlands/savanna grassland, row crops, and some open water based on 
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping 
Systems of Texas (EMST) data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment 
D) would impact approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. 
The Alternatives Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue 
Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres 
of riparian and upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the 
proposed ROW not in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple 
Alternative.  
 
TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the impacts 
mentioned in their comments were several of the many things TxDOT had 
to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, the natural 
resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the Preferred 
Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation strategies 
such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections to span 
streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from streams 
and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill material in 
jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation credits from 
stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation for impacts to 
waters of the US and wetlands.   
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

1280  2/21/2023 Lauren Shadle Online 

I would like to be in support of D. The tranquil barn Tara Royal that I stable 
my horse at is in peril of having route C placed in front of it. This would not 
be suitable for the horses or the hands that stay on property to take care of 
them. Please reconsider route D. 

 Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted.  
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1281  3/10/2023 Lauren Shadle Email 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
This plight is to convince TXDOT to route the bypass back to plan D instead 
of Route C (which would run along the top of my driveway where my horse 
is stabled and I ride regularly. 29 ranch residences & 15 businesses will be 
adversely affected by Route C while a handful of small structures would be 
affected by Route D as it is in the flood plain along Woodlawn. Please 
choose route D. Thank you, 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences.  

1282  2/17/2023 Lauren Vanderbilt Email 

As a concerned citizen amd as stated in the subject line, I am writing to 
STRONGLY oppose Route C and give my support of Route D for the 380 
bypass in  McKinney. Route C will unnecessarily destroy so much land and 
property that is used for so much good in the area. PLEASE go with Route 
D.   
Lauren Vanderbilt 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted.  

1283  4/20/2023 
Laurie and Jim 

Taylor 
Email 

To whom it may concern: 
No one has consistently explained why Segment B wasn't selected over A.  
As a person with autoimmune diseases, as well as my children,  I am 
extremely concerned for my safety, health and well being during a very long 
construction process,  the negative environmental impact it will have on 
me and my family and the limited ability to enter and exit my 
subdivision(Tucker Hill)... ambulances, firetrucks and police services, etc. 
Dangerous air pollution and noise pollution will greatly affect all of us in 
The Tucker Hill community.  I will not be able to enjoy and use my 
home(indoor and outdoor) as our overall neighborhood design was 
intended... a front porch community. Very sad the politics of Manegate is 
involved in this decision. Concerns of continuous negative changes and 
encroachments toward the Tucker Hill neighborhood. Total disregard of tax 
payer money...irresponsible.  
 
Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

1284  
4/17/2023 
4/19/2023 

Laurie L. Smith Email (2) 

Dear Mr. Endres and TXDOT:  
As a McKinney citizen  I understand that a bypass may be required to 
support growth in the northern corridor. However, in selecting Segment A 
for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do harm to a significant percentage of 
McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant fiscal irresponsibility. 
This decision is made more egregious with the existence of a viable lower 
impact alternative. It appears irrefutable that Segment B is the better 
alternative and that there are serious flaws in the conclusions reached by 
TxDOT and in the underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS). 
 
Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary.  

Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 
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1285  4/20/2023 Laurie S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Section A has far greater impact in all matters: economically, 
environmentally, noise and safety. I support B. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, 
indicates that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of 
managing congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. 
If constructed, the project would adhere to current design standards and 
address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. The freeway 
design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from driveways and other 
roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be available 
at signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of 
conflict points. 

1286  4/20/2023 Laurie S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Route A! It’s alarmingly more expensive and encroaches on long 
existing McKinney neighborhoods. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

1287  4/17/2023 Laurie Sweet Email 

I am a resident of McKinney, Tx and a homeowner in Tucker Hill 
Development.  I want to strongly SUPPORT segment B of the proposed 380 
expansion.  As a resident of TH we only have 2 exits from our 
neighborhood, both out to 380. Any construction for 3-5 years in front of 
our neighborhood would severely impact our safety.What safeguards will 
be implemented should you proceed with A for our community during 
construction? Emergency vehicle response times would be greatly 
increased.  This also would continue based on your drawing of what 
segment A would look like as any emergency vehicle coming from the west 
would have to go beyond TH and if we had to go east to Baylor hospital we 
would have to head west first. How is TxDOT going to address this issue 
also during the construction phase? We have been hearing for 7 years that 
Stonebridge is going to be extended but still has not so no guarantees that 
it will be prior to construction. Is this something TxDOT will take a proactive 
approach on?  
Further, your own matrix shows the number of businesses, residents, and 
other displacements to be less with B.  Cost is much less, nearly $150m, 
with your current estimates with B.  You even state it could go higher with 
the utility re-routing.   Environmental impact is even less with option B. 
Segment A could have a potential high-risk EPA clean up where B has zero.  
These are all things from your own study. There are numerous other issues 
and questions with regard to the study used to base your decision. I have 
attached a copy of all issues and supported references. 
1) What study has TxDOT done to show the full impact of air quality both 
during and after construction?   
2) Where were those monitors located?   
3) What dates and times were collected during this study?   
4)What list of assumptions did TxDOT use in regards to weather etc during 
this study? 
5) Please answer the same questions above for the sound study that was 
done in Tucker Hill.   
6) Why are there no plans to put up sound barriers on the north side 
(Tucker Hill) but on the south side (Stonebridge)?  Prevailing winds are 
from the south and we would be affected most. 
7) Segment A consists of 2 90 degree turns.  What studies have been done 
on the safety of those as compared to the gradual lane shift in B? 
 
Laurie Sweet 
7604 Townsend Blvd 
McKinney, Tx 75071 
 
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 
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1288  3/13/2023 Laurie Taylor Email 

I would like to formally request an extension of the comment period. We 
need more time to fully evaluate the impacts and possible mitigation 
measures that can be taken to protect Tucker Hill as well as the other 
communities and businesses affected by Option A. Thank you, 
Laurie Taylor 
"Finally, brothers and sisters, whatever is true, whatever is noble, whatever 
is right , whatever is pure, whatever is lovely, whatever is admirable- if 
anything is excellent or praiseworthy-  think about such things. Whatever 
you have learned  or received or heard from me, or seen in me- put into 
practice. And the God of peace will be with you." Philippians 4:8-9 

This US 380 Project’s comment period has been longer than most because 
it opened when the DEIS was announced, which was January 13, 2023. 
TxDOT granted two separate 15-day extensions to the comment period to 
close April 20, 2023 instead of March 21, 2023 as advertised at the Public 
Hearing.   
 
Detailed study information is available in the DEIS document posted at 
www.kwww.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. 

1289  4/20/2023 Lauta A 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I strongly oppose Segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1290  4/20/2023 Lawrence K 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A:Yes to segment to B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1291  3/10/2023 Leah Caputo Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Leah Caputo 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. It is important to note Segment A has fewer potential home 
displacements in comparison to Segment B and results in fewer impacts to 
planned future residential homes.   

1292  2/16/2023 Leanne Bishop Paper form 

Send copy of 5764 CR 123 Plot All information and exhibits shown at the Public Hearing are also available 
on the Public Hearing website at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS 
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1293  3/14/2023 Lee Ingram Email 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Lee Ingram 
1504 Roxboro Ln 
McKinney, TX 75071 
214-995-0614 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1294  4/20/2023 Lee M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Please reconsider and select route B. Taxpayers money will be wasted on 
route A. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

1295  3/29/2023 Leena Mirza Online 

We would not have purchased the property had we known. Really against 
the idea of emission, noise and disrupt of the nature that we have and 
reason for purchasing the property. My family and I can’t express enough 
concern for this highway and how much we are against it. Despite all 
videos and everything we are completely AGAINST this highway. It would be 
a true disappointment if our voices are not heard. Having a highway this 
close to homes is a big NO NO! Texas has enough land to build highways 
and homes away from one another! Where did the city fall short? 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. Public input is an 
important factor but it is not the only factor that TxDOT must consider 
under NEPA. There are multiple reasons why TxDOT has identified the Blue 
Alternative (Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative. This 
reasoning is detailed in Section 2.4 of the DEIS. No final decision regarding 
an alignment will be made until TxDOT reviews and considers all timely 
public input.   
 
TxDOT, at its sole discretion, will make the final selection of an alignment 
for the project in the Record of Decision. 

1296  3/16/2023 Lee-Yen Elliott 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1297  3/7/2023 Leigh Taylor 
Open Records 

Request 

My personal Comments to TXDOT about route A & B for the 380 Bypass 
comments. I live at 2116 Tremont Blvd, McKinney, TX 75071 

Comments submitted for the US 380 public scoping meeting and feasibility 
study public meetings are available on TxDOT’s website. The meeting 
summaries including comment responses are available at the below link: 
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/projects/us-highways/us-380-
environmental-impact-statement-from-coit-road-to-fm-1827 

1298  3/21/2023 Leigh Taylor Email 

Hi Stephen,  
I live in Tucker Hill and wanted to know how I find out when the Noise 
pollution studies were conducted? What SPL meter was used? LEQA was 
over what period of time and what time of day? Or, were these computer 
calculated projections? These are things I'm not finding in the study. 
Thanks so much for your time! 
Leigh Taylor 
2116 Tremont Blvd 
McKinney, TX 75071 

The existing noise measurements were collected on December 14 and 16, 
2021. The Noise Study was completed in November 2022.  
 
The sound level meter used for field measurements was a Larson Davis 
824 (Type 1 precision integrating sound level meter) with a Larson Davis 
microphone/preamp and calibrator.   
 
The field measurements were collected on December 14, 2021 for a 30 
minute time period from 11:26 am through 11:55 am. 
 
Noise measurements are performed as part of the validation study.  A 
validation study is performed in order to verify that the existing Traffic 
Noise Model accurately predicts existing traffic noise based on current 
conditions and to ensure that traffic noise is the main source of noise.  
Model validation compares field-collected sound level measurements to 
traffic noise levels calculated in an existing condition model that used field-
collected traffic parameters. The Existing Noise Validation Study is located 
in Appendix C (p. 427) of the Noise Report. The field measurement 
identification for the Tucker Hill neighborhood is ML-5 (p. 447).  

1299  4/19/2023 Leigh Taylor Email 

To Whom it may concern, 
Please add these comments to my previous questions and comments. 
Thank you! 
As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I believe that TXDOT’s 
recommendation of Segment A over Segment B is fiscally irresponsible to 
the taxpayers costing over $150 million more, applies criteria to support 
their decision inconsistently, and provides numerous biased, false, and 
inconsistent findings in their environmental study. Furthermore, there is 
objective evidence of political maneuvering, lobbying/campaigning, and 
rezoning efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has 
swayed TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn these actions as 
unethical and improper. The preferred segment should be chosen based 
on the facts and what the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) requires. 
Per CEQ(2021), decisions on an alignment must be based on what is 
practical and feasible from a technical and economic standpoint, rather 
than what is desirable from the standpoint of the agency (i.e, TxDOT). As a 
McKinney homeowner, I believe a bypass may be required to support 
growth in the northern corridor. However, in selecting Segment A for the 
380 bypass, TxDOT will do harm to a significant percentage of McKinney 
residents and will demonstrate significant fiscal irresponsibility. This 
decision is made more egregious with the existence of a viable lower-
impact alternative. It appears irrefutable that Segment B, or an unexplored 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. The environmental 
review, consultation, and other actions required by applicable federal 
environmental laws for this project are being, or have been, carried-out by 
TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum of Understanding 
dated December 9, 2019, and executed by the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and TxDOT. Under “NEPA Assignment”, TxDOT 
adheres to FHWA policies in accordance with the CEQ’s NEPA 
Implementing Regulations. As described throughout Chapter 3 of the DEIS, 
TxDOT assessed the direct impacts of the project such as clearing 
vegetation, placing fill material within wetlands, displacing homes or 
businesses, traffic noise, etc. and the potential for the alternatives 
considered to induce changes in land use and growth within the Study 
Area. TxDOT also addressed any adverse environmental impacts that 
cannot be avoided, the measures considered to minimize harm and to 
mitigate adverse effects, where applicable; and the steps taken during the 
study to comply with applicable state and federal environmental laws. 
 
Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles 
per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air 
quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is 
consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 
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West of Custer Rd. alternative is the better alternative, and that there are 
some serious flaws in the conclusions reached by TxDOT and in the 
underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS). Please do not proceed with 
this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants that cause harm to 
humans and a rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current 
and future impacts. If TxDOT will not mitigate these harms, then TxDOT 
should at the very least do a rigorous analysis of these harms and explicitly 
note the opportunities we forgo with the currently preferred alignment. The 
pollution appendices are missing critical analyses and portions. This 
project should not proceed until those egregious omissions and errors are 
corrected. In order to ensure resolution and the creation of the best project 
possible, we request that:  
●TxDOT issue a second draft of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in 
the current draft EIS.  
●Any Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) have a 90-day review 
period, with an official public comment period, and that the FEIS be 
unbundled from the Record of Decision 
Also, I believe the Noise study that was conducted for Tucker Hill was 
flawed and biased. The importance of this is underscored by the existing 
scientific literature showing the association between traffic and related 
noise on physical and mental health. There is data showing that a home 
near noisy highways affects the sleep cycles of residents, which in turn 
affects their overall health. The organ most affected is the heart which 
leads to a shorter lifespan. There is also a ton of data that shows excess 
noise is the leading cause of tinnitus, an epidemic in our society. The study 
evaluated only a single barrier south of the community. It appears the 
study was biased toward providing more data around Main Gait, a facility 
with transient guests, thenTuckerHill, a community of over380 homes with 
plans for over 600. Additionally, it appears that there has been no regard 
taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous veteran residents, elderly residents, or our 
residents with disabilities–collectively, who likely outnumber MainGait’s 
transient guests. I have two children diagnosed with sensory issues and 
without any noise abatement as proposed by TXDot, they will most 
definitely be affected. Regarding the noise study, I have the following 
questions: 
1. Why was only one data point used to collect the decibel level?  
2. Why was this time chosen, before Noon, during a time when many cars 
were not on the streets? 
3. When the decibel data was collected, had traffic patterns returned to 
normal "Pre-Covid" levels?  
4. Why was that date for decibel measurement chosen, given that it was 
not at all a typical traffic time?  
5. Will there be more decibel measurements during normal high-traffic 
times, to make sure you are accurate with your decibel increases if this 
380 bypass is placed where TXDot is preferring it be placed? 
6. Have you considered the decibel measurements from other similar 
depressed hwy. areas, like that in Frisco, across from Scottish Rite 
Hospital? When I went to go take measurements, the decibels went well 

State Implementation Plan (SIP), the North Central Texas Council of 
Governments (NCTCOG) Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). TxDOT modeled carbon 
monoxide concentrations (CO TAQA) and none of the modeled 
concentrations exceeded the Environmental Protection Agency's 1-hour or 
8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. TxDOT 
performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis. The total 
MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43% by 2050 
due to higher combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification 
of the US fleet. More information about the air quality analysis that was 
conducted can be found in the DEIS document in Section 3.12.  
 
After reviewing Public Hearing comments as well as completing the 
schematic design and technical analyses, TxDOT will issue an FEIS. The 
Notice of Availability of the FEIS-ROD will be posted to the TxDOT website, 
advertised in a local newspaper, sent to property owners within a half mile 
of the project, and those that have signed up to receive email updates. No 
comment period will be held for the FEIS-ROD.  
 
The traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s 
(FHWA–approved) Guidelines. Sound levels were forecasted utilizing the 
required Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) computer program, Traffic 
Noise Model 2.5 (TNM). Noise modeling inputs include the roadway 
geometry, forecasted traffic volumes, adjacent land uses and 
developments, and neighboring receptors. The model accuracy is 
contingent upon computed sound levels that are within 3 dB of those taken 
at ambient measurement points adjacent to the project. The ambient 
sound measurements are used to validate the model and not to determine 
present-day or future conditions. The validated model was used to compute 
sound levels for two scenarios, as follows: 
- existing – representing the existing roadway alignment and profile in the 
present-day acoustic environment; 
- future build condition – representing the proposed roadway 
improvements in the design year acoustic environment. 
 
TxDOT's Traffic Noise Policy Implementation Guidance states "Input data 
for traffic noise modeling such as traffic volumes, traffic speed, and vehicle 
mix must represent the traffic characteristics that yield the loudest hourly 
traffic noise levels on a regular basis under normal conditions. Note that in 
heavily congested urban corridors, the peak traffic period may not 
represent the worst noise conditions, since speeds may be lower and 
heavy truck volumes may drop as truckers try to avoid congestion."  
 
Input for each scenario consisted of worst-case traffic projections provided 
by TxDOT.  
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill. It is important to note that TxDOT is already 
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above the data that was in the Noise study. 
7. Why is an increase of 40% to 50% in decibels, okay for a front porch 
community filled with people of various ages, disabilities and sensory 
issues? What data do have supporting that this will not negatively affect 
our health and our mental health? 
8. Why was there no data on what the Noise or pollution will be like during 
the construction phase? 
9. Why was there no data on what the noise will be like from the shift WEST 
of the proposed route?  
10. Will there be a noise study done to see how this shift will affect the 
homes off of Grassmere, the park area, the dog park area and the future 
proposed walking trails in the community when it is built out? 
I would like to also go on record, that the shift WEST, away from Billingsly 
property, should be moved back to where it was planned originally. This, 
RAISED hwy bypass will most definitely affect the residents of Tucker Hill 
and there are zero studies on this. You cannot just move a highway closer 
to residents, without conducting any research on how this will affect their 
mental and physical help. I would urge TXDot to do more research on the 
effects of these increases in noise. We are not talking about a minor 
increase, we are talking about a percentage. 4 dbl increase, is a 40% 
increase in noise. 5 dbl is a 50% increase in noise. When you consider the 
mental health crisis in this country and are now informed that noise 
pollution is a large contributor to mental health issues, you should at the 
very least, place sound barriers and help with other noise-mitigating 
processes. Tucker Hill is a “front porch” community and every home is 
designed with a front porch that encourages outdoor activities and 
interactions between neighbors.  The noise study itself appeared to use an 
outdated data program that has been updated to help correct the flaws 
that can be found within the version of the program used. Why wasn't a 
more updated program used for noise data collection? Why was it 
acceptable to use an outdated version? Tucker Hill has been designed in a 
way to help fight against mental health issues, by encouraging outdoor 
living and engaging with their neighbors on daily basis. It is truly a unique 
place within McKinney and you will be destroying the very things that 
communities should be doing to help us fight against our mental and 
physical health crisis in this country. Healthy living and healthy minds are 
what can be found in the way Tucker Hill is built and hope to be further 
developed. TXDot needs to consider this and abandon their plans to build 
Route A. TxDot, at the very least, needs to help encourage this type of 
community and not negatively affect it. Thank you for your time, recording 
my comments and considering my questions. 
Leigh Taylor 
2116 Tremont Blvd 
McKinney, TX 75071 
Leigh Taylor 
818-481-4449 
www.defactosound.com 
www.20k.org 

proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by depressing the 
mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 
to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers.  
 
The Segment A shift that was presented as a possible alternative design at 
the Public Hearing did not shift the proposed right-of-way for the freeway 
along the existing US 380 to the south of Tucker Hill. The freeway proposed 
right-of-way was shifted on the curve on the east side of Tucker Hill by 
approximately zero to 115 feet to the north and west. This is approximately 
a minimum of 800 feet from any Tucker Hill residence. 
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1300  3/6/2023 Leigh Wilcox Email 

Good Morning, 
I’m writing to express my sincere concern over plans for the 380 bypass. 
Plan C would negatively affect far more residences, businesses and wildlife 
than would Plan D. Plan C would divide residential and farming/ranching 
communities, greatly disrupting their functions. Plan C is strongly opposed 
by Texas Parks and Wildlife because it would eliminate a large area of 
suitable habitat for endangered/threatened species. Please help protect 
the residences, businesses and wildlife that currently exist along Plan C 
and help push for the Plan D instead. Sincerely, 
~Leigh Wilcox 
Collin County Resident 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 
2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies that can 
be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-
gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as 
provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on impacts 
to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and fish and 
wildlife species.  TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the 
impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things 
TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, 
the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the 
Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation 
strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections 
to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from 
streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill 
material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation 
credits from stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the US and wetlands.   
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1301  3/24/2023 Leigh Wilcox Email 

Dear Senator Paxton, Representative Leach, and Mr. Endres: 
I am writing to inform you that as a resident of Collin County and frequent 
driver on Highway 380, I strongly oppose Segment C and support Segment 
D. Segment D would have lower environmental impact and fewer homes, 
businesses, and community services would be affected. Sincerely, 
~Leigh Wilcox 
Collin County Resident 
Please excuse any typos - Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway.  
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS.  

1302  4/20/2023 LeighAnn W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

“option” A makes no sense at all being so insanely more expensive than B 
and the number of homes and businesses it will destroy and displace. 

Your comment and opposition to Segment A is noted. According to Section 
3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, Segment A potentially 
displaces two residences and Segment B would potentially displace four 
residences. Segment A would potentially displace 14 businesses, including 
business being built at the time of EIS drafting, and Segment B would 
potentially displace none.  
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1303  2/27/2023 
Leland R. 
Caldwell 

Email 

Mr. Khoshkar, 
I am D.L. Caldwell's brother, Leland. D. L. and I came out to your office for a 
couple of 
minutes this past Friday. It was nice meeting you and I am following up with 
sending you an attachment which shows the one map we would like to get 
the more detailed version of. It is the one that Txdot had on display at the 
most recent meeting at the Collin County Courthouse. It is the last map 
from Segment C. Could you please have someone send us a copy of the 
map where Segment C comes in at US Hwy 380? The map that was being 
displayed had a more refined version in the right hand upper corner and 
illustrated that the initial map showing kind of a cul-de-sac there on the 
South side of 380 at FM 1827 has been refined somewhat and does not 
include a cul-de-sac there. We do not really care one way or another, but 
we are trying to begin planning  for the future in that area and D.L. owns a 
couple of structures on the Northeast corner of that location. The 
structures previously belonged to a Mr. Billy Carroll and Texdot already 
purchased the frontage and house there and has already torn the house 
down. D.L. now owns the remaining portion of the property that Mr. Carroll 
owned previously. We understand the precise route at the location has not 
yet been determined the and the maps only represent preferred roues, 
alternatives, and some refinements of those. We understand any map sent 
to us is subject to change. Thank you so much. Kind regards, 
Leland R. Caldwell  
Attorney at Law 
Visiting Magistrate Judge 
Texas Bar Number: 00797814 
Office Number: 972-369-7979 
caldwelllaw@sbcglobal.net 
3067 CR 330 
McKinney, Texas 75071 

Your comment is noted and map received. All materials shown at the 
Public Hearing, including the schematic roll plots, are available at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  

1304  3/10/2023 Lelia Reposa Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1305  3/16/2023 Leonard Kilby 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1306  2/16/2023 Lesley Wesiruay Paper form 

Segment C is horrid in so many ways. DO NOT construct C! I suggest 
finishing 380, maybe a double decker hwy like 35 in Austin. Planning 
ahead could also help… ie, build the roads before building infrastructure  

Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted. Double decked (or 
elevated) freeway sections were considered during the Feasibility Study. It 
will not be further considered for the corridor because it would not 
substantially reduce the amount of right-of-way needed to construct the 
roadway, and it would be more expensive. It's important to note that TxDOT 
is being asked by cities to remove elevated freeways in several locations 
across the state, including I-35 in downtown Austin.  
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1307  3/12/2023 Leslie Allcorn Online 

I am reaching out to express my opposition to the 380 segment A. I am a 
resident of Tucker Hill and I am passionate about keeping the charm and 
architectural beauty of this statement neighborhood of McKinney. It is the 
embodiment of the "Unique by Nature" slogan that McKinney touts. 
Segment B is much less expensive and invasive. The city of Prosper 
created a loud voice against segment B without knowing the true facts 
about costs and the loss of businesses that are easily relocated. Tucker Hill 
is a hidden gem whose voice is considered the underdog. Please help 
preserve our wonderful wildlife ( like our resident roadrunners) , our noise 
levels and our air quality. Thank you for your thoughtful consideration 
Leslie Allcorn 
7312 Ripley St 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. While public input is 
one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during its decision-making 
process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through a voting process, 
nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, municipal or agency 
leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative (comprised 
of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the 
technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly 
reviewing evaluation matrices.  
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill.  
 
Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles 
per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air 
quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is 
consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 
State Implementation Plan (SIP), the North Central Texas Council of 
Governments (NCTCOG) Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). 
 
TxDOT modeled carbon monoxide concentrations (CO TAQA) and none of 
the modeled concentrations exceeded the Environmental Protection 
Agency's 1-hour or 8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for 
carbon monoxide. TxDOT performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics 
(MSAT) analysis. The total MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by 
approximately 43 % by 2050 due to higher combustion efficiencies of 
vehicle engines and electrification of the US fleet. More information about 
the air quality analysis that was conducted can be found in the DEIS 
document in Section 3.12.  

1308  3/13/2023 Leslie Allcorn Email 

I would like to formally request an extension to the comment period 
because more time is needed to fully evaluate the impacts and possible 
mitigation measures that can be taken to protect Tucker Hill and it's 
surrounding neighbors and businesses from the more expensive and 
intrusive Option A. 
Thanks for your consideration 
Leslie Allcorn 
7312 Ripley Street 

This US 380 Project’s comment period has been longer than most because 
it opened when the DEIS was announced, which was January 13, 2023. 
TxDOT granted two separate 15-day extensions to the comment period to 
close April 20, 2023 instead of March 21, 2023 as advertised at the Public 
Hearing.   
 
Detailed study information is available in the DEIS document posted at 
www.kwww.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. 
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1309  4/19/2023 Leslie Allcorn Email 

To Whom it may Concern; 
We are residents of Tucker Hill and have great concerns about Segment A. 
I am confused by the inconsistencies with the choices of segments. It was 
stated in the choice between C and D that the choice was made to affect 
fewer homes. However, Segment A affects more homes than Segment B. 
Please explain. Also, I'm not happy about the irresponsibility of spending at 
least $200 million more for Segment A. It makes no common sense. My 
husband and I chose Tucker Hill because of it's unique charm and front 
porch living. Noise and air quality threaten to steal that from us. Please 
read the attached PDF for more detailed reasonings. I urge you to choose 
Segment B based on common sense and responsible spending.  
Respectfully, 
Leslie Allcorn 
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. The same criteria 
were used to compare all segments. Specific weights were not applied to 
evaluation criteria. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative (comprised of 
Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the 
technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly 
reviewing evaluation matrices.   
 
One of the many reasons that TxDOT evaluated the project by end-to-end 
alternatives and by segment is because there are notable differences in 
the three focus areas.  For example, Focus Area 1, which includes 
Segments A and B, is expected to have much more future development 
particularly residential which will likely be built by the time TxDOT is able to 
construct this project.   
 
The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by 
applicable federal environmental laws for this project are being, or have 
been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum 
of Understanding dated December 9, 2019, and executed by the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) and TxDOT. Under “NEPA Assignment”, 
TxDOT adheres to FHWA policies in accordance with the CEQ’s NEPA 
Implementing Regulations. As described throughout Chapter 3 of the DEIS, 
TxDOT assessed the direct impacts of the project such as clearing 
vegetation, placing fill material within wetlands, displacing homes or 
businesses, traffic noise, etc. and the potential for the alternatives 
considered to induce changes in land use and growth within the Study 
Area. TxDOT also addressed any adverse environmental impacts that 
cannot be avoided, the measures considered to minimize harm and to 
mitigate adverse effects, where applicable; and the steps taken during the 
study to comply with applicable state and federal environmental laws. 
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

1310  2/22/2023 Leslie Jean Online 

Need Sound Barriers Junction of Roll 4 and Roll 5,  The freeway is too close 
to  many homes on corner of Ridge Road / Bloomdale Road.  The houses 
will be surrounded by the freeway on 2 sides. There is a danger of the 
freeway of bring much crime to our neighborhoods. Studies have shown 
that crimes including Drug Trafficking and Human Trafficking happen on 
main freeways. Among many other crimes. This is a major concern. 
 
  

Your comment and concerns about traffic noise and crime is noted. A 
traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (FHWA–
approved) Guidelines for Analysis and Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise 
and Construction Noise. Existing sound level measurements were collected 
at noise-sensitive areas, and noise modeling software was used to predict 
what noise levels could be expected in 2050. In areas where a noise 
impact was projected to occur, noise barriers were evaluated for feasibility 
and reasonableness. TxDOT's evaluation shows the Heatherwood 
neighborhood currently has a brick privacy wall or barrier of some type that 
would reduce noise, therefore making the area unable to meet feasibility 
and reasonableness requirements.  
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1311  1/25/2023 Leslie Jean Online 

The proposed 380 Freeway is Dangerously too close to New homes this is 
not feasable, or a good idea! The 380 needs to stay on the 380. I just 
bought a new home in Bloomridge. I bought it and spent a lot of money and 
was never told about this proposal. I want a quiet safe home for my family. 
Thank you 
Leslie Jean 

Your comment is noted. Improvements to US 380 have been under 
consideration since 2016. Multiple Public Meetings with concurrent public 
comment periods were held during the feasibility study, as well as during 
the EIS phase.  

The Green Alternative, or Segment F, from Coit Road to FM 1827 (also 
referred to as "keeping 380 on 380" or expanding the existing US 380 to a 
freeway), was identified during the Feasibility Study, but ultimately was not 
carried forward for further analysis after because it would have displaced 
more than 30 residents and 200 businesses including Raytheon. 

1312  3/15/2023 Leticia Salam Email 

• Severely damages one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin 
County 
• Destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodlands and 141% more 
acres of grassland and prairie. 
• Disturbs the wetland that serve as refuge for wildlife, including beavers, 
river otters, turtles, migratory and non-migratory water and forest birds, 
frogs, etc. 
• Eliminates a large area of suitable habitat for endangered/ threatened 
species. 
• Affects and displaces 383% more homes (29 vs. 6), 300% more 
businesses (16 vs. 4), and more community resources. 
• Strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the impacts 
mentioned in their comments were several of the many things TxDOT had 
to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, the natural 
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resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the Preferred 
Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation strategies 
such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections to span 
streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from streams 
and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill material in 
jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation credits from 
stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation for impacts to 
waters of the US and wetlands.   

1313  4/4/2023 Liang Chen Online 

I live in Willow Wood neighborhood. Looking at the schematics, I didn't find 
any connection between US 75 and SH 5 utilizing the DCs between US 75 
and US 380. A large amount of traffic on SH 5 need to get on US 75 and 
the current configuration doesn't seem to support that movement. Would 
you able to fit in ramps provide those connections? Please refer to image 
attached. Thanks! 

US 75 and SH 5 are too close together to utilize direct connectors to 
provide access between the two roads. In addition to the US 380 frontage 
roads, local streets are maintained to provide access between US 75 and 
SH 5, such as FM 195/Laud Howell Parkway and Bloomdale Road.  

1314  4/4/2023 Liang Chen Online 

AADTs on mainlanes on from US 75 to FM 1827 range from 43,000 to 
50,000 vpd in year 2050, and based on the 8.5% K factors adopted in 
Appendix I - Traffic Data, the peak hour volume would roughly be from 
3,655 to 4,250 vph. If you add 9,000 vpd in each direction on FRs, you 
peak hour volume would be about 4,420 to 5,015 vph. These volumes do 
not justify at least 3 freeway lanes and 2 FR lanes in each direction. It 
seems that 6 lane cross-section freeway would be sufficient for the volume 
projected. Given that a large portion of Seg C and Seg D will traverse 
floodplains and agricultural land, FRs and Texas U-turn interchanges seem 
unnecessary and might have more harm done to the local environment. I 
don't see any needs for FRs between SH 5 and FM 1827. Please look into 
alternatives reducing pavements and bridges. Thanks! 

TxDOT aims to plan for 2050 and beyond. The projected traffic volumes are 
well beyond the capacity of a six-lane arterial. TxDOT provides continuous 
frontage roads for incident management on the mainlanes in addition to 
local access to properties.  
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1315  4/4/2023 Liang Chen Online 

One of the objectives of this project is to reduce the flow of traffic on 
current US 380 and improve safety. It seems that the proposed US 380 
freeway did provide extra capacity for east-west movement, but the 
situation on current US 380 will not improve based on traffic projection 
data. See image below of existing US 380 projection at Hardin Blvd (Taken 
from DEIS Appendix I, Gold Alternative, Sheet 48 of 61). The AADT 
projected west of Hardin Blvd will still be closed 50,000 vpd. And if you 
look at the count stations on US 380 near that location, it is about 52,000 
vpd in 2019. Everyone along that corridor knows that currently it is very 
congested with this level of traffic. Other locations are better than at 
Hardin, but you will find that the traffic on US 380 will grow back to its 
current level near 50,000 vpd between Ridge Rd and US 75 sometime 
between 2030 to 2050. (Text limitation. Please see attached word 
document) 
The shift doesn't seem that effective in re-routing traffic given that there 
are many establishments and neighborhoods along US 380. Before you 
could reach year 2050, the current US 380 will revert back to what it is 
today without much improvement on local traffic nor on safety. Google map 
shows that using the current US 380, it will take 16 minutes minimum to 
travel between project limits. I will assume the free flow travel time is about 
16 minutes. From the public meeting material, the preferred alternative 
(Seg A-E-C) will be about 15.8 miles and with a free flow travel speed of 75 
mph, it will take about 13 minutes to travel between limits. During off-peak 
periods, this improvement in travel time does not seem that appealing. 
Also, the total bridge length for the preferred alternative (Seg A-E-C) is 
22.92 miles according to the provided material. I am surprised that the 
elevated freeway alternative was never mentioned in the feasibility study 
and in alternative study. The total length of the US 380 is 11.2 miles, and if 
you could fit piers on existing ROW, the total bridge length may be about 22 
miles or less considering you could expand ROW and build at-grade in 
some segments. 

Your comment is noted. Latent demand exists along US 380 today and will 
decrease once this US 380 freeway project is built. The existing US 380 will 
also fill with traffic as the population continues to grow in the future.  
 
Your analysis compares present day no-build traffic (current US 380) to 
future build traffic (current US 380 and this project). It does not take into 
consideration the increase in delay if the project was not built, which will be 
significantly worse.  
 
Double decked (or elevated) freeway sections were considered during the 
Feasibility Study. It will not be further considered for the corridor because it 
would not substantially reduce the amount of right-of-way needed to 
construct the roadway, and it would be more expensive. It's important to 
note that TxDOT is being asked by cities to remove elevated freeways in 
several locations across the state, including I-35 in downtown Austin.  

1316   Lidia Velz Comment Form 

We need a sound barrier you are distroing our way of life. The least you can 
do is protect us from the noise. Our home has a red dot on top, it will be 
affected but no wall is program. 

A traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA)–approved) Guidelines for Analysis and 
Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise. Existing 
sound level measurements were collected at noise-sensitive areas, and 
noise modeling software was used to predict what noise levels could be 
expected in 2050. Noise mitigation would not be considered reasonable 
and feasible at your location per TxDOT Guidelines. More information about 
the traffic noise analysis that was conducted can be found in the DEIS 
document in section 3.14.  
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1317  3/16/2023 Ligia Villanueva 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1318  2/23/2023 Lillie Miller Comment Form 

Please consider the switch from D segment to C segment. Section C is too 
environmentally important, disrupts too many home and businesses. There 
are important businesses that will be displaced. A lot of people are very 
upset about the sudden switch to C. Please consider how may people and 
signficant wildlife areas that will be hurt, displaced, damaged or destroyed 
by C.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted.  

1319  3/8/2023 
Linda A. 

Generazio 
Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Linda A. Generazio  

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1320  4/20/2023 Linda B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Option B is less costly and better for quality of life!!! Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

1321  4/20/2023 Linda Beene Email 

As senior citizens in Tucker Hill, I am very concerned about the 
ingress/egress during the construction phase. Please provide a specific 
description of how the entrances to the neighborhood would be managed. 
Surely there will be two entrances at all times for emergency vehicles. 
 
Please provide more detailed information about your noise study. We have 
lived in McKinney nearly 30 years. Previous to our home in Tucker Hill, we 
lived in Eldorado, about ½ mile west of Highway 75. At all times the noise 
from the highway could be heard, and sometimes at high levels!   For the 
noise summary you presented for this project, was your testing also done 
during peak traffic hours? On cloudy days? For an elevated road? For 8 
lanes of traffic? We are VERY concerned about the new noise level being 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  TxDOT continues to 
evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several areas, including 
Tucker Hill.  
 
The traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s 
(Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)–approved) Guidelines. Sound 
levels were forecasted utilizing the required Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) computer program, Traffic Noise Model 2.5 (TNM). 
Model inputs include roadway geometry, traffic forecasts, anticipated travel 
speeds, and adjacent land uses and developments.   
 
Ambient noise measurements were collected on December 14 and 16, 



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

much higher than from your initial study. 98% of the homes in Tucker Hill 
have front porches, so that there is an excellent feel of “community”. We 
did not have this in Eldorado, so outdoor visiting wasn’t as important. In 
Tucker Hill, the new noise level may destroy this community feeling. 
 
I have learned that the original highway layout (as it turned north) was 
moved further west so that the elevated freeway would be closer to Tucker 
Hill. Given that the new development has NO homeowners yet, why would it 
be given preferential treatment over the existing homeowners in Tucker 
Hill? 
 
Finally, please let me know why ManeGait played such an important role in 
your decision of A over B. From my perspective (and I am a donor to and 
big proponent of ManeGait), that facility could easily be moved slightly if 
needed, so that option B could be implemented. Option B would not affect 
a full subdivision of existing homeowners (Tucker Hill). 
 
Thank you for your consideration, and taking the time to read this. 
Linda Beene 
469-450-8056 
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

2021. The Noise Study was completed in November 2022. The sound level 
meter used for ambient measurements was a Larson Davis 824 (Type 1 
precision integrating sound level meter) with a Larson Davis 
microphone/preamp and calibrator.  The ambient measurements were 
collected on December 14, 2021, during a 30-minute time period from 
11:26 am through 11:55 am. The ambient measurements are used for 
model validation and calibration; not to establish existing or future noise 
levels. A validation study is performed in order to verify that the existing 
Traffic Noise Model accurately predicts existing traffic noise based on 
current conditions and to ensure that traffic noise is the main source of 
noise.  Model validation compares field-collected sound level 
measurements to traffic noise levels calculated in an existing condition 
model that used field-collected traffic parameters. The Existing Model 
Validation Study is Appendix C (p. 427) of the Traffic Noise Analysis Report 
in Appendix R of the DEIS. The field measurement identification for the 
Tucker Hill neighborhood is ML-5 (p. 447).  
 
TxDOT's Traffic Noise Policy Implementation Guidance states "Input data 
for traffic noise modeling such as traffic volumes, traffic speed, and vehicle 
mix must represent the traffic characteristics that yield the loudest hourly 
traffic noise levels on a regular basis under normal conditions. Note that in 
heavily congested urban corridors, the peak traffic period may not 
represent the worst noise conditions, since speeds may be lower and 
heavy truck volumes may drop as truckers try to avoid congestion."  
 
TxDOT is evaluating the impacts of the shift in Segment A presented as an 
alternate design at the Public Hearing. It did not shift the proposed right-of-
way for the freeway along the existing US 380 to the south of Tucker Hill. 
The proposed right-of-way was shifted along the curve on the east side of 
Tucker Hill by approximately 115 feet to the north and west. This is 
approximately a minimum of 800 feet from any Tucker Hill residence.  
 
By far the issue that TxDOT has heard about the most from the public and 
stakeholders on the US 380 Collin County Feasibility Study and this EIS 
project has been direct and indirect impacts to ManeGait. Based on that, it 
was one of the many things that TxDOT considered.  The numerous other 
considerations can be found on the Segment Analysis Matrix.  
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 
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1322  3/13/2023 Linda Clough Email 

Good afternoon, I would like to formally request an extension of the 
comment period as we need more time to assess the impact and possible 
mitigation measures that can be taken to protect Tucker Hill, as well as, 
other neighborhoods and businesses affected by Segment A.  
Linda Clough 
7312 Easley Dr 
McKinney, TX 75071 

This US 380 Project’s comment period has been longer than most because 
it opened when the DEIS was announced, which was January 13, 2023. 
TxDOT granted two separate 15-day extensions to the comment period to 
close April 20, 2023 instead of March 21, 2023 as advertised at the Public 
Hearing.   
 
Detailed study information is available in the DEIS document posted at 
www.kwww.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. 

1323  4/2/2023 Linda Clough Online 

Your selection of Segment A is a decision not supported by the facts.  I am 
opposed to Segment A and support Segment B. Three of the four reasons 
given to support the decision to select Segment C are: 
Impacts fewer utilities 
Costs is less  
Minimizes impact to floodplains and flood ways. Applying this same criteria 
to A vs B would conclude B is preferred. Looks like the criteria was selected 
to support the conclusion you wanted not an impartial decision based on 
the facts.   

Your comment, support of Segment B and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. The same criteria were used to compare all segments. Specific 
weights were not applied to evaluation criteria. TxDOT selected the Blue 
Alternative, which is a combination of Segments A, E, and C, as the 
Preferred Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering 
public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation 
matrices. The decision is informed by both a qualitative and quantitative 
analysis. 
 
Refer to Section 2.4 in the DEIS for an explanation of why the Blue 
Alternative was selected over the other Build Alternatives.  
 
For more information, please reference the Alternatives Analysis Matrix in 
the DEIS in Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. You may also view the Segment 
Analysis Matrix on the Public Hearing website at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  

1324  4/18/2023 Linda Clough Online 

Attachment 
April 18, 2023 
To whom it may concern: 
As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s 
recommendation of Segment A over Segment B is fiscally irresponsible to 
the taxpayers costing over $150 million more, applies criteria to support 
their decision inconsistently, and provides numerous biased, false, and 
inconsistent findings in their environmental study. Furthermore, there is 
objective evidence of political maneuvering, campaigning, and rezoning 
efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed 
TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn these actions as unethical and 
improper. 
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. Per the Segment 
Analysis Matrix, the same criteria were used to compare all segments. 
Specific weights were not applied to evaluation criteria. TxDOT named the 
Blue Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices. One of 
the many reasons that TxDOT evaluated the project by end-to-end 
alternatives and by segment is because there are notable differences in 
the three focus areas.  For example, Focus Area 1, which includes 
Segments A and B, is expected to have much more future development 
particularly residential which will likely be built by the time TxDOT is able to 
construct this project.    
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 
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1325  2/17/2023 Linda Cochran Online 

Yes we are encouraged that the proposal is to keep the 380 on the 380 
through Prosper. 
Please keep the 380 where it is through the town of Prosper. Thank you  

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  

1326  3/15/2023 
Linda Louise 

White De Mattei 
Email 

US 380 from Coit Road to FM 1827 DEIS and Public Hearing Comment 
Hello, 
I would like to express my support for the “ Blue Alignment” as shown on 
the latest DEIS at it adequately addresses the environmental, social and 
engineering requirements of the project. Sincerely, 
Linda Louise White De Mattei 
300 Yosemite Drive 
Prosper, TX 75078-9071 

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  

1327  4/20/2023 Linda W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Use Segment B Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

1328  4/20/2023 Lindsay B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A and yes to B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1329  3/9/2023 Lindsay Hines Email (2) 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1330  4/20/2023 Lindsay R 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
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1331  3/7/2023 Lindsay Rose Email 

Mr Stephen Endres 
TX DoT 
Good afternoon 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost 
approximately $69 million less, reduce the unplanned tax burden on 
McKinney residents, will not  destroy 27 businesses and 2 homes. 
Segment A is not only financially irresponsible but it hurts the 36,000 
Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sincerely 
Lindsay Rose 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1332  3/16/2023 Lindsey Denne 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1333  3/28/2023 Lindy Cowan Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Lindy Cowan 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1334  4/20/2023 Linell F 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

YES to Segment B Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  
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1335  4/20/2023 Linzee R 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I writing to advocate for Segment B over Segment A. Segment B will cost 
less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer 
businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 
Stonebridge Ranch residents. I strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment 
B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1336  3/1/2023 Lisa Bradley Email 

I am adamantly opposed to option A.   
Lisa Bradley 
7804 Purple Martin Way  
McKinney 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1337  3/16/2023 Lisa Kelly Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Lisa Kelly 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1338  4/20/2023 Lisa P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to A. Yes to B !! Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1339  4/20/2023 Lisa P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1340  4/20/2023 Lisa Q 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A!! Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
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1341  3/10/2023 Lisa Quartararo Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Thank you! 
Lisa Quartararo 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1342  2/11/2023 Liz Cena Email 

Please support Route D as a better choice for the highway ROW because it 
doesn’t disturb as much wetland and forest and disrupts far fewer homes 
and businesses. 

Your comment and support of Segment D is noted. Environmental impacts 
to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C would impact more 
jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies and grasslands. 
Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory floodway.  
Segment C stretches farther east out of the floodplain. Segment D 
straddles the floodplain for most of its length. Using bridges to span 
floodways to minimize the placement of fill material, including bridge 
bents, within the mapped 100-year floodplain is part of the design for 
Segments C and D. With an alignment outside of these areas, more of the 
roadway would require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be 
built, therefore reducing anticipated construction costs. 
 
According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D (with the 
Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 businesses, 
while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would potentially 
displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace seven 
residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 residences.  
  

1343  
2/24/2023 
3/9/2023 

Liz Warren Email (2) 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Warm Regards,  
Liz Warren,  PhD 
Sent via the Samsung Galaxy S22 Ultra 5G, an AT&T 5G smartphone 
Get Outlook for Android 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1344  3/15/2023 Logan Schultz Online 

The segment analysis matrix does not specify the difference in "Improve 
Safety" between the different segments. Specifically, when looking at the 
difference between Segment A and Segment B, there is a big difference in 
the curvature of the road. Two almost 90 degree turns (such as the one I 
marked on the map) will have a significant impact on the costs - especially 
from accidents - between those two segments, but it is not clear where in 
your analysis that comparison was taken into account. Every big significant 
curve like that in Segment A will have significant traffic issues / accidents 
much more consistently than a straigher, more gentle curve. For example, 
the US 121 around DFW often has backups from an accident or people 
slowing down due to the curve. The Capital Beltway around DC is another 
good example. I just want to ensure/understand how that was taken into 
account. Thank you for your consideration and for all the hard work you 
and your team are doing. 
Logan Schultz 

Your comment is noted. The design for Segment A meets the criteria 
outlined in TxDOT's Roadway Design Manual, including stopping sight 
distance. Similar freeway curves can be found in the region including 
President George Bush Turnpike and I-35 interchange. 

1345  3/7/2023 Lois Hanson Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX, I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Colt Road to FM 1827. 
Sincerely, 
Lois Hanson 
Sent from my iPad 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1346  4/20/2023 Lola R 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Please section b!! Your comment and support of Segment B is noted. 

1347  3/16/2023 Lorena Torres 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1348  4/20/2023 Lori B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Please consider segment B, not A Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

1349  4/20/2023 Lori H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO TO SEGMENT A - YES TO SEGMENT B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1350  3/29/2023 Lori L. Ellis Email 

I am respectfully asking you to revert TXDOT’s bypass segment choice from 
C to D, and preserve our truly unique and beautiful area of forest and farm 
community. 
• C destroys far more forest, woodlands, grasslands, and prairie. 
• C affects and displaces many more homes, businesses, and community 
resources. 
• C negatively impacts the wetland that serves as a refuge for such 
species as river otters, beavers, migratory birds and more. 
• C will divide this special residential and farming/ranching community.  
We would greatly appreciate your voicing opposition to Segment C and 
supporting D. Sincerely, 
Lori L. Ellis 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs.  

1351  2/17/2023 Lori Smeby Online 

I would like more information on the sound mitigation occurring on 
Segment E south of the Erwin Park area that affects the Timber Creek 
subdivision.  While my property does not directly border the project, I am 
less than .3 miles and am extremely concerned for the noise impact.  I 
have reviewed the noise abatement strategies offered at this meeting.  I 
respectfully request at minimum a call to understand further the impact to 
what is currently a 2 year old home and to understand how to request 
additional abatement.  Thank you.  

Your comment and concern about traffic noise is noted. A noise barrier was 
proposed along the freeway to the north of the Timber Creek subdivision in 
the DEIS. See Figure E-10 on page 128 of Appendix R. In addition to 
Appendix R, more information about the traffic noise analysis can be found 
in section 3.14 of the DEIS.   

1352  2/17/2023 Lori Snyder Email 

Mr. Endres, 
I am a long time resident of Collin County and I oppose route C and the 
bypass in McKinney all together but I’m sure the TXdot will go ahead with 
something because they care nothing about the residents of this area, their 
homes, their livelihoods, wildlife or the forests and woodlands. I OPPOSE 
ROUTE C , the FM2933 portion and #416 & #420. Sincerely, 
Lori Snyder 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted.  
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1353  2/17/2023 Lori Swim Online 

Hello My name is Lori Swim I live at 2280 CR 338 Mckinney TX 75071. I 
oppose segment C.  You will be damaging one of the largest remaining 
forests in central collin county. you will destroy 71% more acres of forests 
and woodlands. You will destroy our horse and animal rescue.  You will 
take away from children with disabilities by disrupting our open and free 
property to come to.  You will be destroying a home on our property which 
daughter and grandchild live in. You will be destroying barn with living 
quarters. You will be destroying our hay field, and eliminate acres for our 
rescue horses to run. Most importantly you will be destroying our family 
legacy. I have put my blood sweat and tears into this property along with 
my husband Mike. We are devastated beyond belief. Please choose 
another pathway. Thank you, Lori Swim 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. 
Segment C would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, 
forest, prairies and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain 
and regulatory floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the 
East Fork Trinity River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting 
nearly one-third of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway 
impacted by Segment D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT 
would use bridges to span regulatory floodways and to minimize the 
placement of fill material, including bridge bents, within both the mapped 
100-year floodplain and the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway 
alignment outside of the mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such 
as Segment C) would require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to 
be built reducing anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 
3.11.1 of the DEIS, the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would 
impact approximately 589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland 
Prairie/grassland, floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, 
native invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau 
woodlands/savanna grassland, row crops, and some open water based on 
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping 
Systems of Texas (EMST) data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment 
D) would impact approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. 
The Alternatives Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue 
Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres 
of riparian and upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the 
proposed ROW not in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple 
Alternative.  
 
All right-of-way acquisition would be completed in accordance with the 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 
1970, as amended. Brochures, including two booklets titled “The Purchase 
of Right of Way,” and “Relocation Assistance,” are available on the project 
website. These booklets contain detailed information to inform property 
owners of their rights and provide information about the TxDOT right-of-way 
acquisition process. Property owners are entitled to fair market value 
compensation and relocation assistance, among other services. 
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1354  2/6/2023 Lori Swim 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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1355  3/23/2023 Lorraine Bland Online 

I oppose Segment A Segment B saves over $150 million dollars for Collin 
County Taxpayers vs. Segment A 
 $153M in right of way costs, rather than $198M in Segment A. 
 $25M in utility relocation costs, rather than $75 in Segment A. 
 $588M in design and construction costs rather than $608M in Segment A. 
 $40M savings in utility relocation for the City of McKinney. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. Some of TxDOT's top considerations in choosing Segment A over 
Segment B, because Segment A: 
-Displaces fewer homes in comparison to Segment B  
-Results in fewer impacts to planned future residential homes  
-Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west 
of Custer Road  
-Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment 
-Avoids impact to ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the 
subject of substantial public concern  
-Requires acquisition of less ROW than Segment B  

1356  4/20/2023 Lou P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1357  4/20/2023 Louise B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A, Yes to segment B. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1358  2/27/2023 LS Online 

We are encouraged that the EIS recommendation is to Keep 380 on 380 
through Prosper!  Prosper is a committed regional transportation partner 
and we have done our best to plan for this expansion on it's current path 
through town. Keep 380 on 380! 

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  

1359  4/20/2023 Lucinda K 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

B Your comment is noted.  

1360  4/20/2023 Lucinda P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A. Yes to B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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1361  3/28/2023 
Lucinda 

Schnitker 
Email 

No to segment A. It is too close to my home in Stonebridge! 
Thank you 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1362  3/16/2023 Lucy Duray 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1363  3/6/2023 Lydia DSouza Online 

We live in Stonebridge Ranch called Kensington, directly on 380. The new 
380 expansion greatly affects us. Sometimes we cannot get proper sleep 
at night with constant traffic and enthusiastic speedsters zipping on 380. 
The proposed sound barrier (Barrier A07-2 in APPENDIX R - Traffic Noise) 
ends right before the row of houses which are Kensington Village. With this 
expansion (during and after) Noise will be a nightmare for us added to the 
constant dust this construction is going to create. Going by the amount of 
time the expansion happening between FM Rt 720 and DNT (In Denton 
County) is taking, we can only imagine how long this new expansion in 
McKinney will take. We strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for 
the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827 and urge you to implement 
Segment B. If Segment A does happen, our earnest request to TxDOT is to 
extend the sound barrier (Barrier A07-2) up to Freedom Drive to shield the 
row of houses that are part of Stonebridge Ranch. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. A traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s 
(FHWA–approved) Guidelines for Analysis and Abatement of Roadway 
Traffic Noise and Construction Noise. Existing sound level measurements 
were collected at noise-sensitive areas, and noise modeling software was 
used to predict what noise levels could be expected in 2050. Noise 
mitigation would not be considered reasonable and feasible at the location 
you mention per TxDOT Guidelines.  

1364  
3/7/2023 
3/8/2023 

Lynda Morrison Email (2) 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Thank you, 
Lynda Morrison 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1365  2/6/2023 Lynda Thomas 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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1366  4/20/2023 Lynette M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Save stonebridge! No to segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1367  3/6/2023 Lynette Terrell Email 

Dear Mr. Endres,   
I support Segment A of the 380 Bypass. I was unable to attend the latest 
meeting to view the schematics. However, I reviewed your material online 
and I do have a few concerns about the 380/Custer intersection. It seems 
that if you are going east on the 380 service road, approaching Custer from 
the west, in order to continue east to cross Custer, it is necessary to go on 
the elevated portion of the service road. You can only turn left or right at 
the intersection. In addition, I haven’t figured out how you can exit the 
Walmart parking lot and have access to the elevated portion of the service 
road to go east on 380. Also, if you are on Custer, traveling north or south, 
going under the 380 overpass, you have a crisscross pattern of traffic. This 
whole intersection just seems unnecessarily complicated for the average 
driver. The Alternative Plan for the 380/Custer intersection seems much 
simpler and easier to navigate. I hope you will implement the Alternative 
Plan. Regards, 
Lynette Terrell 
8564 CR 858 
McKinney, TX 75071 
(Walnut Grove) 
214-491-1833 

Your comment, support of Segment A and the traditional interchange 
design for US 380 and Custer Road is noted. TxDOT continues to work on 
the design of the interchange taking into account many things such as 
input from City of McKinney as well as impacts and access to businesses 
and homes.  

1368  2/21/2023 Lynn Kiefer Email 

I understand that changes to 380 are necessary but I request that an 
alternative be found to Route C.  One ranch involved in the Route C option 
would lose part of their livelihood (the ability to grow grass for hay to feed 
animals) as well as the ability to continue community use as a galloping 
trail and lessons for at risk teens (and others). Thank you for reading.  
Please listen to those who are emailing and show interest at in person 
meetings and opt for another solution. Sincerely, 
Myra Lynn Kiefer  

Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted.  

1369  4/6/2023 Lynn Schultz Email 

I am respectfully asking you to change TXDOT’s bypass segment choice 
from C to D, and preserve our truly unique and beautiful area of forest and 
farm community. 
• C destroys far more forest, woodlands, grasslands, and prairie. 
• C affects and displaces many more homes, businesses, and community 
resources. 
• C negatively impacts the wetland that serves as a refuge for such 
species as river otters, beavers, migratory birds and more. 
• C will divide this special residential and farming/ranching community.  
We would greatly appreciate your voicing opposition to Segment C and 
supporting D. 
Thank you. 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be 
displaced by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would 
not be acquired from any community facility either. More details about 
community facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. 
No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by the Blue 
Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information about 
cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
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Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
The proposed US 380 project could influence future land use changes 
within the Area of Influence (AOI) (defined in Section 3.15.2 of the DEIS); 
however, new and planned residential developments are more likely to 
influence changes in land use patterns, changes in land cover, and induce 
growth within the AOI than construction of any of the roadway segments. 
According to input from the City of McKinney, the proposed project would 
support future commercial and industrial development around Segment C; 
however, the proposed project would not be the primary factor considered 
in making land use decisions in the area. 

1370  2/24/2023 Lynn Swearingen Email 

Good evening, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sincerely,  
Lynn Swearingen 
Sent from AT&T Yahoo Mail for iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  
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1371  2/17/2023 Lynne Hascal Online 

We thoroughly oppose the Segment C! My house and property has been 
there for 56 years. I still live in the same house. We wanted to pass it on to 
one of our Sons. I grew up in the country, could not even imagine living in 
the city with a house 10 feet away from mine. We were in the process of 
planting grapes for a vinyard, already dug the pond and found out about 
the Catastophe coming directly through our house. We will lose everything 
we have been building for years. Please come up with a different Route to 
save our beautiful country side. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted.  

1372  4/20/2023 Lynne S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Option A doesn’t make sense. It disrupts existing businesses and 
residences vs future development that can be reworked. It takes traffic 
congestion further east on Hwy 380, and It costs considerably more than 
Option B. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1373  4/20/2023 Lynne W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Option B is less expensive and less disruptive. Please consider the many 
Stonebridge residents’ safety and quiet. 

Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

1374  4/20/2023 Lynne W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to A! Yes to B! Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1375  3/9/2023 
Lynne 

Weinberger 
Email 

Thank goodness there’s a Plan B! As a homeowner and citizen of 
McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 
380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT 
has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax 
burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and 
result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and 
thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to 
implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from 
Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely,  
Lynne Weinberger 
Lynne Weinberger  
lynne@lynneweinberger.com 
972.741.8619 
Sent from my Smith-Corona - circa 1974. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. It is important to note Segment A has fewer potential home 
displacements in comparison to Segment B and results in fewer impacts to 
planned future residential homes.   

1376  2/17/2023 M Adams Online 

I against C. I prefer D. Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted.  
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1377  2/17/2023 M BD Online 

We support keeping 380 on 380 through Prosper Your comment is noted. TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative as its 
Preferred Alternative, which includes Segment A along the existing US 380 
in Prosper. This means that the new location portion of the freeway would 
not diverge from the existing US 380 at Coit Road or into the Town of 
Prosper. 

1378  3/29/2023 M D Online 

I would prefer this stay on 380, but if not, the A-E-C route makes the most 
sense as it displaces the fewest number of people, has the least impact on 
floodplains and does not require taking land from Erwin Park. The more 
right of way that has to be acquired, the more this project will cost. We 
should be wise stewards of the budget and choose the route that has the 
least impact to displacing people and businesses, the environment, or 
taking land from one of our beautiful parks. 

Your comment is noted. The project is needed because population growth 
within the central portion of Collin County has caused increases in current 
and forecasted traffic volumes that exceed the capacity of US 380 between 
Coit Road and FM 1827, leading to increased congestion, reduced mobility, 
and higher crash rates compared to other similar roadways in the region. 
The purpose of the proposed action is to manage congestion, improve 
east-west mobility, and improve safety. More information about the 
purpose and need for the project is available in Section 1.0 of the DEIS 
starting on page 1-1. Even if all the planned roadways in Collin County, 
including the Outer Loop, are built, existing US 380 will continue to 
experience a failing level of service in the future. The regional model shows 
that both east to west freeways are needed to relieve congestion.  
 
TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative, which is a combination of Segments A, 
E, and C, as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, 
considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing 
evaluation matrices. 

1379  3/16/2023 M Strommer Online 

I am continuing my support for Segment A and my opposition to segment B.  
As Segment A meets the project needs and purpose. Prosper has 
continued to plan and build our community with the intention of  380 
brewing a freeway and has planned our growth accordingly.   

Your comment, support of Segment A, and opposition of Segment B is 
noted.  

1380  3/1/2023 M W Online 

No to segment A. YES to segment B. As a homeowner, I strongly oppose 
Segment A. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  
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1381  2/22/2023 M. Ramirez Email 

Mr. Endres, 
Good evening. I was unable to make the meeting last night on the 
proposed frontage bypass for 380 but I would like to voice my support for 
proposed Route D. Route D disturbs fewer households, which is highly 
impactful in the current market, and pastureland, some of which houses a 
community resource for events, recreation, and equine therapy.  Route D 
incorporates flood plain lands that are difficult to develop and at the same 
time preserves one of the largest forested areas in the county. These green 
areas are part of what attracts new residents, many of whom are seeking 
to leave deforested urban areas. Route C not only disturbs more 
endangered habitats, it negatively impacts 3x more businesses. This, in 
turn, has strong potential to reduce sales tax revenue on all levels. I 
appreciate your time and hope that you have a good week. Regards, 
Melissa Ramirez 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway.  Segment C stretches farther east out of the floodplain. Segment 
D straddles the floodplain for most of its length. Using bridges to span 
floodways to minimize the placement of fill material, including bridge 
bents, within the mapped 100-year floodplain is part of the design for 
Segments C and D. With an alignment outside of these areas, more of the 
roadway would require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be 
built, therefore reducing anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  

1382  2/20/2023 M.H. Email 

Hi, I’m a McKinney resident & I do not support route  C of the 380 bypass. 
Please reconsider 

Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted.  
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1383  2/17/2023 M.H. Online 

"I oppose Section C and ask that you reconsider section DE for the 
following reasons: 
1) our friends and family who have a horse rescue and multiple young 
children under age 5 will be displaced. 
2) Section C will displace 4X the residents compared to Section D. 
3) section C will displace 4X the businesses compared to Section D. 
4) Section C displaces 7 Community Resources, where Section D displaces 
0. 
5) Section C damages one of the largest remaining forests in Collin County, 
71% more than Section D. 
6) Section C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. 
7) Section C also has worse traffic performance. 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure. Based on TxDOT's 
evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced by either Segment C 
or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be acquired from any 
community facility either. More details about community facilities can be 
found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community facilities are 
defined as a physical feature provided – either by the municipality as a 
public service or by a private entity – within the community for the benefit 
of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, community centers, post 
office, library, etc.). The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on 
cultural resources within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic 
Resources including any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed 
or NRHP-eligible structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, 
including Section 4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would 
be affected by the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More 
information about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the 
DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
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data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
The proposed US 380 project could influence future land use changes 
within the Area of Influence (AOI) (defined in Section 3.15.2 of the DEIS); 
however, new and planned residential developments are more likely to 
influence changes in land use patterns, changes in land cover, and induce 
growth within the AOI than construction of any of the roadway segments. 
According to input from the City of McKinney, the proposed project would 
support future commercial and industrial development around Segment C; 
however, the proposed project would not be the primary factor considered 
in making land use decisions in the area. 
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 
2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies that can 
be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-
gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as 
provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on impacts 
to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and fish and 
wildlife species.  TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the 
impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things 
TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, 
the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the 
Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation 
strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections 
to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from 
streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill 
material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation 
credits from stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the US and wetlands.   
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

1384  2/17/2023 M.W. Online 

I oppose Section C and ask that you reconsider section D for the following 
reasons: 
1) our friends and family who have a horse rescue and multiple young 
children under age 5 will be displaced. 
2) Section C will displace 4X the residents compared to Section D. 
3) section C will displace 4X the businesses compared to Section D. 
4) Section C displaces 7 Community Resources, where Section D displaces 
0. 
5) Section C damages one of the largest remaining forests in Collin County, 
71% more than Section D. 
6) Section C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. 
7) Section C also has worse traffic performance. 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure. Based on TxDOT's 
evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced by either Segment C 
or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be acquired from any 
community facility either. More details about community facilities can be 
found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community facilities are 
defined as a physical feature provided – either by the municipality as a 
public service or by a private entity – within the community for the benefit 
of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, community centers, post 
office, library, etc.). The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on 
cultural resources within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic 
Resources including any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed 
or NRHP-eligible structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, 
including Section 4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would 
be affected by the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More 
information about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the 
DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
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data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
The proposed US 380 project could influence future land use changes 
within the Area of Influence (AOI) (defined in Section 3.15.2 of the DEIS); 
however, new and planned residential developments are more likely to 
influence changes in land use patterns, changes in land cover, and induce 
growth within the AOI than construction of any of the roadway segments. 
According to input from the City of McKinney, the proposed project would 
support future commercial and industrial development around Segment C; 
however, the proposed project would not be the primary factor considered 
in making land use decisions in the area. 
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 
2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies that can 
be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-
gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as 
provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on impacts 
to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and fish and 
wildlife species.  TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the 
impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things 
TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, 
the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the 
Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation 
strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections 
to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from 
streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill 
material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation 
credits from stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the US and wetlands.   
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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1385  4/17/2023 Macy Moses Email 

To whom it may concern, 
I am a current resident of Tucker Hill. Tucker Hill is a front-porch 
community, meaning that the majority of us, as residents, spend a lot of 
time outdoors. I am concerned about how the air quality will be affected by 
this new bypass. I do not feel this concern was adequately addressed in 
the study…has TxDOT studied the full impact on air quality both during and 
after construction? Where were your air quality monitors located in or near 
our neighborhood, specifically? In addition, I am concerned regarding 
safety during and after construction. I do NOT feel that this was adequately 
addressed in the study…specifically how access to our neighborhood will 
be affected during and after construction. Was the safety of the turns 
assessed during a comparison of A to B? Ultimately, I strongly object to the 
proposed shift of the A alignment to the west. This will create a detrimental 
effect for current and future residents of Tucker Hill. I do not feel that 
TxDOT has any concern for the well being of the residents of our 
community. Is it true that TxDOT’s own findings concluded that segment B 
would potentially displace fewer current homes and current businesses 
than segment A? Is it true that TxDOT’s own findings concluded that 
segment B would have less of an environmental impact than segment A? Is 
it also true that TxDOT’s own findings concluded that segment B would be 
significantly less expensive to construct than segment A?Therefore, is it 
true that TxDOT concluded that segment A was the preferred route option 
even though this decision is in direct conflict with many of your own 
findings? Sincerely, 
Macy Moses 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A and the Segment A shift is 
noted. The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required 
by applicable federal environmental laws for this project are being, or have 
been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum 
of Understanding dated December 9, 2019, and executed by the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) and TxDOT. Under “NEPA Assignment”, 
TxDOT adheres to FHWA policies in accordance with the CEQ’s NEPA 
Implementing Regulations. As described throughout Chapter 3 of the DEIS, 
TxDOT assessed the direct impacts of the project such as clearing 
vegetation, placing fill material within wetlands, displacing homes or 
businesses, traffic noise, etc. and the potential for the alternatives 
considered to induce changes in land use and growth within the Study 
Area. TxDOT also addressed any adverse environmental impacts that 
cannot be avoided, the measures considered to minimize harm and to 
mitigate adverse effects, where applicable; and the steps taken during the 
study to comply with applicable state and federal environmental laws. 
 
Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles 
per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air 
quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is 
consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 
State Implementation Plan (SIP), the NCTCOG’s Mobility 2045 Update, as 
well as the 2023 -- 2026 TIP. TxDOT modeled carbon monoxide 
concentrations and none of the modeled concentrations exceeded the 1-
hour or 8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon 
monoxide. TxDOT performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) 
analysis. The total MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by 
approximately 43 % by 2050 due to higher combustion efficiencies of 
vehicle engines and electrification of the US fleet. The location along study 
segments with the highest traffic counts (ETC and Design years) were used 
as the locations for receptors. The receptors are illustrated in Appendix P, 
CO TAQA Technical Report, Attachment A, Exhibit 3.  
 
During the next phase of project development, TxDOT will break the project 
into different construction projects. Each construction project will also 
develop a detailed traffic control plan or construction phasing plan before 
construction to minimize traffic disruption and outline how access will be 
maintained during construction. TxDOT will continue to work with adjacent 
property owners and stakeholders through final design to minimize impacts 
to adjacent properties and neighborhoods, as feasible. More information 
about construction phase impacts can be found in Section 3.17 of the 
DEIS.  
 
The design for Segment A meets the criteria outlined in TxDOT's Roadway 
Design Manual, including stopping sight distance. Similar freeway curves 
can be found in the region including President George Bush Turnpike and I-
35 interchange. 
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TxDOT is also still evaluating the impacts of the Segment A shift which was 
presented as a possible alternative design at the Public Hearing. It did not 
shift the proposed right-of-way for the freeway along the existing US 380 to 
the south of Tucker Hill. The freeway proposed right-of-way was shifted on 
the curve on the east side of Tucker Hill by approximately zero to 115 feet 
to the north and west. This is approximately a minimum of 800 feet from 
any Tucker Hill residence. 
 
According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, 
Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B would 
potentially displace four residences. More safety information for each 
alternative can be found in Figure 2-15 of the DEIS.  

1386  2/25/2023 
Maddy and 

Landon Walsh 
Email 

Comment: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
Dear Mr. Endres, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. I 
just don't understand how a proposition that has been thoroughly argued 
against, destroys a ton of wild life habitats, as well as small businesses 
and disrupts homes could be picked as the best option. As an educated 
thinker it does not make any sense and makes me wonder if this was a 
political decision instead of a decision that has been researched to find the 
best course of action. Again, as a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., 
I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and support Segment B 
in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from 
Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Maddy & Landon Walsh 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative, which is a combination of 
Segments A, E, and C, as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the 
technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly 
reviewing evaluation matrices. The decision is informed by both a 
qualitative and quantitative analysis. 
 
Refer to Section 2.4 in the DEIS for an explanation of why the Blue 
Alternative was selected over the other Build alternatives.  
 
For more information, please reference the Alternatives Analysis Matrix in 
the DEIS in Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. You may also view the Segment 
Analysis Matrix on the Public Hearing website at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  

1387  
1/29/2023 and 

1/31/2023 
Madeleine G. Online 

No Bypass in Propser!380 should absolutely not be a limited access 
highway. There is no benefit to the residents of Prosper. It will do nothing 
but encourage more thru traffic and make things miserable for residents. 
Stop trying to force a bypass through already established thriving areas!! 

Your comment is noted. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative as its Preferred 
Alternative. The freeway would stay along the existing US 380 through the 
Town of Prosper.  

1388  4/20/2023 Madhu N 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to SEGMENT A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1389  2/24/2023 Madhu Nadipelli Email 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by T×DOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  
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1390  4/20/2023 Madisyn W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO TO SEGMENT A 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1391  4/20/2023 Maek J 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A, Yes to segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1392  4/20/2023 Maey D 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to A - Yes to B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1393  2/17/2023 Magan Tyler Online 

Hi, I live at 5101 Pinewood Drive in McKinney, TX 75071 
I am commenting to say that our neighborhood and area is very quiet off of 
Lake Forest. There are not many people who travel that road that do not 
live in the area. Building the 380 bypass would increase traffic on Lake 
Forest, especially if Hardin does not connect to the bypass. I am in 
disagreement that the 380 bypass is built this close to the Heatherwood 
subdivision -- especially without noise retainer walls, which is a must for us. 
I am suggesting that 380 go further north, such as following the Collin 
County Outer Loop that is not completed for some reason.  

Your comment is noted. It is important to note that there are also impacts 
and challenges in constructing a freeway north of Bloomdale Road/Prosper 
Trail, or along FM 1461. Initial traffic analysis conducted during the US 380 
Collin County Feasibility Study indicated that locating an alternative further 
north did not address US 380 congestion and would not satisfy regional 
travel demands. 

1394  2/16/2023 Magan Tyler Paper form 

Would like a copy of section E 380 proposal fir Geatgerwiid HOA (Lake 
Forest / Bluewood) 

All Public Hearing materials including the schematic design plans can be 
found at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  
 
The specific roadways you reference can be found on roll plot 9 of 42 on 
page 10 of Appendix B showing schematics for Segments A, B, and E.  
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1395  2/16/2023 Magdelen Boyle Paper form 

While I understand the need for progress and keeping up with the growing 
population, I believe decision should be made that are least disruptive to 
existing homes and businesses. Preserving forests and woodlands as 
much as possible is also important. I support Segment D.  

Your comment and support of Segment D is noted.  

1396  3/28/2023 Major Jordan Email 

I am a Stonebridge resident and I vote NO on the segment A 380 bypass.  
Major Jordan  
Sent from AT&T Yahoo Mail for iPhone 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. While public input is 
one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during its decision-making 
process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through a voting process, 
nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, municipal or agency 
leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative (comprised 
of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the 
technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly 
reviewing evaluation matrices.  

1397  2/16/2023 
Malcolm 
Mulroney 

Online 

Overall the need for road improvements and managed growth is vital to our 
county. As a land developer I understand tough decisions need to be made, 
however the decision to select section c vs section d seems wrong. Section 
C impacts less housing units and uses more of the existing 380 section. 
both reasons supported for section A,  

Your comment is noted.  

1398  3/14/2023 Manahil R. Malik Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Manahil R. Malik 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1399  3/13/2023 Maneesh Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

1400  2/25/2023 Marc G Online 

Slow down 380, do not make this a faster more dangerous road for 
residents. The impact of the widen the road goes far beyond the land being 
purchased. The noise impacts tons of residents of various neighborhoods. 
The noise impacts need to be considered as part of the decision. The loud 
noise from 380 will impact home values significantly and will deter people. 
380 as a 6 lane road is more than sufficient.  

Your comment is noted. The project would adhere to current design 
standards and address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. 
The freeway design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from 
driveways and other roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns 
will only be available at signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby 
reducing the number of conflict points. Furthermore, a new location 
freeway would likely attract traffic away from the existing US 380, thereby 
alleviating congestion, and reducing the number of crashes. 
 
A traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA)–approved) Guidelines for Analysis and 
Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise. For more 
information on traffic noise, please refer to Section 3.14 of the DEIS. 

1401  4/20/2023 Marcia C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B! Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1402  4/17/2023 Marcia Carson Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1403  4/20/2023 Marcia S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1404  4/20/2023 Marcia T 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Yes to Segment B Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  
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1405  4/20/2023 Marcie S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Segment B Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

1406  2/21/2023 
Marcy 

Schlesinger 
Online 

This was a huge joke!  No live presentation or Q and A.  There was no 
structure to anything.  Why bother to hold this meeting when every 
representative had a different answer to the same questions.   

Your comment is noted. Public Hearing notices included information about 
the open house meeting format.  

1407  3/22/2023 Mardie Hinkley Email 

Hello, 
We wish to voice our opposition to segment C on the Blue and Brown 
alternatives of the 380 Bypass routes. Though this graphic shows the route 
just touching a corner of our friend's property where my grandnephew and 
sister keep their bees, it passes very close to or through the homes of 
several of other neighbors. We could however support segment D on the 
purple and gold routes. This segment appears to displace fewer homes. 
http://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/0135-02-
065%20etc_US380_Roll %20Plot%201.15.2021.pdf   
Sincerely, 
Mardie Hinkley of Boston MA, 
Sister of Maureen Hinkley of McKinney, TX 75071 
Mardie Hinkley, M.Ed., PMC  
Early Education Entrepreneur, Leader, Advocate & Consultant 
www.linkedin.com/in/educationpolicyleadershipmontessorimardiehinkley 

Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted.  

1408  2/6/2023 
Margaret and 

Rebecca Nemeth 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
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of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

1409  3/29/2023 Margaret Bahe Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Margaret Bahe 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1410  4/20/2023 Margaret D 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I strongly oppose Segment A and support Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

1411  2/13/2023 Margaret O'Neal Email 

This is what you’re destroying by picking Route C  
Please choose another way. The picture of the boys is the 5th generation to 
live on Woodlawn Farm. My grandfather bought our farm in 1952.  

Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted.  

1412  4/20/2023 Margie H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Please DO NOT select segment A on 380. It displaces more residents and 
businesses and is more expensive. Please select Segment B. Thank you! 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none.  

1413  4/20/2023 Margie M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to option A. Option B is more cost effective and better for the 
community 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1414  3/7/2023 Margie Wilkes Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Margie Wilkes 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1415  3/28/2023 Margo Larner Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Margo Lerner 
7417 Nabors Lane 
McKinney, TX 75071  
972-213-6110 
Resident of McKinney since 2004 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1416  2/17/2023 Maria  King Online 

Just say NO to the 380 bypass!!! This is a political move and does not take 
residents into account for either McKinney or Prosper. Stop trying to force 
your political agenda for additional tax revenue.  

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted.  

1417  2/19/2023 Maria Ortiz Online 

The expansion of 380 in Prosper and McKinney should have been planned 
10 years so. You all are way to behind to continue this project. Stop 
proposing reactive options and be more proactive and build the next 
highway where the land is open. What about Gunter? Celina? Both 
McKinney and Celina have been very vocal about the opposition of 380, 
move on, stop continuing to propose the same nonsense. We DO NOT want 
it!  

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. The project is needed 
because population growth within the central portion of Collin County has 
caused increases in current and forecasted traffic volumes that exceed the 
capacity of US 380 between Coit Road and FM 1827, leading to increased 
congestion, reduced mobility, and higher crash rates compared to other 
similar roadways in the region. More information about the purpose and 
need for the project is available in Section 1.0 of the DEIS starting on page 
1-1.  
 
Results of public and stakeholder input are available on the Segment 
Analysis Matrix that can be found at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  

1418  4/20/2023 Maria V 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1419  4/20/2023 Marianne R 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Segment A will deeply affect our neighborhood Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1420  3/16/2023 Marie D'Emidio 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1421  3/7/2023 Marie Wilson Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from my iPad 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1422  4/20/2023 Marilou W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to option A, YES to option B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1423  3/27/2023 Marilyn Semrad Email 

Subject: Support plan D 
Plan D is the obvious best choice for the McKinney US 380 bypass.   Why is 
Plan C even being considered? 
Marilyn Semrad 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment and support of Segment D is noted. Although TxDOT 
recommended a single alignment at the conclusion of TxDOT's US 380 
Collin County Feasibility Study, there were some other alternatives that are 
also reasonable, and those alternatives required more detailed study 
during the environmental review (NEPA) phase of the project, including 
alternatives that were eliminated during the Feasibility Study. Because this 
phase of the project involves a more detailed evaluation and collection of 
new information, it is possible that data being gathered in the 
environmental review process could change previously studied alignments 
or lead TxDOT to consider new alternatives. Thus, after the completion of 
the evaluation in the DEIS, Segment A, E, and C became the Preferred 
Alternative.  

1424  3/31/2023 
Marjorie C. 

Wilkes 
Written Comment 

Form 

To: Stephen Endres, 
Date 3/31/23 
I Strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 
the 380 Bypass from Coit Rd to Fm 1827. Why did you change your mind? 
The recommended Segment A makes NO Sense! Please Support Segment 
B. Sincerely, 
Marjorie C. Wilkes 
1313 Hidden Meadow Rd 
McKinney TX 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. Some of TxDOT's top considerations in choosing Segment A over 
Segment B, because Segment A: 
-Displaces fewer homes in comparison to Segment B  
-Results in fewer impacts to planned future residential homes  
-Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west 
of Custer Road  
-Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment 
-Avoids impact to ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the 
subject of substantial public concern  
-Requires acquisition of less ROW than Segment B  
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1425  3/16/2023 Marjorie Wilkes 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1426  4/17/2023 Marjorie Wilkes Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Marjorie Wilkes 
1313 Hidden Meadow Road 
McKinney TX 75072 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1427  4/5/2023 
Mark and Caren 

Wilson 
Online 

My wife and I both believe the Preferred rout of C,E,A is the best one for 
almost everyone involved. No matter how you do this someone will not be 
happy and I agree this is the best way for most of the people being 
affected. 

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  

1428  2/24/2023 
Mark and 

Jennifer DeLano 
Email 

Good evening, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Thanks! 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

1429  2/25/2023 
Mark and Pam 

Criss 
Email 

Stephen, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX. for 19 years, we strongly 
OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue 
Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to 
FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Mark and Pam Criss 
1204 Thornberry Drive 
Mckinney TX 75071 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted.  
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1430  2/26/2023 Mark DeLano Email 

Good evening, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX for over 20 years, I strongly 
OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue 
Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to 
FM 1827.  This is only if we can't just build 380 on 380.  Why can't we do 
that? The citizens of McKinney should not be made to suffer for TxDOT's 
lack of action when it comes to keeping up with growth.  They knew that 
this would be an issue but still never acted.  They could have avoided this if 
they would have moved to improve the hwy 10 years ago.  Now citizens are 
being affected terribly.  It may cost more but I vote to build through 380 all 
the way to US 75.  It's a hwy.  Those on the hwy knew what it was and took 
a risk building there.  In contrast, people out in the pastures never 
expected to get a hwy through their land.  Let those who took the risk pay.  
Not those who were just trying to make a life and a home. Let's not decide 
this based on money.  Let's decide based on right and wrong.  It's a hwy 
and has been for a very long time. 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. The Green Alternative, or Segment F, from Coit Road to FM 1827 
(also referred to as "keeping 380 on 380" or expanding the existing US 
380 to a freeway), was identified during the Feasibility Study, but ultimately 
was not carried forward for further analysis after because it would have 
displaced more than 30 residents and 200 businesses including Raytheon. 
 
TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative, which is a combination of Segments A, 
E, and C, as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, 
considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing 
evaluation matrices. The decision is informed by both a qualitative and 
quantitative analysis. Refer to Section 2.4 in the DEIS for an explanation of 
why the Blue Alternative was selected over the other Build alternatives.  
 
For more information, please reference the Alternatives Analysis Matrix in 
the DEIS in Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. You may also view the Segment 
Analysis Matrix on the Public Hearing website at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  

1431  4/20/2023 Mark F 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1432  4/20/2023 Mark F 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Segment B provides a more direct east-west route for the bypass, and also 
avoids a larger number of developed residential neighborhoods. 

Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

1433  4/20/2023 Mark J 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I strongly oppose the proposed “Segment A” expansion. Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1434  2/25/2023 Mark Johnston Online 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX, I  STRONGLY OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. 
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1435  4/5/2023 Mark S. Watjen Email 

Good afternoon Mr. Endres!  
I hope you are having a wonderful day. I live in Princeton and, frankly, this 
prospective road seems like a waste of time, effort and money.  A northern 
route around McKinney, from Princeton, is not a solution to our traffic 
congestion. Myself and many of my neighbors are going to go West on 380 
(towards McKinney) but turn south towards 121 to go West or South on 75. 
Additionally, most people coming to Princeton are going to come from 121 
or 75 North and not heading east on 380. The best solution I have seen, 
from a Princeton perspective, is a 380 to HWY 5 connection. My apologies 
for not having a reference link, but you may know more about that than I 
do. Thank you for your time and consideration. If you have any questions, 
please let me know.  
Mark S. Watjen 

Your comment is noted. The project is needed because population growth 
within the central portion of Collin County has caused increases in current 
and forecasted traffic volumes that exceed the capacity of US 380 between 
Coit Road and FM 1827, leading to increased congestion, reduced mobility, 
and higher crash rates compared to other similar roadways in the region. 
The purpose of the proposed action is to manage congestion, improve 
east-west mobility, and improve safety. More information about the 
purpose and need for the project is available in Section 1.0 of the DEIS 
starting on page 1-1.  
 
Even if all the planned roadways in Collin County, including the Outer Loop, 
are built, existing US 380 will continue to experience a failing level of 
service in the future. The regional model shows that both east to west 
freeways are needed to relieve congestion. 
 
At this time, TxDOT has four projects throughout Collin County on US 380 
and one on Spur 399 in schematic design to construct a freeway. This US 
380 EIS project and the Spur 399 Extension EIS project are separate 
projects with independent utility. That said, the Preferred Alternative for the 
Spur 399 EIS project would provide a freeway connection between US 
75/SRT-SH 121 and US 380 to address the connectivity and mobility 
needs identified without any additional improvements. More information 
about the Spur 399 EIS project can be found at 
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/projects/other/spur-399-extension-
environmental-impact-statement-from-us-75-to-us-380.  

1436  2/19/2023 Mark Smith Online 

Section A - Total opposition! The expansion should continue along route E. 
Not in favor of it dropping back down to 380. Need a brand new alternative 
route further North.  

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. There are also 
impacts and challenges in constructing a freeway north of Bloomdale 
Road/Prosper Trail, or along FM 1461. Initial traffic analysis conducted 
during the US 380 Collin County Feasibility Study indicated that locating an 
alternative further north did not address US 380 congestion and would not 
satisfy regional travel demands. 

1437  4/20/2023 Mark W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Please go with route B. Thank you. Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

1438  2/21/2023 Mark Wilson Online 

Blue is by far the best route. Your comment and support of the project is noted.  
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1439  2/6/2023 
Mark/ Wendi 

Farqhar 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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1440  2/24/2023 Marlon Monsalve Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sincerely, 
Marlon Monsalve 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

1441  3/10/2023 Marshall Wright Email 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sincerely, 
Marshall Wright 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

1442  3/23/2023 Martha Doose Email 

Dear Project Manager,  
Please know that I, as well as many neighbors and other neighborhood 
residents are choosing to  OPPOSE using Segment C of the 380 bypass 
and prefer Segment D because D impacts fewer residents. Please consider 
the ramifications involved when you are going forward with this project. .  
Always put yourself in the residents situation as if it were your own. Thank 
you in advance for your consideration.  
Martha Doose  
3003 Crossing Dr. 
Anna, TX 75409 

Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted.  

1443  2/17/2023 Martha McDowell Online 

This farm has been in my family since 1955. I have not kept it all these 
years so an 8 lane highway could go through my property. People sitting in 
traffic at rush hour is normal and not my problem. So many more business 
and homes are effective on segment C then on D.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. It is important to note that Segment D (with the Spur 399 
interchange) is expected to displace 20 businesses, while Segment C (with 
the Spur 399 interchange) would potentially displace 19 businesses. 
Segment D would potentially displace seven residences, while Segment C 
would potentially displace 10 residences. 
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1444  2/6/2023 Martin Vasquez 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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1445  4/20/2023 Martina G 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I cannot understand why Option A was chosen when it is so much more 
expensive and impacts more homes, school and businesses. Is it that 
campaign donations carry more weight than common sense. Look for the 
study by other equine centers have done that says construction and new 
roads near them have had no impact. Proof of that is the widening of N 
Custer. There are more ways for fire trucks and ambulances to reach 
Option B communities than say Tucker Hill 

According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, 
Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B would 
potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially displace 
14 businesses, including business being built at the time of EIS drafting, 
and Segment B would potentially displace none.  

1446  3/10/2023 Martina Gistaro Online 

As a Tucker Hill homeowner for 10 years, I have several comments to make 
about the more expensive  Option A which will impact our community. I do 
not understand why the road was moved 100 feet closer to our community 
from the parcel of land that has not even been developed. Makes me think 
politics which has effected much of the decision making. Whenever 
construction begins in front of us, traffic will be a nightmare.  With only two 
exits leaving Tucker Hill, which front 380, it is already hard enough to exit, 
especially taking a left turn, during the coming and returning to and from 
work or school. What happens when backed up traffic due to construction 
prevents the fire department getting here in time to save a house or an 
ambulance to save a life.  Construction will take years to finish if it is 
anything like the other areas of construction I have witnessed. That's a long 
time to pray we don't have a community disaster because of it. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. The Segment A shift 
that was presented as a possible alternative design at the Public Hearing 
did not shift the proposed right-of-way for the freeway along the existing US 
380 to the south of Tucker Hill. The freeway proposed right-of-way was 
shifted on the curve on the east side of Tucker Hill by approximately zero to 
115 feet to the north and west. This is approximately a minimum of 800 
feet from any Tucker Hill residence.  
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1447  4/16/2023 Martina Gistaro Email (2) 

On Apr 16, 2023, at 5:39 PM, Ed Gistaro <martigi@sbcglobal.net> wrote: 
Mr. Endres, 
I lived in San Antonio during the widening of IH10.  As bad as it was, it did 
not compare to what happened when completed.  You see, the widening 
ended at a two lane bridge at Camp Bullis Road.  Talk about a nightmare 
congestion. Now, my question to you is why does the bypass have eight 
lanes? 
1. Since growth is headed up 75 north from 380, isn’t it in the cards to 
build another east/west route in that direction? 
2. I envision the same merging nightmare when the eight lane bypass and 
frontage roads merge with existing six lanes. 
3. If there is a need for eight lanes, especially further west, wouldn’t a six 
lane bypass merging further west near Custer into an eight lane be just as 
advantageous and displace fewer homes and businesses. Seems to me if 
you are dead set on spending more than Option A and also imperiling lives 
too, this might cause a bit less of each. I bought my home thinking that, as 
a now 84 year old widow, I would be comfortable knowing a medical 
complex was just down the street with minimum time to get there.  Also, as 
a front porch community, I very much enjoy being outside listening to birds, 
breathing clean air and conversing with neighbors who pass by.  Too bad 
you can’t guarantee that will continue with construction, air and noise 
pollution. If east/west traffic flow is so important, why didn’t you widen 121 
to eight lanes?  That certainly would have impacted homes and businesses 
very little.  To swing the bypass as far north as it will be, why not swing it 
south to join 121 instead? Please explain the logic of the options as they 
stand today. Sincerely, 
Martina Gistaro 

Your comment is noted. The project is needed because population growth 
within the central portion of Collin County has caused increases in current 
and forecasted traffic volumes that exceed the capacity of US 380 between 
Coit Road and FM 1827, leading to increased congestion, reduced mobility, 
and higher crash rates compared to other similar roadways in the region. 
The purpose of the proposed action is to manage congestion, improve 
east-west mobility, and improve safety. Even if all the planned roadways in 
Collin County, including the Outer Loop, are built, existing US 380 will 
continue to experience a failing level of service in the future. The regional 
model shows that both east to west freeways are needed to relieve 
congestion. More information about the purpose and need for the project is 
available in Section 1.0 of the DEIS starting on page 1-1.  
 
The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing 
congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. According 
to Section 3.6.3.3 of the DEIS, TxDOT will coordinate with emergency 
responders to prevent disruptions in service during phased construction of 
the proposed project and will develop a traffic management plan as 
discussed further in Section 3.17. The proposed grade separated 
interchanges and intersection improvements (including U-turns) along the 
proposed frontage roads would reduce congestion at major cross-streets 
allowing emergency vehicles to bypass traffic lights, shortening transit 
times through the Study Area.  

1448  2/18/2023 Marty K. Online 

6 lanes on 380 in Prosper is more than sufficient. No need for people to 
drive any faster on this road which is already dangerous. The community 
does not want the road to be any larger than it already is. There should be 
more lights just like in McKinney. They have made 380 great for residents. 
Keep it as is as slow it down.  

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. The traffic and safety 
analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates that the Preferred 
Alternative (as well as all Build Alternatives) effectively meets the criteria of 
managing congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. 
 
TxDOT has found that if we do nothing, existing US 380 will continue to 
experience a failing level of service in the future, even if all the planned 
roadways in Collin County including the Outer Loop, are constructed. 
Therefore, a US 380 freeway is needed to relieve congestion. 
 
Results of public and stakeholder input are available on the Segment 
Analysis Matrix found at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  
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1449  3/15/2023 Mary Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, Tx. I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understood TxDot has existing option, segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge ranch residents, Ridgecrest residents and thousands 
of citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment 
B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827, Sincerely, Mary Garcia 
Sent from my iPad 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1450  4/20/2023 Mary 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1451  4/20/2023 
Mary and William 

S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to Segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1452  3/8/2023 Mary Ann Cowley Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Thank you, 
Mary Ann Cowley 
McKinney resident since 1996 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

1453  4/2/2023 Mary Ann Pierce Email 

I don ‘t care how much money the Darlings have paid to get Segment A 
Passed, we all know this is disgraceful! As a homeowner and citizen of 
McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 
380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT 
has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax 
burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and 
result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and 
thousands of citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to 
implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from 
Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Mary Ann Pierce 
Sent from Mail for Windows 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT 
during its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected 
through a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the 
public, municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the 
Blue Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  
 
According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, 
Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B would 
potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially displace 
14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. None of 
the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing subdivisions. 

1454  4/3/2023 
Mary 

Baumgarten 
Online 

As a McKinney resident, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of Segment A 
over Segment B ignores the findings of the environmental study, applies 
criteria to support this decision inconsistently, is fiscally irresponsible to 
the taxpayers and places an unsupportable financial burden on the City of 
McKinney and its taxpayers. 
Findings of the Environmental Impact Study should have led to selection of 
Segment B. 
• No businesses displaced, rather than 15 current businesses displaced in 
Segment A. 
• 2 rather than 7 major utility conflicts in Segment A 
•No hazardous material sites impacted, rather than 2 in Segment A. 
• Nearly twice the impact to rivers and streams; ½ mile vs. 1 mile 
• Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged over 
150 years. 
Segment B saves over $150 million dollars for Collin County Taxpayers vs. 
Segment A 
• $153M in right of way costs, rather than $198M in Segment A. 
• $25M in utility relocation costs, rather than $75 in Segment A. 
• $588M in design and construction costs rather than $608M in Segment 
A. 
• $40M savings in utility relocation for the City of McKinney. 
TXDOT’s own findings indicate that the continued emphasis on ManeGait is 
unwarranted. 
• The design updates to Segment B have fully mitigated any impact to 
ManeGait 
• TXDOT has received a copy of a study from Shea Center & 
Dreamcatchers, California service ranch 
with a similar project that impacted their area which found there was 
minimal impact. 
• TXDOT has said that Segment B “would not make the ManeGait 
inaccessible to persons with 
disabilities and would not violate the Americans with Disabilities Act” 
Priority has not been given to safety and the increased risk of fatal 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions.  
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill.  TxDOT is also still evaluating the impacts of 
the Segment A shift which was presented as a possible alternative design 
at the Public Hearing. It did not shift the proposed right-of-way for the 
freeway along the existing US 380 to the south of Tucker Hill. The freeway 
proposed right-of-way was shifted on the curve on the east side of Tucker 
Hill by approximately zero to 115 feet to the north and west. This is 
approximately a minimum of 800 feet from any Tucker Hill residence.  
 
The same criteria were used to compare all segments. Specific weights 
were not applied to evaluation criteria. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative 
(comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after 
reviewing the technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, 
and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices. One of the many reasons 
that TxDOT evaluated the project by end-to-end alternatives and by 
segment is because there are notable differences in the three focus areas.  
For example, Focus Area 1, which includes Segments A and B, is expected 
to have much more future development particularly residential which will 
likely be built by the time TxDOT is able to construct this project.   
 
Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles 
per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air 
quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is 
consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 
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accidents 
• Segment A contains two 90 degree turns with a change of grade which 
will present a greater risk of 
fatal accidents. 
• TXDOT did not reveal the comparison between fatality analysis for 
Segment A & B 
Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 
Highway increasing the risk 
of work zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic patterns. 
• According to TXDOT, 26,000 work zone crashes in 2021 resulted in 244 
deaths. 
• The extended construction time required to regrade the existing road bed 
will increase the disruption to 
existing traffic for several years of construction. 
Criteria used to support Segment selection was not applied consistently. 
The criteria applied to 
recommend Segment C, would conclude Segment B is the preferred option. 
• C vs. D was compared based on objective cost data 
• A vs. B comparison featured subjective measures, such as counting the 
number of comments 
submitted vs. objective facts 
The current TXDOT budget and plans do not include the mitigation 
measures necessary to address the 
impact of increased environmental and noise pollution, as well as 
concerning traffic hazards, for the 
current McKinney neighborhoods impacted by Segment A. In addition to 
the depressed roadway: 
• A sound wall across the full length of Tucker Hill property fronting 380 
consistent with the character of 
the entry being removed and providing privacy from cut thru traffic. 
• The extension of Stonebridge Drive and new entrance on Townsend 
Boulevard for Tucker Hill residents 
in the character of the current entrance at Tremont Boulevard. 

State Implementation Plan (SIP), the North Central Texas Council of 
Governments (NCTCOG) Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). TxDOT modeled carbon 
monoxide concentrations (CO TAQA) and none of the modeled 
concentrations exceeded the Environmental Protection Agency's 1-hour or 
8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. TxDOT 
performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis. The total 
MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43% by 2050 
due to higher combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification 
of the US fleet. More information about the air quality analysis that was 
conducted can be found in the DEIS document in Section 3.12. 
 
The design for Segment A meets the criteria outlined in TxDOT's Roadway 
Design Manual, including stopping sight distance. Similar freeway curves 
can be found in the region including President George Bush Turnpike and I-
35 interchange. 
Your comment, opposition of Segment A and support of Segment B is 
noted. The same criteria were used to compare all segments. Specific 
weights were not applied to evaluation criteria. TxDOT named the Blue 
Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices. One of 
the many reasons that TxDOT evaluated the project by end-to-end 
alternatives and by segment is because there are notable differences in 
the three focus areas.  For example, Focus Area 1, which includes 
Segments A and B, is expected to have much more future development 
particularly residential which will likely be built by the time TxDOT is able to 
construct this project.   
 
TxDOT provides a summary of fatal and injury crashes by alternative on 
page 2-33 of the DEIS.  
 
The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by 
applicable federal environmental laws for this project are being, or have 
been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum 
of Understanding dated December 9, 2019, and executed by the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) and TxDOT. Under “NEPA Assignment”, 
TxDOT adheres to FHWA policies in accordance with the CEQ’s NEPA 
Implementing Regulations. As described throughout Chapter 3 of the DEIS, 
TxDOT assessed the direct impacts of the project such as clearing 
vegetation, placing fill material within wetlands, displacing homes or 
businesses, traffic noise, etc. and the potential for the alternatives 
considered to induce changes in land use and growth within the Study 
Area. TxDOT also addressed any adverse environmental impacts that 
cannot be avoided, the measures considered to minimize harm and to 
mitigate adverse effects, where applicable; and the steps taken during the 
study to comply with applicable state and federal environmental laws. 
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1455  4/20/2023 Mary Beth P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

My health will be impacted by this decision. Not only is it fiscally 
irresponsible, but pollution noise and environmental impact to residents is 
adverse. 

Your comment is noted. Because this project was forecasted to carry more 
than 140,000 vehicles per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed 
analyses to evaluate potential air quality impacts and to confirm 
compliance with regional and federal air quality standards, including the 
Clean Air Act. As required, the project is consistent with the Texas 
Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) State Implementation Plan 
(SIP), the North Central Texas Council of Governments (NCTCOG) Mobility 
2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 Transportation Improvement 
Program (TIP). TxDOT modeled carbon monoxide concentrations (CO TAQA) 
and none of the modeled concentrations exceeded the Environmental 
Protection Agency's 1-hour or 8-hour National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards for carbon monoxide. TxDOT performed a quantitative mobile 
source air toxics (MSAT) analysis. The total MSAT emissions are predicted 
to decrease by approximately 43% by 2050 due to higher combustion 
efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification of the US fleet. More 
information about the air quality analysis that was conducted can be found 
in the DEIS document in Section 3.12. 
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas 

1456  4/12/2023 Mary Beth Piper Online 

I moved to Tucker Hill Mckinney 41/2 years ago from Flower Mound, Texas. 
I was a public school teacher for 23 years and had to retire two years ago 
due to a neurological condition. My condition is diagnosed and I receive 
ongoing treatment. I'm extremely sensitive to sensory input. I move to 
tucker hill for a quiet environment with nature all around me. A roadway of 
this size surrounding two sides of Tucker Hill. Will impact my health and my 
availability to continue living here. I'm a single person who expected to live 
here forever. The environmental impact on our community will be 
significant. Therefore I oppose segment A proposed highway extension of 
380. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. 

1457  3/22/2023 Mary Blanchette Email 

Dear Mr. Stephen Endres, 
Please use the plans for the 380 bypass that impacts fewer residents, 
Segment D. I completely oppose the use of Segment C as it will cause the 
loss of the source of our honey which we use daily. The Borchard ranch is 
home to their beehives as well as my sister's hives. The bees will not stay 
so close to such a massive highway. Segment C will also displace a family 
that has been on their ranch for 4 generations. Please consider the 
families and their livelihoods. Use Segment D and not Segment C for the 
380 bypass. Most Sincerely, 
Mary Blanchette 

Your comment, opposition of Segment C, and support of Segment D is 
noted.  
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1458  3/18/2023 Mary Borchard Online 

TxDOT Public Comment 
I am writing in opposition to the Blue (A-E-C) alignment and specifically to 
oppose segment C. The Texas Department of Public Transportation (TxDOT) 
chose the Purple (A-E-D) alignment following their feasibility study. They 
continued to choose segment A after the Environmental Impact Study (EIS), 
however they changed from segment D to segment C. Given the reasons 
listed in the EIS for choosing Segment A, it does not make sense to have 
switched to segment C (instead of continuing to choose segment D). 
 
Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted.  
 
Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

1459  2/22/2023 Mary Carr Online 

I feel like no matter what we say, we are being ignored.  We don’t have the 
political connections that some in Option B have so our voice doesn’t 
matter.  As a senior I can’t believe my tax dollars are being spent on a more 
expensive route without thinking TXDOT doesn’t care about the expense 
because it’s just tax payers money.  We were told that they don’t look at 
the money.  Shouldn’t you be looking? Instead of looking at possible future 
homes why aren’t you more concerned with the impact on homes that are 
already built.  If you’d invested your money into a nice neighborhood, how 
would you feel if someone then decided to build 8 lanes in front of your 
neighborhood!   Put yourself in our place…how would you feel?  The noise 
and congestion will reduce not only our homes value (the largest 
investment we own) , but also our quality of life.  Businesses already in 
place will be removed.  What about the impact to those lives! It truly feels 
like the little guy once again gets stepped on.   

Your comment and opposition of Segment B is noted. While public input is 
one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during its decision-making 
process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through a voting process, 
nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, municipal or agency 
leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative (comprised 
of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the 
technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly 
reviewing evaluation matrices which did include an analysis of project 
costs.   

1460  3/12/2023 Mary Carr Email 

I’d like to formally make a request for an extension of the comment period 
for US380.   Having just learned that it has been proposed that the bypass 
be moved even closer to Tucker Hill than was shown at the resent in 
person meeting.  Additional time is needed to fully understand the impact 
and options that are available to protect Tucker Hill, Stonebridge and other 
communities impacted by Option A. Regards, 
Mary Carr 
Sent from my iPad 

This US 380 Project’s comment period has been longer than most because 
it opened when the DEIS was announced, which was January 13, 2023. 
TxDOT granted two separate 15-day extensions to the comment period to 
close April 20, 2023 instead of March 21, 2023 as advertised at the Public 
Hearing.   
 
Detailed study information is available in the DEIS document posted at 
www.kwww.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. 
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1461  4/18/2023 Mary Carr Email 

I’m a senior citizen living in Tucker Hill who has concerns about the 
proposed Option A for the 380 bypass. 
It seems to me that entering and exiting onto 380 during construction will 
be extremely difficult. 
*  Is there a plan in place to address entering and exiting safely during the 
construction phase? 
*  How will construction impact emergency vehicles access? 
   - We have many seniors who live in this neighborhood After construction 
we will have the new bypass dumping all of that traffic at our door steps, 
along with the already busy 380 traffic that will have even more lanes.  You 
have forecast 380 getting even busier in the future. 
*  Did anyone research the impact of turns on Option A compared to Option 
B? 
I understand there has been a request to move the 380 bypass closer to 
Tucker Hill to provide an even wider birth for a new building site that 
doesn’t even have forms set. 
*  Why would that even be an option considering the impact on an existing 
neighborhood? 
*  Isn’t an existing neighborhood as important as a potential new building 
site? 
Again as a senior we sit outside on our front porch a lot.  That’s one of the 
reasons we selected this neighborhood for our retirement home. 
*  How is the additional traffic, which will be adding more noise and 
exhaust (air quality) going to impact the health of seniors and young 
children who want to be outside? 
*  How was the current testing process done?   Using state of the art 
equipment, did you select an existing location comparable to the distance 
Tucker Hill  will be to the new bypass to run your test?  Just taking readings 
on my Apple watch in neighborhoods with freeways comparable to ours 
yields results that can be damaging to hearing.  According to the notices 
that kept popping up on my Apple Watch these levels of noise can cause 
hearing loss. 
*  With the even heavier traffic that is forecasted in the future, isn’t it fair 
to assume the air quality will be even worse ? 
Which will negatively impact all the seniors who live here and children with 
breathing issues.  How were your air quality tests done?  Were they 
conducted at locations with high traffic as ours will be? 
While I understand the need to help with the current level of 380 traffic 
and to assist in plans for the future, it’s my assumption that you would also 
be concerned with the potential damage to seniors and children in the 
areas that you are reviewing. Shouldn’t tax paying current homeowners be 
given as much consideration as potential future new homeowners?  As a 
tax payer for very many years, I expect those individuals that are using my 
tax dollars to be good stewards with how they spend that money. Treating 
tax payers money as you would with your own finances, would you over 
spend to get less for your money?  Which is what you are doing by selecting 
Option A. Regards, 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. The environmental 
review, consultation, and other actions required by applicable federal 
environmental laws for this project are being, or have been, carried-out by 
TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum of Understanding 
dated December 9, 2019, and executed by the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and TxDOT. Under “NEPA Assignment”, TxDOT 
adheres to FHWA policies in accordance with the CEQ’s NEPA 
Implementing Regulations. As described throughout Chapter 3 of the DEIS, 
TxDOT assessed the direct impacts of the project such as clearing 
vegetation, placing fill material within wetlands, displacing homes or 
businesses, traffic noise, etc. and the potential for the alternatives 
considered to induce changes in land use and growth within the Study 
Area. TxDOT also addressed any adverse environmental impacts that 
cannot be avoided, the measures considered to minimize harm and to 
mitigate adverse effects, where applicable; and the steps taken during the 
study to comply with applicable state and federal environmental laws. 
 
The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing 
congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. According 
to Section 3.6.3.3 of the DEIS, TxDOT will coordinate with emergency 
responders to prevent disruptions in service during phased construction of 
the proposed project and will develop a traffic management plan as 
discussed further in Section 3.17. The proposed grade separated 
interchanges and intersection improvements (including U-turns) along the 
proposed frontage roads would reduce congestion at major cross-streets 
allowing emergency vehicles to bypass traffic lights, shortening transit 
times through the Study Area.  
 
During the next phase of project development, TxDOT will break the project 
into different construction projects. Each construction project will also 
develop a detailed traffic control plan or construction phasing plan before 
construction to minimize traffic disruption and outline how access will be 
maintained during construction. TxDOT will continue to work with adjacent 
property owners and stakeholders through final design to minimize impacts 
to adjacent properties and neighborhoods, as feasible. More information 
about construction phase impacts can be found in Section 3.17 of the 
DEIS.  
 
The design for Segment A meets the criteria outlined in TxDOT's Roadway 
Design Manual, including stopping sight distance. Similar freeway curves 
can be found in the region including President George Bush Turnpike and I-
35 interchange. 
 
The Segment A shift that was presented as a possible alternative design at 
the Public Hearing did not shift the proposed right-of-way for the freeway 
along the existing US 380 to the south of Tucker Hill. The freeway proposed 
right-of-way was shifted on the curve on the east side of Tucker Hill by 
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Mary Carr 
Sent from my iPad 

approximately zero to 115 feet to the north and west. This is approximately 
a minimum of 800 feet from any Tucker Hill residence. 
 
Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles 
per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air 
quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is 
consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 
State Implementation Plan (SIP), the North Central Texas Council of 
Governments (NCTCOG) Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). TxDOT modeled carbon 
monoxide concentrations (CO TAQA) and none of the modeled 
concentrations exceeded the Environmental Protection Agency's 1-hour or 
8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. TxDOT 
performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis. The total 
MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43% by 2050 
due to higher combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification 
of the US fleet. More information about the air quality analysis that was 
conducted can be found in the DEIS document in Section 3.12 
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill. It is important to note that TxDOT is already 
proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by depressing the 
mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 
to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers.   

1462  4/17/2023 Mary Edwards Email 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
NO to Segment A  
YES to Segment B 
As a homeowner in Stonebridge Ranch and citizen of McKinney, TX., I am 
not in favor of the construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from 
Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing 
option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney 
residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall 
disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 
citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B 
as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sincerely, 
Mary 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1463  2/28/2023 
Mary Elizabeth 

Alberson 
Email 

Dear Sir,  
I am a citizen of Collin county emailing you in regards to the proposal for 
the 380 bypass. I ask that you reconsider your plan to go with plan C as it 
effects many peoples lives including my family. my family and I do not live 
in the proposed area, however we are friends with a family who do. This 
family has been a huge support to our girls through their homeschool 
journey allowing us to utilize their property for learning purposes. my girls 
have been able to learn about the growing process by watching a peach 
tree grow and produce over the years, they have learn about and formed a 
true passion for horses by helping to care for them and ride them. They 
have studied the properties and habits of bees and the honey making 
process. They have learn discipline and respect on this property many 
times over. All of the experiences and opportunities would be taken away 
from my children and many other children if you put an eight lane highway 
through the property. please reconsider your decision, think about the 
future generation and the lessons they learn through this. thank you for 
your time. 
A concerned citizen 

Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted.  

1464  3/15/2023 Mary Epner Email 

Dear Mr. Endres,  
I would like to express my support for TXDOT's preferred alignment for US 
380 from Coit Rd to FM 1827, which is the Blue alternative, linking 
Segments A,E, and C. Thank you for your time, 
Mary Epner 
pegep6@gmail.com 
4130 Glacier Point Ct. 
Prosper, TX 
469-222-6601 

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  

1465  3/15/2023 Mary Garcia Email 

Mr.  Enders, 
As a resident of Prosper, I would like to urge you to consider : 
Alignment A or widen 380 
Thank you, 
Mary Garcia 
3841 Glacier Point Court 
Texas 75078 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, support of Segment A, and opposition of Segment B is 
noted. The Preferred Alternative selected was the Blue Alternative, which 
does not include Segment B.  
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1466  2/25/2023 Mary Krogh Email 

Mr. Endres,  
With great respect, I ask that you consider my comments below regarding 
the 380 bypass. As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly 
OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue 
Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to 
FM 1827. 
Reasons to consider OPPOSING Segment A: 
Costs taxpayers $98.8 million more 
Impacts 57% more natural wetlands  & wildlife 
Negatively impacts Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 
Reasons to SUPPORT Segment B: 
Requires 73% fewer business and residential displacements 
Avoids costly reconstruction of the intersection at U.S. 380 & Custer Road 
14% shorter, saving time and money 
Thank you for your consideration, 
Mary Krogh 
6704 Mission Ridge, McKinney, TX 75071 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1467  4/20/2023 Mary Lee F 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I support plan B. Plan a was significantly hurt the lifestyle of Stonebridge 
Ranch. 

Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

1468  4/20/2023 Mary Lou B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Section A. Yes to Section B which is less costly, less disruptive to 
businesses and homeowners communities, reducing more of 380 
congestion. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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1469  3/20/2023 Mary Lynn Creme Email 

Dear  Mr. Endres and Tx Dot:  I respectfully request you to reconsider the 
“announced” choice of Route A rather than Route B.  There are many 
reasons, but I will try to be brief.   
1. When we moved here into Tucker Hill 8 years ago, route 380 did not 
even have a stop light into our entrance, and there was supposed to be a 
little school next door, and it was a perfect community.  Many of us are 
retired homeowners, and this was chosen to be our “last home” since it 
would be near to family.  We understand that Route B would potentially 
displace less people (homes), and businesses who are already here in 
good faith. 
2. Route B would be a good deal much less expensive.  Why would you 
choose a more expensive route – especially in these tough and going to be 
tougher times?  
3. Route B would actually be less dangerous because there is so much 
truck traffic and will be for a very, very long time, and trucks cannot 
navigate right hand turns.  One accident will cause the road to be blocked 
and there will be many of those with the long construction trucks that are 
here in droves every day.  There is also the problem of the road noise for all 
the people in the neighborhood, which appears to be very dangerous to 
their health,  due to the congestion caused by your proposed road changes, 
and apparently Route A would mean no stop lights that would slow down 
the traffic.   
4. Are you actually saying that horses are more important than human 
beings? The horses have been right out there by all that construction on 
Custer Road.  It is much easier to move a barn and horses than upset so 
many people’s lives.  I hope that the rumors than this is most important 
part of this decision, horses vs. real people, will not be shown to be true.  
Help us, please!     
Sincerely yours, Mary Lynn Creme 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. Segment A has fewer 
potential home displacements in comparison to Segment B and results in 
fewer impacts to planned future residential homes.  
 
Public input received about ManeGait and preliminary cost estimate for 
each segment were several of the many factors TxDOT considered when 
comparing Segments A and B, as shown in the Segment Analysis Matrix.  
 
Changes in property values are driven by the value associated with site-
specific factors such as accessibility, safety, noise, visual amenities, 
proximity to shopping, community cohesion, and business productivity. 
TxDOT cannot reasonably foresee how any of these factors will impact 
property values. 

1470  4/20/2023 Mary M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Please go with Plan B and do not put excessive noise, traffic and other 
potentially dangerous situations so close to neighborhoods that purchased 
homes not aware of this change. Do not put displacing homes and 
businesses aside for the sake of progress. Plan B is also more expensive 
for taxpayers. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, 
indicates that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of 
managing congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. 
If constructed, the project would adhere to current design standards and 
address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. The freeway 
design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from driveways and other 
roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be available 
at signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of 
conflict points. 
 
 According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, 
Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B would 
potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially displace 
14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none.  
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1471  3/7/2023 Mary Mikula Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Mary Mikula 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1472  2/19/2023 Mary Nugent Online 

I am encouraged by the EIS Recommendation to Keep 380 on 380 in 
Prosper. The depiction represents stakeholder feedback to Keep 380 on 
380 in Prosper.  

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  

1473  4/20/2023 Mary O 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

US 380 Proposed Route- NO to Segment A, Yes to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1474  2/25/2023 Mary P Laster Email 

Mr. Endres,  
Respectfully, I request your consideration of the 380 proposal for Segment 
A. I am in support of Segment B. Segment B was presented as having less 
disruption to homes and businesses with a cost of much less than 
Segment A. Thus, it comes as a complete surprise that your organization or 
someone within are supporting Segment A. What is the rationale behind 
this? Can you send me a cost analysis and property disruption analysis 
please? Without this, it appears something suspicious and fishy is going 
on, perhaps influence of someone or a business that TxDOT is supporting. I 
am a homeowner and citizen of McKinney Texas and strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  
Mary P Laster 
1505 Montclair Circle 
McKinney TX 75071 
816.289.5428 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. Your comment is noted. Some of TxDOT's top considerations in 
choosing Segment A over Segment B, because Segment A: 
-Displaces fewer homes in comparison to Segment B  
-Results in fewer impacts to planned future residential homes  
-Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west 
of Custer Road  
-Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment 
-Avoids impact to ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the 
subject of substantial public concern  
-Requires acquisition of less ROW than Segment B  
 
Detailed information can be found in the DEIS document and multiple 
appendices posted at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. An EIS is a 
multi-year environmental review process, guided by State and Federal 
requirements, that provides the most rigorous analysis conducted by 
TxDOT of proposed alternatives and their environmental impacts. Any 
TxDOT environmental document, such as the one created for this study, 
must meet standards required by TxDOT policy to comply with Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) NEPA compliance procedures and Title 43, 
Chapter 2 of the Texas Administrative Code. Section 3.1 of the EIS 
addresses right-of-way and property displacements. Information about 
costs associated with each segment can be found in the Segment Analysis 
Matrix also available at www.keekeepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  
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1475  4/20/2023 Mary R 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1476  4/20/2023 Mary S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to A. Option B would be better for all Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1477  2/17/2023 Mary Spaulding Online 

Please keep 380 on 380 at least thru Prosper.  Your comment is noted. TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative as its 
Preferred Alternative, which includes Segment A along the existing US 380 
in Prosper. This means that the new location portion of the freeway would 
not diverge from the existing US 380 at Coit Road or into the Town of 
Prosper. 

1478  2/10/2023 Mary Turner Online 

Please add additional lights on 380 and reduce the speed limit. Cars drive 
too fast and there are too many accidents. Widening of the road and 
increasing traffic will make it worse for the local people of Prosper to get 
around. Of all the people I’ve talked to, no one is in favor of widen the road 
and increasing traffic. Look for alternative routes that are not 380. What 
about Frontier?  That seems to be much more aligned with the extension 
you are proposing.  

Your comment is noted. You can find information about the traffic analysis 
conducted for the Blue Alternative in the DEIS. Please reference the 
Alternatives Analysis Matrix in Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. 
 
It is important to note that there are also impacts and challenges in 
constructing a freeway north of Bloomdale Road/Prosper Trail, or along FM 
1461. Initial traffic analysis conducted during the US 380 Collin County 
Feasibility Study indicated that locating an alternative further north did not 
address US 380 congestion and would not satisfy regional travel demands. 
 
The project is needed because population growth within the central portion 
of Collin County has caused increases in current and forecasted traffic 
volumes that exceed the capacity of US 380 between Coit Road and FM 
1827, leading to increased congestion, reduced mobility, and higher crash 
rates compared to other similar roadways in the region. The purpose of the 
proposed action is to manage congestion, improve east-west mobility, and 
improve safety. More information about the purpose and need for the 
project is available in Section 1.0 of the DEIS starting on page 1-1.  

1479  2/19/2023 Mary Williams Email 

Hello Stephen,  
I write to you to oppose C and support D.  I do not agree plan C is the best 
route for the 380 bypass as you are disrupting numerous homesteads, 
community resources along with businesses. This route will destroy a 
property that provides a place for bible groups to meet, and worship events 
as well as a riding stable for youths to ride.  I personally have attended 
bible studies at Amber & Dan Block's home as well as purchased honey 
and eggs from this homestead.  There are children that come to ride 
horses/therapy and they hold religious groups, and activities. Also, why 
would you damage one of the largest REMAINING forests in central Collin 
County?  I've been a resident of McKinney for 16 years, please keep the 

Your comment, opposition of Segment C, and support of Segment D is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
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forests, woodlands, and wetlands! Warm Regards, 
Mary 

Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure. Based on TxDOT's 
evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced by either Segment C 
or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be acquired from any 
community facility either. More details about community facilities can be 
found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community facilities are 
defined as a physical feature provided – either by the municipality as a 
public service or by a private entity – within the community for the benefit 
of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, community centers, post 
office, library, etc.). The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on 
cultural resources within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic 
Resources including any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed 
or NRHP-eligible structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, 
including Section 4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would 
be affected by the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More 
information about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the 
DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
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1480  3/16/2023 
Maryam 

Mirmuhseni 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1481  4/20/2023 Marylin K 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

A would ruin her new retirement home. Your comment is noted.  

1482  4/20/2023 Mascha M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Keep McKinney “Unique by Nature”. We are tired of taking up the tax 
burden for other cities to reap the rewards and for us to lose what 
attracted long-term residents to begin with. Families that have been here 
for generations are leaving. “Progress” isn’t always good; this highway 
needs to be as far away from McKinney as possible. We don’t want the 
traffic noise, and we don’t want any more air pollution! 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. TxDOT has found that 
if we do nothing, existing US 380 will continue to experience a failing level 
of service in the future, even if all the planned roadways in Collin County 
including the Outer Loop, are constructed. Therefore, a US 380 freeway is 
needed to relieve congestion. 

1483  3/16/2023 Matt Hatch Email 

Hello Stephen, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Thank you, 
Matt 
Matt Hatch  
texhatch92@gmail.com 
817-657-9075 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1484  3/13/2023 Matt Lear Email 

Formally requesting an extension to the comment period. We need more 
time to fully evaluate the impacts and possible mitigation measures that 
can be taken to protect Tucker Hill as well as the other communities and 
businesses affected by Option A. The same extension should apply to those 
affected by Option D. It boggles the mind a path with no business or home 
impacts is rejected in favor of one that does both.  
Matt Lear 
2754 Majestic Ave  
McKinney, TX 75071 
970-390-3036 

This US 380 Project’s comment period has been longer than most because 
it opened when the DEIS was announced, which was January 13, 2023. 
TxDOT granted two separate 15-day extensions to the comment period to 
close April 20, 2023 instead of March 21, 2023 as advertised at the Public 
Hearing.  Detailed study information is available in the DEIS document 
posted at www.kwww.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. 
 
According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, 
Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B would 
potentially displace four residences. Due to the constraints in the study 
area, all segments would require displacements and impacts of some kind.  

1485  4/19/2023 Matt Lear Email 

Mr Endres-  
While I realize not everyone can visit Tucker Hill, I assume since I've seen 
you and your staff many times in McKinney over the course of the last 8 
years, you've at least driven through here.  It's a special place.  Right, 
everyone says that about every place they live.  Years ago, we thought we'd 
finally found an agency who listens to reason, and uses sound judgement 
for decision making.  How disheartening to learn it's largely business as 
usual and good sense isn't very common.  Then to be told the Segment that 
is more expensive, more invasive, more, impactful is chosen as the 
preferred route?  As Vizzini from the Princess Bride so eloquently put it, 
"INCONCEIVABLE."  
 
Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

1486  4/20/2023 Matt M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

As a taxpayer I am highly concerned that TxDOT has chosen the more costly 
option that will destroy existing businesses and residents. Choose Segment 
B! 

Your comment and support of Segment B is noted. According to Section 
3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, Segment A potentially 
displaces two residences and Segment B would potentially displace four 
residences. Segment A would potentially displace 14 businesses and 
Segment B would potentially displace none.  

1487  4/20/2023 Matt N 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Go through Prosper Your comment is noted.  
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1488  3/8/2023 Matt Reynolds Email 

Hello Stephen, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Thanks,  
Matt Reynolds  

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1489  2/16/2023 Matt Tindall Online 

We need to keep 380 on 380 Your comment is noted.  

1490  4/20/2023 Matthew A 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Segment A would cause far more permanent disruptions than Segment B. 
We STRONGLY oppose the construction of Segment A, and will do 
everything in our power to have TxDot reconsider. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1491  2/17/2023 Matthew Mitchell Online 

We are encouraged that the EIS recommendation is to Keep 380 on 380 
through Prosper!  Prosper is a committed regional transportation partner 
and we have done our best to plan for this expansion on it's current path 
through town. 

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  

1492  4/20/2023 Matthew R 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A! Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1493  3/15/2023 
Maureen 
Buckland 

Email 

email: Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Maureen Buckland 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1494  3/10/2023 Maureen Dudley Email 

Dear Mr. Enders: 
I am a homeowner in McKinney, Texas. I OPPOSE Segment A for the US 
380 bypass. I believe TXDOT has better options (such as Segment B) that 
will have less impact on the surrounding neighborhoods and businesses. 
One of the reasons we chose to live in Stonebridge Ranch was the carefully 
planned master community. Currently, traffic flows well. The Segment A 
bypass, however, does not "bypass" McKinney but rather unfairly dumps 
traffic directly into our master-planned neighborhood. Furthermore, the 
Segment A route does nothing to help McKinney residents to navigate 
through our own city, yet it burdens McKinney residents with 120+ million 
in new taxes. I find that an unjust scenario.I strongly urge you to implement 
Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 bypass. Thank you for 
your consideration. 
Maureen Dudley 
1509 Hackett Creek Drive 
McKinney, TX 75072 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. TxDOT will continue to assist the City in identifying funding 
opportunities.  
 
The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing 
congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. If 
constructed, the project would adhere to current design standards and 
address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. The freeway 
design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from driveways and other 
roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be available 
at signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of 
conflict points. 
 
TxDOT is proposing the following mitigation as part of the Preferred 
Alternative identified in the draft EIS:   
-building sound barriers (noise walls) that do not exist today,  
-depressing the main lanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch 
neighborhoods to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers, and 
-providing local street crossings over the depressed section to provide 
connectivity between neighborhoods. 

1495  3/21/2023 Maureen Hinkley Email 

Greetings Mr. Endres,  
I am writing to let you know I oppose, Segment C of the 380 bypass and 
prefer Segment D because D will impact fewer residents and not impact 
our bee hive. We harvest and use our honey for medicinal purposes (allergy 
relief for myself and several grandchildren), and we would not be allowed 
to move it to our own property due to bylaws of the housing development 
we live in. We would greatly appreciate your support for Segment D to be 
the pursued solution. Very best regards, Maureen Hinkley  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted.  

1496  3/25/2023 
Maureen 
Macaulay 

Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Maureen Macaulay 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

1497  3/7/2023 
Maureen 
McKenna 

Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Maureen McKenna 
1616 Berwick Drive 
McKinney TX 75072 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1498  3/14/2023 Maury Herod Email 

Stephen,  
As a long- time resident of McKinney and Stonebridge Ranch, I want to 
formally voice opposition to Segment A.   I am fully aligned with the 
commentary from my HOA below. As a homeowner and citizen of 
McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 
380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT 
has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax 
burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and 
result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and 
thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to 
implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from 
Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Maury Herod 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1499  3/16/2023 Mayu Khoury 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1500  2/17/2023 McKenna Fant Email 

I am writing to tell you that I oppose plan C and support plan D for the 380 
bypass. It would destroy several properties of wonderful community 
members that I know. One in particular has a beautiful property that serves 
as a community center, hosting many church, art and equestrian events. It 
would be a huge loss to the community. Thank you. 
McKenna Fant 
(573)308-5667 

Your comment, opposition of Segment C, and support of Segment D is 
noted.  
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1501  2/6/2023 
McKinney 
Trucking 

Segment C 
Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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1502  3/10/2023 Megan Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1503  2/17/2023 
Megan Duke 

Lewis 
Email 

As someone who lives out in the area, I strongly call for the committee to 
choose a route that most of the residents want. Mckinney is exploding with 
growth and the residents' wants are being overshadowed in many areas. I 
encourage moving forward with Route D over Route C. The community 
needs these resources and local businesses. Plowing through a calm, rural 
area is awful enough, please listen to those who are reaching out. Route C 
is more disruptive and destructive. Route D might cost more, it might have 
difficulties to work around, but the residents that live out there matter...and 
our collective voice needs to count for something. It's not about revenue or 
convenience, it is about supporting Mckinney residents and doing what is 
right. Route D is our vote! Thank you.  
Megan Duke Lewis  

Your comment, opposition of Segment C, and support of Segment D is 
noted.  



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

1504  3/15/2023 Megan Mossinger Email 

Mr. Endres,  
I am writing to you to share my STRONG opposition to the bypass and 
Option B running through Prosper. I am a resident of Whitley Place and 
have been for the last seven years and disagree with the bypass running 
through Prosper for the following reasons: 
• 12+ lanes going right through Prosper (8 lanes & 4+ access lanes on 
either side) with the magnitude equal to US 75, located just south of 
Founders Academy  
•US 380 Bypass Segment B options + approved Collin Outer Loop (4-6 
lanes) just north would sandwich NE & SE Prosper in between 2 major 
highway thoroughfares  
•Directly affects and disruptive to numerous neighborhoods: Whitley Place, 
Whispering Farms, Brookhollow, Christie Farms, Rhea Mills, Gentle Creek, 
Amberwood, Ladera, etc.  
•Prosper properly planned for expansion (380 can be widened!). If other 
towns didn’t plan this can’t be put on Prosper  
•Directly impacts multiple schools in Prosper ISD: Cockrell Elementary | 
Rogers Middle School | Walnut Grove High School and Founders Classical 
Academy and student drivers 
•Increased Traffic and Noise  
•Materially impacts ManeGait and the wonderful therapy they provide to 
children, veterans, and our disabled community  
•Exorbitant costs of acquiring rights of way, adverse environmental 
impacts, wetland mitigation 
•This design does not make for an acceptable proposal nor effective use 
of taxpayer money  
•School buses having to go on a highway to take kids to school / young 
drivers for the high school having to deal with highways and high speeds 
•Significant environmental impact: pollution, emissions, & poor air quality 
•Safety of our citizens and students  
•Decreased home values and overall desire of area  
•Massive utility relocations that are critical to Prosper’s infrastructure  
•Substantial lost tax revenue to the Town and Prosper ISD 
In closing, I highly oppose Option B and want 380 to stay on 380 or Option 
A to be considered.  
Megan Mossinger 
4060 Chimney Rock Drive 
Prosper, Texas 75078 

Your comment, support of Segment A, and opposition of Segment B is 
noted. The Preferred Alternative selected was the Blue Alternative, which 
does not include Segment B.  

1505  4/20/2023 Megan P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

US 380 Proposed Route - NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  
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1506  3/14/2023 Megan Roberts Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, Texas, I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost LESS, REDUCE the tax BURDEN on McKinney residents, 
destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption 
to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens 
throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the 
preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. It’s 
been very disappointing to see the decisions being made regarding this 
matter and to see special interest and special treatment being given to 
particular people because of the money in their pockets and political 
connections. Thank you for your time! 
Make it a great day! 
Megan 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
 
While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during 
its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through 
a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, 
municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue 
Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  

1507  4/20/2023 Melanie S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I oppose Option A. I have lived in McKinney since 2002 and lived through 
121 being built. 380 is in my backyard and I don’t want to be able to hear 
it all the time. I can already hear it sometimes. Plus it’s more expensive. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
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1508  2/17/2023 Melinda Atienza Online 

To TXDOT: 
I firmly oppose Section C and ask that you reconsider section D for the 
following reasons:  
1) our friends and family who have a horse rescue and multiple young 
children under age 5 will be displaced.  
2) Section C will displace 4X the residents compared to Section D.  
3) section C will displace 4X the businesses compared to Section D.  
4) Section C displaces 7 Community Resources, where Section D displaces 
0.  
5) Section C damages one of the largest remaining forests in Collin County, 
71% more than Section D.  
6) Section C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife.  
7) Section C also has worse traffic performance.  
Sincerely, 
Melinda Atienza 
Frisco, TX 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure. Based on TxDOT's 
evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced by either Segment C 
or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be acquired from any 
community facility either. More details about community facilities can be 
found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community facilities are 
defined as a physical feature provided – either by the municipality as a 
public service or by a private entity – within the community for the benefit 
of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, community centers, post 
office, library, etc.). The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on 
cultural resources within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic 
Resources including any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed 
or NRHP-eligible structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, 
including Section 4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would 
be affected by the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More 
information about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the 
DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
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data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
The proposed US 380 project could influence future land use changes 
within the Area of Influence (AOI) (defined in Section 3.15.2 of the DEIS); 
however, new and planned residential developments are more likely to 
influence changes in land use patterns, changes in land cover, and induce 
growth within the AOI than construction of any of the roadway segments. 
According to input from the City of McKinney, the proposed project would 
support future commercial and industrial development around Segment C; 
however, the proposed project would not be the primary factor considered 
in making land use decisions in the area. 
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 
2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies that can 
be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-
gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as 
provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on impacts 
to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and fish and 
wildlife species.  TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the 
impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things 
TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, 
the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the 
Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation 
strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections 
to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from 
streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill 
material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation 
credits from stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the US and wetlands.   
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

1509  4/20/2023 Melissa B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A, Yes to segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1510  4/20/2023 Melissa H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Segment B costs less money and has less impact on existing homes and 
businesses. 

Your comment is noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in 
Appendix K of the DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences 
and Segment B would potentially displace four residences. Segment A 
would potentially displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially 
displace none.  
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1511  2/21/2023 Melissa Hay Email 

Good evening, 
I would like to provide you with feedback regarding the proposed "Blue 
Alternative" US 380 expansion. I STRONGLY oppose this option for the 
following reasons: 
1. Numerous citizens will be displaced and removed from their homes and 
businesses will be lost. 
2. Residents in homes adjacent to homes/businesses removed will 
experience a substantial decrease in property value and will have their 
quality of life negatively impacted. 
3. As a taxpayer in McKinney, I will bear the burden of tax dollars utilized 
for construction on an option we do not support.  
4. Other route options would not displace residents and force them to 
leave their homes.  
5. The Blue Alternative is, to be quite blunt, an asinine route. If you are 
going to create a bypass, then create a bypass - not a road with a lot of 
turns.  
I understand that the residents of Prosper have more money, more time to 
protest, and more political pull but no rational person would look at all of 
the proposed routes and choose the Blue Alternative. I understand that the 
option that makes the most sense would not allow Main Gait to expand. 
When I look at a business not expanding vs people losing their homes and 
businesses, there is only one reasonable choice. You must reconsider and 
find a different alternative to the route being proposed.  
Melissa Hay 
Liberty Place 
Stonebridge Ranch 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. According to Section 
3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, Segment A potentially 
displaces two residences and Segment B would potentially displace four 
residences. Segment A would potentially displace 14 businesses and 
Segment B would potentially displace none. None of the alternatives 
studied in the EIS would bisect any existing subdivisions. 
 
Changes in property values are driven by the value associated with site-
specific factors such as accessibility, safety, noise, visual amenities, 
proximity to shopping, community cohesion, and business productivity. 
TxDOT cannot reasonably foresee how any of these factors will impact 
property values. 
 
The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing 
congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. If 
constructed, the project would adhere to current design standards and 
address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. The freeway 
design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from driveways and other 
roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be available 
at signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of 
conflict points. 
 
While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during 
its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through 
a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, 
municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue 
Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  

1512  4/20/2023 Melissa P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Please save taxpayers money, save businesses and homes in our 
community, and implement option B. 

Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  
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1513  3/16/2023 Melissa Robles 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1514  4/20/2023 Melissa S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1515  2/19/2023 Melissa Shelton Email 

Dear Mr. Endres and The Texas Department of Transportation,  
I am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed expansion of 
380 after Custer Road, known as Option A. My primary concern is the 
staggering cost of this project, which is estimated to be $100 million more 
than any other option. This is an unjustifiable expense for taxpayers, 
especially when there are more cost-effective solutions available. 
Furthermore, I am deeply troubled by the impact that Option A would have 
on existing businesses and homes in the area. The expansion would 
require the demolition of numerous homes and businesses, which would 
potentially displace families and disrupt communities. This is unacceptable 
and unnecessary, given that there are other options available that would 
only affect future homes and developments. In contrast, Option B would 
only affect future homes and Mane gate, which would have a much smaller 
impact on the local community and can be easily relocated. This option 
would also be much more cost-effective, making it a much more 
reasonable and practical solution for all parties involved. It is important to 
note that the local community strongly opposes Option A, and many 
residents and business owners have expressed their concerns about the 
impact it would have on their homes and livelihoods. As public servants, it 
is your duty to represent the interests of the community, and I urge you to 
take these concerns into account when making your decision. In 
conclusion, I urge you to reject Option A and instead explore more cost-
effective and less disruptive solutions, such as Option B. Thank you for 
your attention to this matter. Sincerely, 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. Due to the 
constrained study area, none of the alignment options studied would not 
result in some kind of residential or business displacement. According to 
Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, Segment A 
potentially displaces two residences and Segment B would potentially 
displace four residences. Segment A would potentially displace 14 
businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. None of the 
alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing subdivisions. 
 
Public input is one of many factors considered by TxDOT during its 
decision-making process. The Blue Alternative was selected as the 
Preferred Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering 
public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing comparative 
evaluation matrices. Results of public and stakeholder input are available 
on the Segment Analysis Matrix found at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. 
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Melissa Shelton 
972-839-3486 

1516  4/20/2023 Melissa W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I drive out there often!! I visit my daughter who lives out there. The traffic 
will be unbearable & the noise once completed will make living near 380 
also unbearable! 

Your comment is noted. The traffic and safety analysis, completed during 
the EIS process, indicates that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets 
the criteria of managing congestion, improving east-west mobility, and 
improving safety.  

1517  2/25/2023 Melody Nicholson Email 

Mr. Endres, 
With great respect, I ask that you consider my comments below regarding 
the 380 bypass. As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly 
OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue 
Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to 
FM 1827. 
Reasons to consider OPPOSING Segment A: 
Costs taxpayers $98.8 million more 
Impacts 57% more natural wetlands  & wildlife Negatively impacts Tucker 
Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 
Reasons to SUPPORT Segment B: 
Requires 73% fewer business and residential displacements Avoids costly 
reconstruction of the intersection at U.S. 380 & Custer Road 14% shorter, 
saving time and money 
Thank you for your consideration, 
Melody Nicholson 
Resident of Ridgecrest - McKinney TX 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1518  4/20/2023 Merle S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I am vehemntly opposed to the Segment A route as it makes noo sense at 
all. It is more costly and destroys homes and businesses unnecessarily. 
The disruption is excessive. Segment B makes so much more sense in 
every way. It doesn\'t take a rocket scientist to figure this out, and the 
politicians will feel the impact if moving forward. Do what is right for TExas 
and McKinney!! 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none.  

1519  4/20/2023 Merrick M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I strongly disagree with the proposed placement of the 380 bypass. It will 
bring increased noise to out neighborhood and cause terrible congestion at 
our only neighborhood entrance. 

Your comment is noted. The traffic and safety analysis, completed during 
the EIS process, indicates that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets 
the criteria of managing congestion, improving east-west mobility, and 
improving safety. If constructed, the project would adhere to current design 
standards and address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. 
The freeway design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from 
driveways and other roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns 
will only be available at signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby 
reducing the number of conflict points. 
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1520  4/20/2023 Merritt W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

This is not the best option!! Your comment is noted.  

1521  3/16/2023 Meshell Baker Email 

Here is why: 
• Severely damages one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin 
County 
• Destroy 71% more acres of forests and woodlands 
• Destroys 141% more acres of grassland and prairie 
• Disturbs the wetland that serve as refuge for wildlife including beavers, 
river otters, turtles, migratory and non-migratory water and forest birds, 
frogs, etc. 
• Eliminates a large area of suitable habitat for endangered/threatened 
species. 
• Affects and displaces 383% more of homes ( 29 versus 6) 
• Affects and displaces 300% more businesses ( 16 versus 4) 
• Affects and displaces more community resources 
• Strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife 
--  
*MeshellBaker@gmail.com* 

Be Someone's Blessing Today❤ 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure. Based on TxDOT's 
evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced by either Segment C 
or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be acquired from any 
community facility either. More details about community facilities can be 
found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community facilities are 
defined as a physical feature provided – either by the municipality as a 
public service or by a private entity – within the community for the benefit 
of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, community centers, post 
office, library, etc.). The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on 
cultural resources within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic 
Resources including any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed 
or NRHP-eligible structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, 
including Section 4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would 
be affected by the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More 
information about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the 
DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
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589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 
2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies that can 
be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-
gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as 
provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on impacts 
to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and fish and 
wildlife species.  TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the 
impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things 
TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, 
the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the 
Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation 
strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections 
to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from 
streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill 
material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation 
credits from stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the US and wetlands.   
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1522  2/17/2023 Mia Redd Online 

I oppose Section C and ask that you reconsider section D for the following 
reasons: 
1) our friends and family who have a horse rescue and multiple young 
children under age 5 will be displaced. 
2) Section C will displace 4X the residents compared to Section D. So it 
doesn't even make sense on this fact alone! 
3) Section C will displace 4X the businesses compared to Section D. Again 
same as above.  
4) Section C displaces 7 Community Resources, where Section D displaces 
0. 
5) Section C damages one of the largest remaining forests in Collin County, 
71% more than Section D. It's incredibly selfish to purposely ruin ANY 
remaining forests we have left in the county. 
6) Section C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. Same 
reasons above! 
7) Section C also has worse traffic performance. I mean the worst!!! Why 
would you even consider making traffic more congested.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure. Based on TxDOT's 
evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced by either Segment C 
or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be acquired from any 
community facility either. More details about community facilities can be 
found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community facilities are 
defined as a physical feature provided – either by the municipality as a 
public service or by a private entity – within the community for the benefit 
of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, community centers, post 
office, library, etc.). The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on 
cultural resources within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic 
Resources including any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed 
or NRHP-eligible structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, 
including Section 4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would 
be affected by the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More 
information about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the 
DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
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data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
The proposed US 380 project could influence future land use changes 
within the Area of Influence (AOI) (defined in Section 3.15.2 of the DEIS); 
however, new and planned residential developments are more likely to 
influence changes in land use patterns, changes in land cover, and induce 
growth within the AOI than construction of any of the roadway segments. 
According to input from the City of McKinney, the proposed project would 
support future commercial and industrial development around Segment C; 
however, the proposed project would not be the primary factor considered 
in making land use decisions in the area. 
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 
2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies that can 
be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-
gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as 
provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on impacts 
to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and fish and 
wildlife species.  TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the 
impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things 
TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, 
the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the 
Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation 
strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections 
to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from 
streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill 
material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation 
credits from stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the US and wetlands.   
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

1523  3/15/2023 Mica Pryor Email 

I am writing to express my opposition to Route C on the TX-DOT Spur 399 
extension project. Route C affects and displaces significantly more homes, 
businesses, and community resources than route D. It also divides the 
residential and farming/ranching communities that make this area of 
Collin County unique. Perhaps even more concerning, Route C severely 
damages one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin County. It 
destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodland and 141% more acres 
of grassland and prairie than Route D. Not surprisingly, Route C is also 
strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. Route C will destroy an area 
that I have known and loved as a long-time resident of the area. If Route C 
is imposed, we will lose access to community riding arenas, wooded trails, 
and outdoor pursuits. While Route C may be the more economical option in 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
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the short-term, Route D will preserve more developable land for future 
growth in Collin County by making use of flood plain space that is otherwise 
unusable. 
Mica Pryor, Vice President, Licensed Attorney, Sales Agent  
M&D Real Estate  
Office (Direct Line): 469.653.0485 
Cell: 214.505.0940 
Sent from iPhone 

River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
The proposed US 380 project could influence future land use changes 
within the Area of Influence (AOI) (defined in Section 3.15.2 of the DEIS); 
however, new and planned residential developments are more likely to 
influence changes in land use patterns, changes in land cover, and induce 
growth within the AOI than construction of any of the roadway segments. 
According to input from the City of McKinney, the proposed project would 
support future commercial and industrial development around Segment C; 
however, the proposed project would not be the primary factor considered 
in making land use decisions in the area. 
 
TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the impacts 
mentioned in their comments were several of the many things TxDOT had 
to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, the natural 
resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the Preferred 
Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation strategies 
such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections to span 
streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from streams 
and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill material in 
jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation credits from 
stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation for impacts to 
waters of the US and wetlands.   
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1524  3/28/2023 Michael Aceves Email (2) 

Stephen, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Michael Aceves 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1525  4/20/2023 Michael B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

US 380 Proposed Route - NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1526  3/29/2023 Michael Chandler Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Michael Chandler 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1527  4/20/2023 Michael G 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I support plan B. Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

1528  4/3/2023 Michael Gonzalez Online (2) 

I believe better or improved access needs to addressed regarding east 
bound access to Stickhorse Ln and County Road 1084 in Segment C.  We 
live at the cusp of three projects and this access needs to be better 
addressed.  Thank you! 

Your comment is noted. Design in this area is still underway and will 
connect all three projects. A future Public Hearing for the Princeton project 
will be held to provide more details and an updated design. You can find 
project information and sign up to receive Public Hearing notices at 
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/projects/us-highways/us-380-from-
fm-1827-to-cr-560-princeton-area.  
 
During the next phase of project development, TxDOT will break the project 
into different construction projects. Each construction project will also 
develop a detailed traffic control plan or construction phasing plan before 
construction to minimize traffic disruption and outline how access will be 
maintained during construction. TxDOT will continue to work with adjacent 
property owners and stakeholders through final design to minimize impacts 
to adjacent properties and neighborhoods, as feasible. More information 
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about construction phase impacts can be found in Section 3.17 of the 
DEIS.  

1529  4/20/2023 Michael H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Adamantly against Segment A plan for 380. I cannot understand why the 
most EXPENSIVE plan is put forth as the best. Segent B is the plan my wife 
and I support. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1530  3/16/2023 Michael Hiefner 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1531  2/6/2023 
Michael J 
McBroom 

Segment C 
Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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1532  4/20/2023 Michael L 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I strongly disagree with this alignment and push for alignment B. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

1533  4/20/2023 Michael L 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Please use B, E, C! Your comment and support of Segments B, E, and C is noted. 

1534  4/20/2023 Michael M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to A, Yes to B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1535  4/20/2023 Michael M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I vote for segmemt B Your comment and support of Segment B is noted. While public input is 
one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during its decision-making 
process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through a voting process, 
nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, municipal or agency 
leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative (comprised 
of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the 
technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly 
reviewing evaluation matrices.  

1536  3/20/2023 Michael Morris Voicemail 

Good afternoon. My name is Michael Morris, I am the Director of 
Transportation at the North Central Texas County Government. I am the 
Staff Director to the regional transportation council. The regional 
transportation council is a metropolitan planning organization for the 
Dallas-Fort Worth region. The purpose of my comment is to support the US 
380 bypass around McKinney. It is a new project in the mobility plan, 
required to be in that mobility plan to move forward. This area of McKinney 
is one of the fastest growing portions of the region and one of the fastest 
growing portions of the United States. Status quo improvements on the 
existing US 380 cannot come anywhere close to handling the growth and a 
bypass, a new right of way is necessary. So having both the bypass and the 
existing US 380 is a nice combination in moving forward. Again, for the 
safety of the constituents of the region and for the mobility needs of a 
region that now is greater than 8 million persons, growing at 7- growing at 
excuse me, a million people every 7 years. We would request TXDOT to 
move forward. Get whatever federal approval is necessary in order for us to 
begin construction of the US 380 McKinney bypass. Again, thank you for 
the opportunity to give this comment in support of the employees of the 
council of governments and in support of the staff to the regional 
transportation council, the MPO for Dallas-Fort Worth. 

Your comment and support of the project is noted. 



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

1537  3/15/2023 Michael Payne Email 

Stephen,  
I just want to reiterate my support of TXDot choosing Segment A (Blue 
Alternative) as the primary selection for the 380 bypass. I feel the political 
winds of McKinney persons not agreeing with this are strong trying to put 
pressure on TXDot's choice and should not be allowed to influence your 
final decision. As a Prosper resident living in Whitley Place, I feel 
McKinney's lack of past planning has been correctly identified with the 
other items you clearly note as the better location to solve McKinney's 
traffic issues. I did a good amount of research before buying in Whiteley 
place and there was no talk of this being a possibility at that time but 
Segment A was in the discussion. As a side note I am additionally happy 
that Maingate and the new communities being built along Custer Rd will 
not be affected by the TXDot choice. Best of fortunes to you and thanks for 
picking logic over political wants. Best,  
Michael Payne  
Whiteley Place 

Your comment and support of Segment A is noted. 

1538  3/8/2023 Michael Shutka Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Michael Shutka 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. It is important to note Segment A has fewer potential home 
displacements in comparison to Segment B and results in fewer impacts to 
planned future residential homes.   

1539  2/17/2023 Michael Swim Online 

I am writing to oppose segment "C" and in favor of segment "D."   
- C divides residential farming / ranching communities 
- C affects and displaces more residences (29 vs. 7) businesses (15 vs. 4) 
and community resources (7 vs. 0) 
- C damages one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin County 
- C destroys 71% more acres of forest and woodlands 
- C disturbs wetlands and suitable habitat for threatened species (per 
TXDOT) 
- C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife 
- C has worse overall traffic performance 
Spur 399 can connect equally to segment C or D 
My Daughter and grandson's home is destroyed by the current route as is 
my wife's horse rescue operation. I own three properties affected: 2150, 
2172 and 2280 County Road 338. Please do the right thing for property 
owners, businesses and the wetlands and choose segment D. 
Michael Swim 
miswim2319@gmail.com 
(214) 673-5439 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure. Based on TxDOT's 
evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced by either Segment C 
or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be acquired from any 
community facility either. More details about community facilities can be 
found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community facilities are 
defined as a physical feature provided – either by the municipality as a 
public service or by a private entity – within the community for the benefit 
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of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, community centers, post 
office, library, etc.). The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on 
cultural resources within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic 
Resources including any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed 
or NRHP-eligible structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, 
including Section 4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would 
be affected by the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More 
information about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the 
DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 
2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies that can 
be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-
gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as 
provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on impacts 
to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and fish and 
wildlife species.  TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the 
impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things 
TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, 
the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the 
Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation 
strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections 
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to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from 
streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill 
material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation 
credits from stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the US and wetlands.   
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

1540  2/22/2023 Michael Swim Online 

I am writing to oppose segment "C" and support segment "D" or a modified 
D.  Segment C, although cheaper than D, affects 4X the number of 
residences, will displace 4x the number of businesses, displaces an 
equestrian farm (Tara Royal) and a horse rescue  (2150 CR 338), C 
destroys the only remaining wetland in northern Colling County, it destroys 
70% more forest land than D, and makes less sense for the community 
overall. Where are those who support segment C other than TXDoT?  The 
City of McKinney has even restated their position and now support 
segment D or a modified segment D. Please maintain the one remaining 
"undeveloped" area in the McKinney area and North Colling County - the 
McKinney ETJ near the east fork of the Trinity River. 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted.  
 
According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D (with the 
Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 businesses, 
while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would potentially 
displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace seven 
residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 residences. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative. 
 
The proposed US 380 project could influence future land use changes 
within the Area of Influence (AOI) (defined in Section 3.15.2 of the DEIS); 
however, new and planned residential developments are more likely to 
influence changes in land use patterns, changes in land cover, and induce 
growth within the AOI than construction of any of the roadway segments. 
According to input from the City of McKinney, the proposed project would 
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support future commercial and industrial development around Segment C; 
however, the proposed project would not be the primary factor considered 
in making land use decisions in the area. TxDOT has not received notice 
from the City of McKinney that their position of which alternative changed.  

1541  4/20/2023 Michael W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to segment A and YES to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1542  3/21/2023 Michael Woodruff Email 

NO to Segment A 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost 
less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer 
businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 
Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Thank you, 
Michael Woodruff 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1543   Michael Yoos Comment Form 

Segment D is the right choice, displacing myself and neighbors makes no 
sense when theres a perfectly fine alternative. Choose D not C 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted.  

1544  4/20/2023 Michaela R 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A! Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1545  3/10/2023 Michaela Roberts Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX. who lives just south of Custer 
and 380, I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380 
Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. I understand TxDOT has an existing 
option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney 
residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall 
disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 
citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B 
as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Thank you for your attention, 
Michaela Roberts 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1546  3/29/2023 Michel Moffatt Online 

I would prefer that 380 stay on 380 and work on the outer loop plan to 
alleviate the 380 traffic be expedited, however if that is not possible then I 
would support the current Blue (A-E-C) route. 

Your comment is noted. The project is needed because population growth 
within the central portion of Collin County has caused increases in current 
and forecasted traffic volumes that exceed the capacity of US 380 between 
Coit Road and FM 1827, leading to increased congestion, reduced mobility, 
and higher crash rates compared to other similar roadways in the region. 
The purpose of the proposed action is to manage congestion, improve 
east-west mobility, and improve safety. More information about the 
purpose and need for the project is available in Section 1.0 of the DEIS 
starting on page 1-1.  
 
Even if all the planned roadways in Collin County, including the Outer Loop, 
are built, existing US 380 will continue to experience a failing level of 
service in the future. The regional model shows that both east to west 
freeways are needed to relieve congestion. 

1547  3/15/2023 Michele A. Hunter Email 

Dear Mr. Endres,  
I am writing to voice my support for Route A. I am sure you are well versed 
in all of the reasons why this would be the ideal route. First I would like to 
quote TXDOT's own EIS report. 
1) It would require the least amount of new right of way. 
2) It would not displace any community facilities. For example, ManeGait, 
an organization of the utmost importance to the Collin county community 
which would unduly be impacted by the alternate B route. 
3) Results in the least number of noise receptors with substantial noise 
level increases. 
4) Be the least impactful on flood plains and regulatory floodways. 
5 )Minimize the conversion of farmland. 
6) Meet the project Purpose and Need. 
Additionally, Prosper has continued to develop as a master planned 
community with the idea that US380 would be a freeway, changing the 
route to cut through a significant portion of Prosper would 
disproportionately affect the Town of Prosper's commercial real estate, and 
new developments which support its tax base. This would in turn have 
other down stream effects on Town parks, schools, students, teachers, and 
residents. I implore you to make a final decision regarding this bypass and 
stick with the blue route as recommended by TXDOT's own EIS study. 
Continued delay and discussion has significantly and negatively affected 
the Collin County community. Thanks for reading! Sincerely, 
Michele A. Hunter 
420 Columbian Ct. 
Prosper, TX 75025 
Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android 

Your comment and support of Segment A is noted.  
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1548  3/8/2023 Michele Lumley Email 

Mr Stephen Endres, 
Texas Department of Transportation, 
4777 East Highway 80, 
Mesquite, TX 75150-6643 
Dear Mr Endres, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I am strongly OPPOSED to 
the construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost 
less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer 
businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 
Stonebridge Ranch residents as well as the thousands of citizens 
throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the 
preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Regards, 
Michele Lumley 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1549  4/20/2023 Michelle B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A. Segment B will cost less and displace fewer 
residents/businesses in Collin County. It is the overall best choice for the 
380 Bypass. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 

1550  3/12/2023 
Michelle Gladden 

Snyder 
Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from Michelle Gladden Snyder's iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1551  2/18/2023 
Michelle 
Gonzalez 

Email 

Hello, I hope this finds you well! I am writing to express my dismay over the 
consideration of segment C for focus area 3 of the US380 extension; 
attachment to ensure you know which I mean. Segment C would be 
devastating to many important community resources, including the Block 
family therapeutic riding center that also serves as a community center, 
church and sanctuary for many in the community. In addition, segment C 
would unnecessarily destroy so many other businesses and residences, 
displacing good people and businesses who are valued in the community. I 
am in favor of Segment D, which minimizes the negative impact of what is 
a necessary highway expansion. Thank you for your time and 
consideration! Concerned citizen, 
Michelle Gonzalez 
407-924-9230  
Mfrances.gonzalez@gmail.com 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted.  
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1552  2/27/2023 Michelle Harp Email 

Hello! 
I live in Collin county and I strongly oppose the C option for the 380 bypass 
in NE McKinney. I support option D. Thank you for your help in this! Thanks! 
Michelle Harp 
214-708-3936 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. 

1553  4/20/2023 Michelle M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

My home will not be directly affected by the 380 decision, but I am strongly 
OPPOSED to option A. It does not make sense to spend significantly more 
money on an option that is too far east of where the traffic is coming from. 
Apart from Prosper digging in their heels, it is beyond my comprehension 
that all this extra money is being spent to keep them happy. The negative 
impact is far more significant to McKinney in terms of loss of existing 
homes and businesses and it still won’t solve the problem. The A segment 
will solve the problem and at a lower expense to the tax payers. It is 
incumbent upon all decision makers to serve the needs of the community 
in the most effective and financially responsible manner possible. Option A 
will accomplish neither. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. According to Section 
3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, Segment A potentially 
displaces two residences and Segment B would potentially displace four 
residences. Segment A would potentially displace 14 businesses, including 
business being built at the time of EIS drafting, and Segment B would 
potentially displace none.  
 
The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing 
congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety.  
 
The preliminary cost estimate for each segment is one of the many factors 
TxDOT considered when determining the Preferred Alternative, as shown in 
Figure 2-13 of the DEIS. As final design continues, cost estimates will be 
updated, and will factor in the costs of right-of-way acquisition. Impacts to 
future developments will also be re-evaluated. It is important to note that 
these costs are high-level estimates, using the information available now.  

1554  4/20/2023 Michelle N 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B!!!!!! Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1555  3/9/2023 Michelle Payne Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Michelle Payne 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. It is important to note Segment A has fewer potential home 
displacements in comparison to Segment B and results in fewer impacts to 
planned future residential homes.   
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1556  3/15/2023 Michelle Weston Email 

Mr. Endres, 
I am a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX and strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost 
less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer 
businesses and homes and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 
Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. Since Segment A makes the most sense for McKinney and its 
residents, I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Michelle Weston 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1557  2/28/2023 Mike Ambroziak Online 

No to Segment A, Yes to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

1558  3/28/2023 Mike Artwick Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Mike Artwick 
2516 Ariel Cove 
McKinney, TX 75072 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1559  4/7/2023 Mike Bell Email 

Any consideration of releasing the US380 By-Pass traffic back on to 380 
East of Custer Road is illogical, dangerous, and is a waste of taxpayers' 
money. The chosen route displaces more residences and businesses, cost 
more, and is much more dangerous to drivers. Even with the overpass 
suggested (which 3 years ago TXDOT said was not needed) Custer 
intersection will be even more overwhelmed. Please reconsider the current 
plans to dump traffic East of Custer and create a path that will accomplish 
the goal of congestion relief, improve traffic flows, reduce accidents, and 
support the needs of drivers of Collin County and Texas. Please consider 
logic in lieu of politics in your final decision. Regards, Mike Bell 
(214) 578-1703 
Mike Bell 
"Taking Care of Business" 
mbell_tx@msn.com 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. Results of traffic 
analysis can be found in Appendix I of the DEIS and on the Segment 
Analysis Matrix. Our comparison of Segments A and B showed that there 
was not a substantial difference in traffic metrics such as travel times, 
travel speeds, and Level of Service. 
 
According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, 
Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B would 
potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially displace 
14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
 
The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing 
congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. If 
constructed, the project would adhere to current design standards and 
address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. The freeway 
design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from driveways and other 
roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be available 
at signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of 
conflict points. 
 
While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during 
its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through 
a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, 
municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue 
Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  

1560  4/20/2023 Mike Bull Email 

To whom it may concern: 
As a McKinney homeowner, Segment A would be detrimental to me 
personally because of an ongoing battle with PTSD having to do with the 
events of 9/11 which I was present for at the time. The construction and 
noise would be detrimental to my mental and physical health. I have also 
listed other factors that should be considered.   
 
Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted.   
 
Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 
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1561  3/8/2023 Mike Bundick Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1562  4/20/2023 Mike G 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A Plan. Yes to Segment B Plan which is less disruptive to 
property and business owners, and less expensive to taxpayers. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1563  4/20/2023 Mike G 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

There are several problems associated with high vehicle traffic through 
residential areas, including: 
1. Safety concerns: High traffic volume can increase the risk of accidents 
and collisions, especially in residential areas where there may be more 
pedestrians, children, and bicyclists. 
2. Noise pollution: The constant noise from vehicles can be disruptive and 
stressful for residents, affecting their quality of life and health. 
3. Air pollution: Vehicles emit harmful pollutants, including particulate 
matter and nitrogen oxides, which can negatively impact air quality in 
residential areas and lead to health problems. 
4. Reduced property values: High traffic volume can reduce property 
values, making it more difficult for homeowners to sell their homes or get a 
fair price for their property. 
5. Increased traffic congestion: High traffic volume can lead to increased 
traffic congestion, making it more difficult for residents to get in and out of 
their neighborhoods, as well as making it difficult for emergency vehicles to 
respond quickly to calls. 
6. Increased wear and tear on roads: High traffic volume can increase the 
wear and tear on roads, leading to more frequent repairs and 
maintenance, which can be costly for local governments and taxpayers. 
The Texas DOT should ethically limit high traffic to commercial areas West 
of Stonebridge Ranch and Custer Road. Protect the citizens living in 
residential areas. 
Re 

Your comment is noted. The traffic and safety analysis, completed during 
the EIS process, indicates that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets 
the criteria of managing congestion, improving east-west mobility, and 
improving safety. If constructed, the project would adhere to current design 
standards and address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. 
The freeway design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from 
driveways and other roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns 
will only be available at signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby 
reducing the number of conflict points. 
 
Changes in property values are driven by the value associated with site-
specific factors such as accessibility, safety, noise, visual amenities, 
proximity to shopping, community cohesion, and business productivity. 
TxDOT cannot reasonably foresee how any of these factors will impact 
property values. 
 
An EIS is a multi-year environmental review process, guided by State and 
Federal requirements, that provides the most rigorous analysis conducted 
by TxDOT of proposed alternatives and their environmental impacts. Any 
TxDOT environmental document, such as the one created for this study, 
must meet standards required by TxDOT policy to comply with Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) NEPA compliance procedures and Title 43, 
Chapter 2 of the Texas Administrative Code. More information about the 
necessary steps to identify and address community impacts on a TxDOT 
project can be found at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-
info/env/toolkit/710-01-gui.pdf. 
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1564  2/24/2023 Mike Glatz Online 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B.  As a homeowner and citizen of 
McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 
support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 
380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted.  

1565  4/5/2023 Mike Grimes Email 

Sir, 
I write to express my position with regard to the TXDOT selection of 
Segment A over Segment B as their “preferred alignment “- Please get a 
grip. Not only does Segment A make much more sense in routing & 
drivability, Segment A reportedly displaces fewer private properties and is 
projected to cost some $150 million dollars less than Segment B. I know 
you can not please everyone, but the choice of Segment A just makes one 
heck of a lot more sense. Thanks for offering this extension to the 
comment period. Regards, 
Mike Grimes 
5505 Port Vale Drive 
McKinney, TX 

Your comment is noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in 
Appendix K of the DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences 
and Segment B would potentially displace four residences. Segment A 
would potentially displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially 
displace none. 
 
The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing 
congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. If 
constructed, the project would adhere to current design standards and 
address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. The freeway 
design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from driveways and other 
roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be available 
at signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of 
conflict points. 
 
While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during 
its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through 
a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, 
municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue 
Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  

1566  3/7/2023 Mike Kohl Online 

I’m asking TXDOT to please reconsider their decision on Plan A for the 380 
bypass.  There are a number of different factors to play in my request first 
and foremost is the exponentially higher impact to restaurants and 
businesses in the 380 Corredor. There are new, revenue generating 
businesses being built today, which will be negatively impacted by this 
buildout.  This will cause a substantial tax loss to the state and to the city 
of McKinney. Second, the overall additional cost ($200M in 2023 dollars) 
for Plan A is bound to swell before the first shovel load of dirt is dug.  This 
is an ad cost to the taxpayers that is totally unnecessary and it’s not a 
judicious use of our tax dollars. By either choosing Plan B or, by actually 
building out an “outer loop” which bypasses 380 altogether, one which will 
connect the DNT to 75, TXDOT can develop a much more efficient and cost 
effective way of alleviating the traffic problems now and in the future. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. Even if all the 
planned roadways in Collin County, including the Outer Loop, are built, 
existing US 380 will continue to experience a failing level of service in the 
future. The regional model shows that both east to west freeways are 
needed to relieve congestion. 
 
The preliminary cost estimate for each segment is one of the many factors 
TxDOT considered when determining the Preferred Alternative, as shown in 
Figure 2-13 of the DEIS. As final design continues, cost estimates will be 
updated, and will factor in the costs of right-of-way acquisition. Impacts to 
future developments will also be re-evaluated. It is important to note that 
these costs are high-level estimates, using the information available now.  
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1567  4/17/2023 Mike Kohl Email 

Mr Endres:    
I am writing you to provide feedback on TXDOT’s decision for Option A. 
Personally,  I don’t get it.  As a taxpayer and businessman,  why would the 
State choose an option which will cost AT LEAST $200M more than Option 
B. This is a direct cost to the taxpayers in a time economically is not 
prudent.  The disruption,  the safety factor of having a lack of access to 
normal entry/access as well as safety vehicles baffles me. Frankly, none of 
the options make sense in dealing with a traffic problem which is currently 
being generated and will substantially increase 4-5 miles west of the area. 
The bulk of the traffic that will be generated in the very near future (from 
the PGA,  Universal Studios and North Texas State) will need to be diverted 
long before drivers reach either option. Equally important is the increased 
sound impact to our neighborhood in Tucker Hill. A recent study was done 
by our neighbors showed that even with a suppressed bypass, the noise 
levels will exceed those which are considered reasonable. This was 
performed by one of our neighbors and shows the noise impact of a SIX 
lane suppressed highway and the noise impact created :  
https://youtu.be/-YwQ9dAce4o.  This noise will only increase with the 
additional two lanes and will severely impact our ability to enjoy our 
neighborhood and our livelihood on our front porches,  which a number of 
neighbors use on a regular basis.  I personally will be impacted as I work 
from home and the substantially increased noise will negatively affect the 
way I am able to conduct my business. Again, NONE of the options make 
sense.  The issue need to be addressed by a true outer loop around 
McKinney and Prosper that truly and effectively takes the future traffic 
away from these areas. Respectfully, 
Mike Kohl 
2513 Pearl Street 
McKinney, TX 75071 
Sent from my iPhone without spellcheck 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. The project is needed 
because population growth within the central portion of Collin County has 
caused increases in current and forecasted traffic volumes that exceed the 
capacity of US 380 between Coit Road and FM 1827, leading to increased 
congestion, reduced mobility, and higher crash rates compared to other 
similar roadways in the region. The purpose of the proposed action is to 
manage congestion, improve east-west mobility, and improve safety. More 
information about the purpose and need for the project is available in 
Section 1.0 of the DEIS starting on page 1-1.  
 
Even if all the planned roadways in Collin County, including the Outer Loop, 
are built, existing US 380 will continue to experience a failing level of 
service in the future. The regional model shows that both east to west 
freeways are needed to relieve congestion. 
 
TxDOT is also conducting a schematic design and environmental study for 
US 380 to the east from Teel Parkway/Championship Drive to west of 
Lakewood Drive in Collin and Denton Counties . Routes being considered 
include a freeway along the existing US 380.  More information about that 
project can be found at https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/projects/us-
highways/us-380-from-teel-parkwaychampionship-drive-to-west-of-
lakewood-drive-prosperfri.  
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill. It is important to note that TxDOT is already 
proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by depressing the 
mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 
to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers.  

1568  3/7/2023 Mike Mikula Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Mike Mikula 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1569  2/6/2023 
Mike Owen 

Materials, LLC 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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1570  3/9/2023 Mike Paley Email (2) 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1571  2/16/2023 Mike Skorcz Comment Form 

Why isn't the county utilizing the Collin County Outer Loop for this bypass? 
Most of the traffic on 380 is for local businesses which continues to grow 
and develop. The Bypass will not alleviate traffic on 380. What's to prevent 
traffic bypassing on Wilmeth Rd from Hwy 75 to Ridge Road? What 
happened to option B? 

The project is needed because population growth within the central portion 
of Collin County has caused increases in current and forecasted traffic 
volumes that exceed the capacity of US 380 between Coit Road and FM 
1827, leading to increased congestion, reduced mobility, and higher crash 
rates compared to other similar roadways in the region. The purpose of the 
proposed action is to manage congestion, improve east-west mobility, and 
improve safety. More information about the purpose and need for the 
project is available in Section 1.0 of the DEIS starting on page 1-1. You can 
find information about the traffic analysis conducted for the Blue 
Alternative in the DEIS. Please reference the Alternatives Analysis Matrix in 
Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. 
 
Even if all the planned roadways in Collin County, including the Outer Loop, 
are built, existing US 380 will continue to experience a failing level of 
service in the future. The regional model shows that both east to west 
freeways are needed to relieve congestion. 
 
Some of TxDOT's top considerations in choosing Segment A over Segment 
B, because Segment A: 
-Displaces fewer homes in comparison to Segment B  
-Results in fewer impacts to planned future residential homes  
-Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west 
of Custer Road  
-Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment 
-Avoids impact to ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the 
subject of substantial public concern  
-Requires acquisition of less ROW than Segment B  
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1572  3/15/2023 Mike Skorcz Online 

Comment uploaded 
380 Bypass comments 
Option A should be pushed further to the west. There is unpopulated land 
just west of the proposed option A. Doing this would ease noise and 
potential through traffic to the Wilmeth Ridge community. It would also 
space this out from the Ridge Road / Wilmeth Road intersection which is 
likely to have increased traffic and congestion as a result of it’s proximity to 
the option A route. Option B was my preference, and a better compromise 
would be to push opt A further west. I do not believe the planned bypass 
will ease congestion on the existing 380 corridor (University Drive) as most 
of the traffic is local business traffic which is on the increase as a result of 
rapid business expansion along with unchecked population growth and 
residential expansion in the area.  Look at 380 through Denton as an 
example. Rather than a bypass it seems a complete separate E-W route 
further north where the expansion is occurring is needed along with E-W 
arteries that also supplement the Collin Co. Outer Loop. The lesson to be 
learned is that of proper city and urban planning which the county and 
surrounding communities have failed to do. We are not properly managing 
the rapid population growth and as a result we find ourselves with 
infrastructure challenges like we have with roads and traffic. Next up will 
be water and sewage. We already have a challenged electric grid. Please 
get smart about managing growth and put together a comprehensive plan 
for the county with proper city planning before allowing developers to go 
hog wild building all over the place in a seemingly willy-nilly ad-hoc fashion 
with little consideration to infrastructure and community bliss.   

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. The Wilmeth Ridge subdivision is a little more than a quarter mile 
away from the proposed freeway frontage roads. Constraints, such as 
future developments, would exist in the area west of Segment A.  Please 
reference the constraints map and development heat map made available 
at the Public Hearing.  
 
Even if all the planned roadways in Collin County, including the Outer Loop, 
are built, existing US 380 will continue to experience a failing level of 
service in the future. The regional model shows that both east to west 
freeways are needed to relieve congestion. 
 
The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing 
congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. Results of 
traffic analysis can be found in Appendix I of the DEIS and on the Segment 
Analysis Matrix. 



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

1573  2/6/2023 Mike/Lori Swim 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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1574  3/11/2023 Mildred Salas Online 

I live in on off the communities that is going to be impacted for this project, 
I completely oppose to segment A. Our lives will change dramatically if 
segment A is built. Yes to segment B! 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1575  3/14/2023 Mindy B West Email 

Hello, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Mindy B West 
(972) 804-3700 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1576  3/16/2023 Miracle Scott 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1577  2/22/2023 Missy McPherson Online 

I do not believe that Segment C is the best option. it displaces over 29 
residences and 15 businesses as well as 7 much needed community 
resources.  I also have a grave concern about the impact on the few 
remining forests and wetlands in the area. The Texas Parks and Wildlife 
department prefers Segment D. We need to consider factors such as these 
when we are considering building large areas of traffic. 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences.  
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
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D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 
2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies that can 
be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-
gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as 
provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on impacts 
to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and fish and 
wildlife species.  TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the 
impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things 
TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, 
the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the 
Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation 
strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections 
to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from 
streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill 
material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation 
credits from stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the US and wetlands.    

1578  4/20/2023 Monica C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to Segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1579  4/20/2023 Monica W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Oppose segment A! Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
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1580  4/20/2023 Monte S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Tucker Hill was designed to be a “Front Porch” community with neighbors 
sitting outside and enjoying conversation… TxDot has stated there will not 
be any sound barriers in front but have not commented on sound from 
East side of encroaching expressway. We will be hit on TWO sides!! Noise 
decibel levels will be much higher than recommended due to increased 
speeds & no stop lights!! Any wrecks will cause TH residents extreme 
hardships getting home to backed up traffic from Ridge or Stonebridge!! 
“B”” Route is less costly, less noise, less destruction of 
homes/neighborhoods/sound/construction/environment/business!!!! 

Your comment, support of Segment B and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in 
several areas, including Tucker Hill. It is important to note that TxDOT is 
already proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by 
depressing the mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch 
neighborhoods to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers. 
 
According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, 
Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B would 
potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially displace 
14 businesses, including business being built at the time of EIS drafting, 
and Segment B would potentially displace none.  

1581  3/6/2023 Monte Self Online 

I am against route A since it cost $200M + more than route B.  B affects 
fewer homes & businesses!  A face to face is needed to explain the true 
reason for route A.   Resident, that deals in noise issues, has recorded 
higher decibels at varying times than your study!  It is difficult to 
understand why future residences are more important than existing 
residences.  The existing 380 should be a Business Route like most cities 
have and A will only lead to a more congestion due to increased population 
in NW McKinney & North traveling traffic North/South to 380!  A causes 
more congestion, noise, pollution, costs $200,000,000+ higher. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative, which is a combination of 
Segments A, E, and C, as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the 
technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly 
reviewing evaluation matrices. The decision is informed by both a 
qualitative and quantitative analysis. 
 
Refer to Section 2.4 in the DEIS for an explanation of why the Blue 
Alternative was selected over the other Build Alternatives. For more 
information, please reference the Alternatives Analysis Matrix in the DEIS 
in Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. You may also view the Segment Analysis 
Matrix on the Public Hearing website at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.   
 
According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, 
Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B would 
potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially displace 
14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
 
The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing 
congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. If 
constructed, the project would adhere to current design standards and 
address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. The freeway 
design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from driveways and other 
roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be available 
at signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of 
conflict points. 
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1582  4/19/2023 Monte Self Email 

Stephen Endres,  
After reading the following comments I felt they were so deeply true that I 
had to send them for answers and to share my opinion as a Native of 
McKinney!! 
"As a McKinney homeowner, I believe in selecting Segment A for the 380 
bypass, TxDOT will do harm to a significant percentage of McKinney 
residents and will demonstrate significant fiscal irresponsibility. This 
decision is made more egregious with the existence of a viable lower 
impact alternative. It appears irrefutable that Segment B is the better 
alternative and that there are serious flaws in the conclusions reached by 
TxDOT and in the underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS). 
 
Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  
 
Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

1583  3/16/2023 Motomi Hopkins 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1584  3/13/2023 Mounira Roberts Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1585  3/16/2023 Mukesh Sharma 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1586  4/2/2023 Myron Semrad Email 

Mr. Endres, I strongly oppose Segment C of the subject bypass - and 
support Segment D.  Thank you for your consideration. 
Myron Semrad 
Richardson, TX 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted.  

1587  4/5/2023 N H Online 

I live on Wittenburg Drive in Mckinney in the Wilmeth Ridge community, 
which is just south of where the proposed bypass will curve southward 
from Bloomdale road. I am concerned about the noise and dust that will 
come from construction and traffic that will follow. I would prefer a non-B 
route. Please consider significant sound barriers wherever the path of this 
highway will end up. This highway will go through a quiet and peaceful area 
of the city full of natural wildlife and waterways. I had my house built 3 
years ago, and had I known of this proposal, I wouldn't have invested as 
much into this area. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment B is noted. TxDOT will continue 
to work with adjacent property owners and stakeholders through final 
design to minimize impacts to adjacent properties and neighborhoods, as 
feasible.  
 
A traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA)–approved) Guidelines for Analysis and 
Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise. Existing 
sound level measurements were collected at noise-sensitive areas, and 
noise modeling software was used to predict what noise levels could be 
expected in 2050. Noise mitigation would not be considered reasonable 
and feasible at your location per TxDOT Guidelines.  

1588  3/9/2023 Nadyne Barker Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Nadyne Barker 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1589  3/15/2023 Nam Quan Online 

Less environmental impact. Less impact on surrounding businesses. Less 
expensive. It confounds me why TxDOT's preference is for Segment A as 
opposed to B. That huge massive bedrock at the front of Tucker Hill will 
skyrocket the proposed Segment A's actual cost. I have not seen any type 
of clear cut reason why A is the preferred route, but often times politics get 
in the way and the little people have no power against those with money. 
While I haven't accepted that A is the winner, I do want to make sure that 
everyone involved has the best interest in mind of those who are more 
closely affected, namely those who reside in Tucker Hill. Sound walls, a 
natural tree-line sound barrier. McKinney, after all, is supposedly unique by 
nature. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. Some of TxDOT's top 
considerations in choosing Segment A over Segment B, because Segment 
A: 
-Displaces fewer homes in comparison to Segment B  
-Results in fewer impacts to planned future residential homes  
-Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west 
of Custer Road  
-Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment 
-Avoids impact to ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the 
subject of substantial public concern  
-Requires acquisition of less ROW than Segment B  
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1590  2/20/2023 
Nan Beth 
Campbell 

Email 

Dear Mr. Endres -  
New roads to support our rapidly growing communities are important.  At 
the same time, it is equally important to minimize the impact of these new 
roads on existing residents.  I believe that using route D for the 380 By-
pass is the best decision that balances these 2 competing interests. The 
other routes will impact more homes, the therapeutic riding center, and a 
honeybee facility - important community resource.  I strongly encourage 
following the route D plan. Thank you.  Nan Campbell 

Your comment and support of Segment D is noted.  

1591  3/7/2023 Nancy Email (2) 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1592  3/16/2023 Nancy Balli 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1593  4/20/2023 Nancy G 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Please do not destroy the Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods. And, save tax 
payers millions of dollars by going with A instead of B. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1594  3/13/2023 Nancy Gerstner Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1595  4/20/2023 Nancy J 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to segment A! YES to segment B!!! Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1596  2/22/2023 Nancy Lawrence Online 

As a resident of Stonebridge Ranch, I am highly opposed to the choice of 
Segment A. Segment B would cost tax payers less money, and avoid 
displacing 15 businesses. With segment A, the noise would be increased 
for already established homes in Stonebridge Ranch as opposed to new 
developments that haven't been build yet in Prosper. We have paid years of 
taxes in McKinney and  now our home will be impacted by increased traffic 
on Stonebridge Road and highway noise.  

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1597  4/20/2023 Nancy P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

We just moved from McKinney, we have many friends there and go there a 
lot. How could you build this road and not build a wall question mark 

TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill. It is important to note that TxDOT is already 
proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by depressing the 
mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 
to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers. 
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1598  4/18/2023 Nancy Preston Email 

To whom it may concern, 
I am resubmitting my comments on the TXDOT’s recommendation of 
Segment A over segment B in light of new information.  Is it true that either 
Bill Darling or associates of the Darling company used 43 empty lots in 
Tucker Hill to impersonate residents of Tucker Hill and misrepresent what 
those actually living in Tucker Hill desire?  It is quite concerning if your 
voice is multiplied many times over due to wealth.  
Segment A appears to have 2 90 degree turns that segment B does not 
have. Is there any data supporting increased safety issues when highways 
have 90 degree turns?  Did TXDOT consider this in their decision?  
Is it true that TXDOT shifted Segment A closer to Tucker Hill to protect 
future development?  Are current residents not more important? 
Is it true that the air pollution study did not take into account the average 
wind speeds for the area? 
I am appalled by the fiscal irresponsibility of choosing Segment A when 
there is an alternative that is significantly less expensive. Some of the pros 
and cons of Segment A vs Segment B can be subjective, but comparing the 
actual cost between the two is pretty objective and how to you justify the 
cost? 
Thank you, 
Nancy Preston 
Sent from my iPad 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A and support of Segment B, is 
noted. While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT 
during its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected 
through a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the 
public, municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the 
Blue Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices. 
 
The design for Segment A meets the criteria outlined in TxDOT's Roadway 
Design Manual, including stopping sight distance. Similar freeway curves 
can be found in the region including President George Bush Turnpike and I-
35 interchange. 
 
The Segment A shift that was presented as a possible alternative design at 
the Public Hearing did not shift the proposed right-of-way for the freeway 
along the existing US 380 to the south of Tucker Hill. The freeway proposed 
right-of-way was shifted on the curve on the east side of Tucker Hill by 
approximately zero to 115 feet to the north and west. This is approximately 
a minimum of 800 feet from any Tucker Hill residence. 
 
 
The CAL3QHC air dispersion model parameters used in the Carbon 
Monoxide Traffic Air Quality Analysis (CO TAQA) are specified in the TxDOT 
Environmental Guide: Volume 2 Activity Instructions (DEIS Appendix P, CO 
TAQA Technical Report, Table 12). The wind speed used was one meter per 
second (m/s), equivalent to 2.24 miles per hour. 
 
The preliminary cost estimate for each segment is one of the many factors 
TxDOT considered when determining the Preferred Alternative, as shown in 
Figure 2-13 of the DEIS. As final design continues, these will be updated. It 
is important to note that these costs are high-level estimates, using the 
information available now. 

1599   Nancy Robertson Comment Form 

Many feel this was a political decision forced upon by Jerry Jones and the 
Darling family. A shame that the Darlings made 100's of thousands of 
dollars in Stonebridge Ranch and now could careless about the future of 
our masterplan community and our home values! Shameful! 

Your comment is noted.  

1600  4/20/2023 Nancy S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
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1601  2/17/2023 Nancy Spaans Email 

Mr. Endres,  
As a realtor, I will definitely benefit from the 380 bypass and it will save 
time and money when I am doing business in that area in the future. I fear 
for my life every time I have to get on the existing 380 so will definitely save 
a lot of stress as well. While I am completely in favor of the new bypass, in 
looking at the options, I would really prefer that Option D is the choice for 
the road. This option displaces fewer people/animals/lifestyles and is the 
better route. Option C disrupts the home and community resource of the 
Veloz family (in particular) along with the bees which are a great 
environmental resource. It just makes sense to disrupt as little as possible 
for as many as possible. Thank you for your time and consideration. 
Note: Texas Law requires all real estate licensees give the following 
information about brokerage services  
https://media.ebby.com/iabs/?0597407 
Regards, 
Nancy Spaans 
Ebby Halliday Realtors® 
Cell: 214.850.3583 
nancyspaans@ebby.com 

Your comment, support of the project and preference for Segment D is 
noted.  

1602  3/17/2023 Nancy Stogsdill Online 

I strongly oppose the  Segment “B” option. The proper route is Segment “A” 
east of Tucker Hill and this decision should remain as supported by the EIS. 

Your comment, support of Segment A, and opposition of Segment B is 
noted.  
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1603  2/16/2023 Nansi Stretcher Email 

Stephen, 
I am writing in opposition to the current alternative to the proposed road 
bypass for US 380 from Coid Rd to 1827.  Specifically, the proposed "Blue 
Alternative", which includes segments A+E+C, which will result in major 
disruption to residences, businesses and wildlife.   
Segment C should be avoided because it: 
• Causes more disruptions and displacements: Affects 29 residences, 15 
businesses and 7 community resources; compared to 7 residences, 4 
businesses, and 0 community resources for Segment D 
• Destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodlands within one of the 
largest remaining forests in central Collin County 
• Disturbs more wetland ecosystems that serve as a refuge for wildlife and 
are a suitable habitat for several threatened species (as determined by 
TxDOT). 
• Opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife (prefers Segment D) 
• Worse traffic performance as expressed by lower traffic capacity, longer 
travel times, slower travel speeds, and more elevation changes. 
Thank you for your consideration, 
Nansi Stretcher 

Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted. According to the 
addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D (with the Spur 399 
interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 businesses, while 
Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would potentially displace 19 
businesses. Segment D would potentially displace seven residences, while 
Segment C would potentially displace 10 residences. In order to determine 
the number of displacements, TxDOT used Collin County Appraisal District 
(CCAD) data to review each potentially acquired parcel and anticipated 
displacement to determine the address, residence type and appurtenant, 
appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or covered parking structures are 
not included in the displacement count. Buildings are considered as 
potential direct displacements if the proposed ROW physically intersects 
the existing structure. Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community 
facilities would be displaced by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new 
right-of-way would not be acquired from any community facility either. More 
details about community facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix 
K in the DEIS. Community facilities are defined as a physical feature 
provided – either by the municipality as a public service or by a private 
entity – within the community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, 
places of worship, community centers, post office, library, etc.). The EIS 
evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources within 
the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including any 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
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approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
The proposed US 380 project could influence future land use changes 
within the Area of Influence (AOI) (defined in Section 3.15.2 of the DEIS); 
however, new and planned residential developments are more likely to 
influence changes in land use patterns, changes in land cover, and induce 
growth within the AOI than construction of any of the roadway segments. 
According to input from the City of McKinney, the proposed project would 
support future commercial and industrial development around Segment C; 
however, the proposed project would not be the primary factor considered 
in making land use decisions in the area. 
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 
2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies that can 
be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-
gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as 
provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on impacts 
to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and fish and 
wildlife species.  TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the 
impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things 
TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, 
the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the 
Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation 
strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections 
to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from 
streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill 
material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation 
credits from stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the US and wetlands.   
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

1604  3/15/2023 Narendra Morum Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Narendra Morum 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

1605  3/10/2023 Natalia Abramyan Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Natalia Abramyan 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1606  2/26/2023 Natalie McShane Online 

Oppose segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. 

1607  2/17/2023 Natalie Tramel Email 

Hello,  
Please consider Route D, and when doing so please consider what the 
forested area and open land with trees and shrubbery does for the 
environment, the air quality, the ecosystem of the area. Do not make the 
same mistakes other  counties have. Please consider Route D. Regards,  
Natalie 

Your comment and support of Segment D is noted.  

1608  4/20/2023 Nate K 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Iption A puts a freeway within throwing distance of my house. Will ruin all 
the value we\'ve worked so hard to achieve in Mckinney. I don\'t like the 
idea of a bypass at all. But option B is my choice 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1609  4/20/2023 Neil J 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A. Yes to Segment B. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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1610  4/3/2023 
Nicholas 
Nordman 

Online 

I agree with TXDOTS recommended route A over Route B. As a resident of 
Prosper I feel it’s only write to talk about my opposition to Route B. Due to 
the current building Ladera and Manegate location as well as Founder 
Academy. Route B would cause the most damage to current and future 
homes. not to mention taking out and active adult community which 
services senior Citizens. Also Maingate services veterans and children with 
disabilities. This is also a vital group that needs these services. Founders 
Academy would be within a 150 feet of the overpass on route B over 
Custer next to their playground. On top of this Prosper has outlined their 
master plan for all roads in prosper and route B would drastically go 
against all Prosper has done and planned for the future.  

Your comment, support of Segment A, and opposition of Segment B is 
noted.  TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative as its Preferred Alternative, 
which includes Segment A along the existing US 380 in Prosper. This 
means that the new location portion of the freeway would not diverge from 
the existing US 380 into the Town of Prosper. 

1611  
3/14/2023 
3/28/2023 

Nicholas Pitts Email (2) 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

1612  2/6/2023 Nick Rodriguez 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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1613  4/20/2023 Nick S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

My grandmother is looking at moving in the area and closing on a house 
and this will cause severe issues for response times to her not with 
standing it will also depreciate the value of the home tremendously by 
putting an interstate right next to it. I don’t appreciate people getting 
special treatment just because they’re on other boards and they’re on the 
cake because they’re getting a rub “money to not have this road put in 
where it belongs that’s on acceptable. 

Your comment is noted. The traffic and safety analysis, completed during 
the EIS process, indicates that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets 
the criteria of managing congestion, improving east-west mobility, and 
improving safety. According to Section 3.6.3.3 of the DEIS, TxDOT will 
coordinate with emergency responders to prevent disruptions in service 
during phased construction of the proposed project and will develop a 
traffic management plan as discussed further in Section 3.17. The 
proposed grade separated interchanges and intersection improvements 
(including U-turns) along the proposed frontage roads would reduce 
congestion at major cross-streets allowing emergency vehicles to bypass 
traffic lights, shortening transit times through the Study Area.  
 
Changes in property values are driven by the value associated with site-
specific factors such as accessibility, safety, noise, visual amenities, 
proximity to shopping, community cohesion, and business productivity. 
TxDOT cannot reasonably foresee how any of these factors will impact 
property values. 
 
While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during 
its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through 
a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, 
municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue 
Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  

1614  3/10/2023 Nicole Kietzke Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Thank you , 
Nicole kietzke 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1615  4/20/2023 Nicole M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1616  4/5/2023 
Nicole 

MacFadden 
Email 

No to 380 bypass on route A  
6236 Rocca Valle Dr, McKinney, TX 75071 
nicole MacFadden 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
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1617  3/14/2023 Nicole Rohrer Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Nicole Rohrer 
214-208-7588 
 Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1618  3/9/2023 Nikah Hart Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Thank you, 
Nikah Hart 
Concerned Stonebridge La Cima Haven resident 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1619  3/28/2023 Noel Hernandez Email 

Dear Mr Endres, 
I have lived in the same home adjacent to HWY 380 for 17 years. Though I 
have embraced the change and growth, I do not welcome the added noise 
pollution and traffic the proposed segment A of the 380 bypass. I feel that 
this route is taking advantage of the current and established 
neighborhoods while leaving less developed areas to the west unscathed. 
The effects on the quality of life as well as the reduction in property values 
of long term residents need to be considered. As a homeowner and citizen 
of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 
US 380 Bypass from Coit Roadto FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand 
TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax 
burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and 
result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and 
thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to 
implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from 
Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely 
Noel Hernandez 
Cell: 214-837-8819 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, 
indicates that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of 
managing congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. 
 
Changes in property values are driven by the value associated with site-
specific factors such as accessibility, safety, noise, visual amenities, 
proximity to shopping, community cohesion, and business productivity. 
TxDOT cannot reasonably foresee how any of these factors will impact 
property values. 
 
According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, 
Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B would 
potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially displace 
14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. None of 
the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing subdivisions. 

1620  4/20/2023 Noelle B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A. YES TO SEGMENT B. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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1621  4/20/2023 Noemi G 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1622  3/7/2023 Nola Miley Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Nola Miley 
1701 Woodway Drive 
McKinney, Texas 76071 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1623  2/25/2023 Norm Counts Email 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   
Norm Counts 
8700 Grand Haven 
McKinney Texas 75071 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted.  

1624  4/20/2023 Norm H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

This is stupid. Build an expressway north of here from Denton to past 
McKinney then drop down to I30. Another outer loop like 1642 in San 
Antonio. 

Your comment is noted. The project is needed because population growth 
within the central portion of Collin County has caused increases in current 
and forecasted traffic volumes that exceed the capacity of US 380 between 
Coit Road and FM 1827, leading to increased congestion, reduced mobility, 
and higher crash rates compared to other similar roadways in the region. 
The purpose of the proposed action is to manage congestion, improve 
east-west mobility, and improve safety. Even if all the planned roadways in 
Collin County, including the Outer Loop, are built, existing US 380 will 
continue to experience a failing level of service in the future. The regional 
model shows that both east to west freeways are needed to relieve 
congestion. More information about the purpose and need for the project is 
available in Section 1.0 of the DEIS starting on page 1-1.  
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1625  4/20/2023 Norma A 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A. Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1626  4/20/2023 Norma K 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A , Yes to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1627  4/6/2023 Norwood Wilder Email 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
I am writing regarding my opposition to HWY 380 Brown and Gold 
alternative routes (Segment B) due to immediate and long-term impacts to 
the Town of Prosper. Therefore, I fully support the Prosper Council 
Resolution 2021-34 passed on July 13, 2021, "…CONTINUE SUPPORTING 
THE TXDOT RECOMMENDED ALIGNMENT AS PRESENTED ON MAY 6, 2019, 
FOR U.S. HIGHWAY 380 WITHIN THE CORPORATE LIMITS OF THE TOWN; 
STRONGLY OPPOSING ANY PROPOSED ALIGNMENT CHANGE, INCLUDING 
THE NEW PROPOSED GOLD OR BROWN ALTERNATIVE SEGMENT B 
ALIGNMENTS AS PRESENTED IN TXDOT' S US 380 EIS SCHEMATIC 30% 
DESIGN AND WITHIN THE CORPORATE LIMITS OF THE TOWN OF PROSPER; 
OPPOSING SAID ALIGNMENTS BECAUSE THEY ARE IN CONFLICT WITH 
EXISTING AND FUTURE DEVELOPMENT ALONG SAID ALTERNATIVES, AS 
MORE FULLY DESCRIBED IN THIS RESOLUTION; FINDING THAT SAID 
ALIGNMENTS ARE NOT CONSISTENT WITH THE TOWN' S THOROUGHFARE 
PLAN AND CURRENT ALIGNMENT OF SAID ROADWAY; MAKING FINDINGS; 
AND PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE." I request that you also fully 
support this Resolution by strongly opposing any proposed alignment 
changes, including the new Gold and Brown alternative segment B 
alignments. Warmest Regards, 
Norwood Wilder 
2815 Majestic Prince St 
Celina, TX 75009 
CC: 
Texas House Representatives: Sanford, Holland, and Patterson Texas State 
Senator Springer Prosper Citizen Group Prosper ISD Board Prosper Town 
Council 
Regards, Woody 
Sent from Woody's iPhone 

Your comment and opposition of Segment B is noted. TxDOT selected the 
Blue Alternative as its Preferred Alternative, which includes Segment A 
along the existing US 380 in Prosper. There are multiple reasons why 
TxDOT has identified the Blue Alternative (Segments A, E, and C) as the 
Preferred Alternative. This reasoning is detailed in Section 2.4 of the DEIS. 
No final decision regarding an alignment will be made until TxDOT reviews 
and considers all timely public input.   

1628  4/20/2023 Octavian C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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1629  2/24/2023 Octavian Covaci Email 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   
Opposition to Segment A of the “Blue Alternative” is based on the following 
facts presented by TxDOT in their February 2023 Announcement: 
1. Segment A destroys 27 businesses, 12 displacements and 2 homes 
currently. It will likely be more than that by the time the project is 
constructed whereas Segment B destroys no business, 7 displacements, 
and 5 homes. 
2. The cost of Segment A right of way acquisition estimated today is 
$957.8 million compared to $888.8 million for Segment B. It is likely to 
reach more than $1 billion by the time the project is constructed based on 
current construction projects which are not counted in the current TxDOT 
estimates. 
3. The proposed Blue Alternative which includes Segment A calls for $120 
million from the City of McKinney for right of way acquisition which will be 
an unplanned tax burden to McKinney taxpayers. The amount of that tax 
burden quite likely will increase as the cost of ROW acquisitions and 
related expenses increase.  
4. Segment A will have a significant detrimental impact on Stonebridge 
Ranch and Tucker Hill which border the proposed construction of Segment 
A. It will create major traffic disruption, increased noise, and increased 
health and environmental problems, not to mention the impact on schools, 
morning and afternoon traffic, and school zones divided by US380 
Segment A. 
In addition this will negatively impact my property value and my health due 
to the noise/air pollution which will dramatically increase since my property 
is located at the corner of Custer and US380. Thank you for taking the time 
to consider this letter and my position. Sincerely 
Octavian Covaci 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
 
Right-of-way acquisition estimates were calculated using Collin County 
Appraisal District as a guide to come up with square footage cost. All right-
of-way acquisition would be completed in accordance with the Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, 
as amended. Brochures, including two booklets titled “The Purchase of 
Right of Way,” and “Relocation Assistance,” are available on the project 
website. These booklets contain detailed information to inform property 
owners of their rights and provide information about the TxDOT right-of-way 
acquisition process. Individual property acquisition cost and relocation 
assistance will be evaluated based on fair market value determined by an 
independent third-party appraiser.  
 
TxDOT is working closely with the City of McKinney to determine the cost of 
acquiring right-of-way. TxDOT will continue to assist the City in identifying 
funding opportunities. This project is currently partially funded for 
construction and cannot let for construction until funding is identified; 
however, right-of-way acquisition can proceed even if the project is not 
funded for construction.  
 
The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing 
congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. If 
constructed, the project would adhere to current design standards and 
address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. The freeway 
design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from driveways and other 
roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be available 
at signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of 
conflict points. 
 
A traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA)–approved) Guidelines for Analysis and 
Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise. Existing 
sound level measurements were collected at noise-sensitive areas, and 
noise modeling software was used to predict what noise levels could be 
expected in 2050.  In areas where a noise impact was projected to occur, 
noise barriers were evaluated for feasibility and reasonableness. A detailed 
technical report on the traffic noise analysis that was conducted can be 
found in Appendix R of the DEIS. 
 
TxDOT is proposing the following mitigation as part of the Preferred 
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Alternative identified in the draft EIS:   
-building sound barriers (noise walls) that do not exist today,  
-depressing the main lanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch 
neighborhoods to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers, and 
-providing local street crossings over the depressed section to provide 
connectivity between neighborhoods. 
 
Changes in property values are driven by the value associated with site-
specific factors such as accessibility, safety, noise, visual amenities, 
proximity to shopping, community cohesion, and business productivity. 
TxDOT cannot reasonably foresee how any of these factors will impact 
property values. 

1630  4/20/2023 Olga K 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1631  3/7/2023 Oliver Cromwell Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. The figures you 
presented at last years meeting showed Option A was millions of dollars 
less expensive than Option B. What has changed?  At the meeting no one 
could tell me how or why your figures changed. The only answers or 
reasons were, “its because of Main Gait" and that Option B went through 
the" Darling Homestead". These sir, are not reasons to spend millions more 
of tax payers money and disrupt hundreds more of households and 
businesses unnecessarily. SBR has over 9500 homes, which is the largest 
HOA in Texas and many of the residents are prepared to legally oppose this 
option. 
Thank You 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. Some of TxDOT's top considerations in choosing Segment A over 
Segment B, because Segment A: 
-Displaces fewer homes in comparison to Segment B  
-Results in fewer impacts to planned future residential homes  
-Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west 
of Custer Road  
-Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment 
-Avoids impact to ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the 
subject of substantial public concern  
-Requires acquisition of less ROW than Segment B  
 
According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, 
Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B would 
potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially displace 
14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. None of 
the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing subdivisions. 
 
Materials presented by TxDOT at the 2022 Spring Public Meeting also 
show Segment A would cost more than Segment B. Refer to page 7 of the 
document located here: 
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/0135-02-
065%20etc_US%20380_SegmentAnalysisBoards_FINAL_3.21.22.pdf.  
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1632  2/14/2023 Olivia Zhang Email 

Building this new rode will affect so many things! My friends horse lives in a 
barn near and it will affect it so much we might need to find a new barn 
and are we not gonna talk about the oasis. I understand building the basic 
roads but this is unnecessary and is gonna cause a lot of damage. That’s 
why I am saying I am in favor of route D and opposed to route C 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition to Segment C is 
noted.   

1633  3/5/2023 P Bland Online 

Dear Mr Endres, 
I’m a resident at Tucker Hill and wrote to you previously outlining what a 
ridiculous waste of extra money it will be to implement plan A over plan B. 
Given the decision made, and it’s impact on the increased proximity of 
traffic noise and pollution on Tucker Hill I feel I must insist on a traffic 
barrier for our neighborhood. Given that cost appears to be only a minor 
consideration and not a priority (why option A was chosen) there should be 
no reasonable justification for this not happening. Additionally given that 
the other side of 380 will have a barrier this seems to be a precedent 
already in place.  
Thank you 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. TxDOT continues to 
evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several areas, including 
Tucker Hill.  

1634  3/6/2023 Pam Dyson Email 

I live in Willow Wood - 5217 Prospect Street Please reject option C. I’m 
voting for Option D 
Sent from my iPad 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT 
during its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected 
through a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the 
public, municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the 
Blue Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  

1635  4/20/2023 Pam G 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Strongly oppose Segment A. Please use option B. Costs less, destroys 
fewer businesses and homes. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1636  4/20/2023 Pam S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A, yes to segment B. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1637  4/20/2023 Pam S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A. Yes to segment B. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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1638  3/16/2023 Pam S Shapiro 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1639  3/16/2023 Pam Shapiro 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1640  3/9/2023 Pam Smith Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1641  4/20/2023 Pamela N 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to Segment A 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1642  4/20/2023 Pamela P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Please reconsider the extra expense of option A and spare the hard 
working businessman and women who will be severely impacted. For many 
Our homes are our investment for our retirement future. Greatly effected 
home values before and during the projects timeline make a huge negative 
impact for those that need to consider relocating due to job changes or 
health reasons. I am very disappointed in the fiscal irresponsibility of the 
taxes we are being required to cough up. I also don’t understand why the 
proposed ending of the bypass doesn’t even make it to the tollway after its 
completion 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. Changes in property 
values are driven by the value associated with site-specific factors such as 
accessibility, safety, noise, visual amenities, proximity to shopping, 
community cohesion, and business productivity. TxDOT cannot reasonably 
foresee how any of these factors will impact property values. 
 
It is important to note that TxDOT is conducting another project to the west 
of the US 380 from Coit Road to FM 1827 project. TxDOT is developing the 
schematic design and environmental documentation for a potential 
freeway along US 380 from Teel Parkway/Championship Dr to west of 
Lakewood Dr. More information about the project is posted at 
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/projects/us-highways/us-380-from-
teel-parkwaychampionship-drive-to-west-of-lakewood-drive-prosperfri.  

1643  3/16/2023 Pamela Persy 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1644  3/15/2023 
Pamela 

Wadsworth 
Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Pamela Wadsworth 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1645  2/19/2023 Pamela Weslocky Email 

Greetings,  
I am writing to express my concern for the Highway 380 Bypass Route C 
option. It will be catastrophic. Not only would this option destroy many, 
many beloved homes and businesses, but human beings, livestock, and 
other domestic animals, not to mention the surrounding wildlife and 
beautiful nature that the community enjoys so much. There are historic 
hundred year old peach, pecan, and plum trees in this section. Hay is 
grown and cut here for rescue animals who live on this land. We live in a 
fast-paced world, and it is so wonderful to have an escape as close as 
McKinney to enjoy. Folks from all over north Texas enjoy what McKinney 
and the McKinney countryside has to offer. Route C will forever change 
this, and these communities will suffer, particularly in the areas of Route C 
containing sections 416, 417, 418, 419, 420, and 421.  Many residents 
from McKinney and other surrounding communities enjoy the ranch life, 
and families, at-risk youth, and church ministries alike love to learn about 
nature, wildlife preservation, agriculture, biology, equine management, and 
more in these areas. Please consider Route D as an alternative to Route C. 
The environmental impact assessments have already been completed for 
Route D, which is no easy, quick, or cheap task.  There are also 
substantially less homes and businesses which are affected through Route 
D.  Six community recourses will be affected by Route C, whereas none will 
be affected by Route D. I certainly hope the right decision will be made, 
trusting that you are smart, good stewards of the trust and confidence that 
has been placed in you as representatives of the people, and that you care 
deeply about the community of McKinney and its surrounding areas. Thank 
you for your time and consideration. Remember - "C=CATASTROPHIC, 
D=DECENT." 
Pamela Weslocky 
Collin County Resident 
913 Glen Rose Drive 
Allen, TX  75013 

Your comment, opposition of Segment C, and support of Segment D is 
noted. It is important to note that Segment D (with the Spur 399 
interchange) is expected to displace 20 businesses, while Segment C (with 
the Spur 399 interchange) would potentially displace 19 businesses. 
Segment D would potentially displace seven residences, while Segment C 
would potentially displace 10 residences. 

 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. No NRHP-eligible historic 
resources would be affected by the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, 
E, and C). More information about cultural resources can be found in 
Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 

 
Detailed information can be found in the DEIS document and multiple 
appendices posted at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. An EIS is a 
multi-year environmental review process, guided by State and Federal 
requirements, that provides the most rigorous analysis conducted by 
TxDOT of proposed alternatives and their environmental impacts. Any 
TxDOT environmental document, such as the one created for this study, 
must meet standards required by TxDOT policy to comply with Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) NEPA compliance procedures and Title 43, 
Chapter 2 of the Texas Administrative Code.  

1646  3/9/2023 Pat Armstrong Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from my iPhone 
Pat Armstrong 
Fathom Realty 
Cell- 214-551-0161 
parmstrong@fathomrealty.com 
patarmstrong311@gmail.com 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1647  3/6/2023 Pat Justice Comment Form 

I fully agree with the preferred alternative links segment A, E & C. Your comment and support of the project is noted.  

1648  3/7/2023 Pat Norton Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from Mail for Windows 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1649  4/20/2023 Pat P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Wait and see how the new Dallas Loop performs, before more construction 
on 380. 

Your comment is noted.   

1650  4/20/2023 Pat S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I live in Stonebridge Ranch, close to 380. I strongly oppose Option A, for 
reasons listed by many others. Please vote for Option B. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1651  3/15/2023 Pat Wykoff Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Pat WyKoff 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1652  2/6/2023 Patrice Wheeler 
Segment C 
Petition (3) 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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1653  4/20/2023 Patricia B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I am opposed to Segment A. Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1654  3/16/2023 Patricia Brott 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1655  3/23/2023 Patricia Dietz Email 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
My husband and I have been residents of Prosper since 2012.  We love the 
Whitley Place neighborhood where we live and purposely chose the 
neighborhood because it was not adjacent to a major highway.  We 
dismissed other neighborhoods because of their proximity to major 
roadways. We planned ahead and so did Prosper.  380 can be widened.  
Prosper is a small town in square miles and a bypass through it would 
greatly diminish the town's appeal to potential residents as well as 
negatively affect our own property.  I oppose the bypass through Prosper 
because: 
- It will be very disruptive to our neighborhood as well as others in the area. 
- The environment will greatly be impacted by noise as well as the pollution 
associated with a major roadway. 
- Mane Gait therapeutic riding center will be negatively affected.  Horses, 
children with special needs, as well as veterans go to Mane Gait in part to 
get away from sensory overload like what is produced by a major highway. 
- Increased traffic will disrupt our neighborhood schools. 
- Prosper, which covers a relatively small area by city standards, would be 
divided by a busy, loud highway. 
Please keep 380 on 380 or consider Option A so our lovely community will 
be preserved. Thank you for you time and thoughtful consideration. 
Patricia Dietz 
4100 Chimney Rock Dr. 
Prosper, TX 75078 
Sent from my iPad 

Your comment and support of Segment A is noted. TxDOT selected the Blue 
Alternative as its Preferred Alternative, which includes Segment A along the 
existing US 380 in Prosper. This means that the new location portion of the 
freeway would not diverge from the existing US 380 into the Town of 
Prosper. 
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1656  3/27/2023 Patricia Graham Email 

Hello Mr. Endres, 
I am writing as a concerned community member at 2605 Addison St. in 
Tucker Hill.  I do not understand, logically speaking, why Option A was 
selected as the best solution for Hwy. 380.  The cost of Option A vs. Option 
B should make it prohibitive!  It seems McKinney's politicians were out 
maneuvered by Prosper's politicians, and Prosper was able to protect 
projects yet to be developed  As a result, the EXISTING neighborhood of 
Tucker Hill will be significantly impacted by the Hwy. 380 project!  I believe 
the fatal flaw in all of this is the acoustic study done as part of TXDOT's 
environmental study.  It does not truly reflect the amount of noise exposure 
the Tucker Hill neighborhood will be exposed to each day from 12 lanes of 
freeway traffic passing by at 70 mph or more! TXDOT's recommendation of 
Option A over Option B ignores the findings of the environmental study, 
applies criteria to support this decision (A over B) inconsistently from other 
sections of the 380 project (C vs D), is fiscally irresponsible to Texas 
taxpayers, and places an unsupportable financial burden on the City of 
McKinney and its taxpayers. I implore TXDOT to reconsider the location of 
the 380 expansion.  If, however, Tucker Hill's fate is sealed, I think TXDOT 
should help bear the cost of moving our front entrance to Stonebridge Dr, 
by helping put in that road before any road work is started at the 
380/Tremont entrance.  I also think Tucker Hill should be surrounded 
appropriately by sound barriers and appropriate landscaping which will 
protect the neighborhood from all the noise pollution produced by the new 
380 freeway! Thank you, 
Patricia Graham 
Sent with Proton Mail secure email.  

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. While public input 
and cost are several of the many factors considered by TxDOT during its 
decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through a 
voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, 
municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue 
Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices. 
 
The Preferred Alternative would maintain the two existing entry points to 
Tucker Hill from the existing US 380 at Grassmere Ln. and Tremont Blvd. 
Each is accessible from frontage roads.  
 
In response to concerns from Tucker Hill residents, the roll plots for the 
Public Hearing showed that TxDOT added a connection over the freeway at 
Tremont Blvd. and the future US 380. This at-grade overpass over the 
depressed mainlanes will allow for left in and left out access to Tucker Hill. 
It also means that drivers will have a direct entrance to Tucker Hill instead 
of driving further to U-turn at another interchange.  
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill. It is important to note that TxDOT is already 
proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by depressing the 
mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 
to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers.  
 
Vegetation such as trees, shrubs and grasses, though very natural and 
attractive in appearance, offer little reduction in noise levels. Therefore, it 
is not considered part of the project. However, for beautification purposes, 
TxDOT does offer green ribbon programs that cities can apply for during 
future phases of the project.   
 
Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles 
per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air 
quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is 
consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 
State Implementation Plan (SIP), the NCTCOG’s Mobility 2045 Update, as 
well as the 2023 -- 2026 TIP. TxDOT modeled carbon monoxide 
concentrations and none of the modeled concentrations exceeded the 1-
hour or 8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon 
monoxide. TxDOT performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) 
analysis. The total MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by 
approximately 43 % by 2050 due to higher combustion efficiencies of 
vehicle engines and electrification of the US fleet. More information about 
the traffic noise analysis t can be found in the DEIS in Section 3.14.   
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The same criteria were used to compare all segments. Specific weights 
were not applied to evaluation criteria. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative 
(comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after 
reviewing the technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, 
and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  
One of the many reasons that TxDOT evaluated the project by end-to-end 
alternatives and by segment is because there are notable differences in 
the three focus areas.  For example, Focus Area 1, which includes 
Segments A and B, is expected to have much more future development 
particularly residential which will likely be built by the time TxDOT is able to 
construct this project. 

1657  4/20/2023 Patricia Graham Email 

Hello Mr. Endres, 
Attached you will find a letter which addresses many reasons why selecting 
the Segment A option is so flawed.  I have made comments and questions 
throughout the document, and I am requesting a response to each of them 
from TXDOT. I think this project is a fatal option to the already established 
Tucker Hill neighborhood, of which I am a resident.  It will have a long term 
negative impact on my community.  I moved to this neighborhood after 
retiring, and spend a great deal of time at home.  I enjoy my backyard and 
walking my dogs daily.  These activities will be much less enjoyable with a 
freeway in my "backyard".  I implore TXDOT to abandon the Segment A 
option. Thank you in advance for your attention to my comments.  I also 
appreciate that you extended the 380 comment period. Sincerely, 
Patricia Graham 
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 
  

1658  2/22/2023 
Patricia 

Strawmyer 
Online 

The proposal recently released is the best option for the traffic situation on 
US380 through Prosper and McKinney. Given that Mane Gait, schools and 
neighborhoods are spared is great! If I recall, this whole issue rose up due 
to traffic congestion in McKinney at US 380 and I-75. This clearly relieves 
that and helps the rest of us along US 380.  

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  

1659  4/20/2023 Patricia W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I opposed the proposed construction of Segment A. It appears the other 
options will not only cost less but displace fewer residents and places of 
business. I fear we are too far behind in making wide improvements to 
380. Would it not be better to make the outer loop the main road to divert 
traffic from 380? 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none.  
 
Even if all the planned roadways in Collin County, including the Outer Loop, 
are built, existing US 380 will continue to experience a failing level of 
service in the future. The regional model shows that both east to west 
freeways are needed to relieve congestion. 
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1660  2/6/2023 
Patrick / Jenny 

O'Neal 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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1661  4/20/2023 Patrick B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO Your comment is noted.  

1662  4/20/2023 Patrick H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass 
from Coit Road to FM 1827. Yes to Segment B! 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1663  3/20/2023 
Patrick 

Hernandez 
Email 

Dear Mr. Endres and/or Whom It May Concern,   
I am a homeowner in McKinney, and I strongly oppose the construction of 
Segment A for the 380 project. I understand that something needs to be 
done, but don't understand how Segment A is the solution. Based on my 
understanding Segment A will affect far more households, especially in the 
subdivisions of Stonebridge and Tucker Hill, as well as several businesses 
and has a higher cost. I strongly support the alternate option of Segment B 
the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. It is the less expensive 
option for taxpayers, ultimately affects fewer households and businesses 
and allows for better traffic flow during construction. Sincerely,  
Patrick Hernandez 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. Segment A has fewer potential home displacements in comparison 
to Segment B  and results in fewer impacts to planned future residential 
homes. None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any 
existing subdivisions. 

1664  4/20/2023 Patrick S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Stonebridge Ranch is a quiet residential area and the noise, congestion, 
and $200,000,000 additional cost for segment A is ridiculous. If Mane gat 
is an issue find them suitable land to allow them to continue their fine 
work. Horses do not mind which field to graze. A few million dolļars to 
relocate Mane Gate verses the $200 million expense of segment A, the 
noise, and congestion for tens of thousands of Stonebridge Ranch 
residents a waste of tax payer money. Be financially responsible with our 
tax dollars and use Segment B. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1665  3/14/2023 Patrick Skinner Email 

Stephen,  We appreciate what ya’ll do for N. Tx mobility!   
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
‘YOUR’ Independent Tax Advantaged Health Care Financing Consultant! 
patrickskinner@tx.rr.com   #972-529-2929  P O Box6383   McKinney, TX 
75071  

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1666  2/6/2023 Patsy Cave 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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1667  4/20/2023 Patsy F 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Too expensive and causing many homes to be purchased . Totally opposed 
to this! 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. According to Section 
3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, Segment A potentially 
displaces two residences and Segment B would potentially displace four 
residences.  

1668  4/20/2023 Paul B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

It\'s hard to fathom why Segment A is still on the table. Clearly this decision 
is not being made based on what makes the most sense financially, what 
is the safest, least disruptive during construction or to the environment and 
existing businesses. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. TxDOT selected the 
Blue Alternative, which is a combination of Segments A, E, and C, as the 
Preferred Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering 
public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation 
matrices. The decision is informed by both a qualitative and quantitative 
analysis. Refer to Section 2.4 in the DEIS for an explanation of why the 
Blue Alternative was selected over the other Build Alternatives. For more 
information, please reference the Alternatives Analysis Matrix in the DEIS 
in Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. You may also view the Segment Analysis 
Matrix on the Public Hearing website at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  

1669  1/26/2023 Paul Barada Online and email 

My name is Paul Barada and my company name is S. a. Paul Enterprise 
who owns the land NEC of US Highway 380 and Walnut Grove. I see the 
Schematic or segment A passing through on my property. If it happens then 
I would lose high quality tenants and I cannot afford to lose the valuable 
land. I already designed the multi-tenant shopping center and I have multi-
million dollars debt on this property and cannot afford to lose my property. 
Secondly, I see there are two Segments (alternative routes) like A and B. I 
think the city of McKinney passed the resolution Segment B last year. I 
would suggest Segment B is the best option because it will be less 
displacement for the businesses and residential. I oppose TXDOT’s 
decision if Txdot decide to move Segment A option. Please consider the 
alternative option B. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A and support of Segment B is 
noted. Some of TxDOT's top considerations in choosing Segment A over 
Segment B, because Segment A: 
-Displaces fewer homes in comparison to Segment B  
-Results in fewer impacts to planned future residential homes  
-Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west 
of Custer Road  
-Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment 
-Avoids impact to ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the 
subject of substantial public concern  
-Requires acquisition of less ROW than Segment B  
 
Property owners impacted by displacement are entitled to adequate 
compensation and relocation assistance, among other services. Section 
3.1, as well as figures 3-1, 3-2, and 3-3 of the DEIS provide additional 
information about right-of-way acquisition and displacements.  

1670  3/7/2023 Paul Bland 
Online (1) 
Email (1) 

I have  two questions regarding the above: 
1. What is the estimated cost of both options A & B?  Where can we see 
how these were calculated and what they were based on and assumptions 
made re inflation etc.  
2. According to TXDOTs explanation of funding (see below) “before the 
Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) can make any financial 
commitment to developing and delivering 
a project, available funds must be identified“. Can you please confirm that 
these available funds are in place and where they are coming from?  I 
believe transparency is important as Tax payers will, I assume, be picking 
up the majority of the costs. Thus it is important to understand the impact 
of both options of both federal and state taxes.  
https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/fin/funding-brochure-2022.pdf 

Your comment is noted. The preliminary cost estimate for each segment is 
one of the many factors TxDOT considered when determining the Preferred 
Alternative, as shown in Figure 2-13 of the DEIS. As final design continues, 
cost estimates will be updated, and will factor in the costs of right-of-way 
acquisition. Impacts to future developments will also be re-evaluated. It is 
important to note that these costs are high-level estimates, using the 
information available now.  
 
This project is currently partially funded for construction and cannot let for 
construction until funding is identified; however, right-of-way acquisition 
can proceed even if the project is not funded for construction. 
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1671  4/14/2023 Paul Bland Email 

Dear Mr Endres,  
Thank you for extending the comment period. The DEIS is an incredibly 
long and technical document and laid out in a manner with is difficult for a 
layman like me to absorb. This puts me at a disadvantage so extending the 
time is appreciated and in line with TXDOTs states goal and objective to be 
transparent, open, and forthright in agency communications. I have re-read 
the DEIS materials. If there are additional materials I should be referring to 
as an impacted McKinney resident can you please transparently share 
what those are and where I can get access.   
Aside from my strong opposition to Segment A, I do not believe the case for 
this extension has been transparently made or that alternatives have been 
considered. I still cannot find anything in the DEIS that provides a build v 
no build analysis.  On the contrary in the last few pages of the traffic 
section (Appendix I) you seem to be challenging something called the “TPP 
Corridor Analysis Package” and its projections about projected traffic 
increases. What is the TPP package?  Where is the TPP package? On page 
5 of the executive summary of the traffic analysis (which is unhelpfully 
buried at the end of the 296 pages in a way that is not exactly transparent) 
it also says that traffic volumes for the build v no build case were not 
provided. Again the focus being on this TPP document. The DEIS appears 
to do its own analysis of traffic volumes and projections but does not 
actually spell out a build v no build analysis. So in short, what is the case 
for build v not build?  We seem to be leaping into a huge expense and 
disruption which increases noise and pollution at my home with no clear 
articulation of why the build option is so necessary versus a non build 
option. Furthermore nor does the DEIS appear to consider, present or 
evaluate any alternative approaches to address the projected traffic growth 
the DEIS estimates  For example, there is absolutely nothing in it which 
considers greener public transport options.  Why has that not been 
considered  I oppose accepting the implied assumption that the only way to 
address increased road traffic is to increase road capacity. Fait a compli. 
All the analysis in the DEIS is about road options, with no broader traffic 
options. In my opinion this evidences a huge bias towards road building 
and lack of consideration to other transportation alternatives that would 
not be as damaging to the environment. Furthermore I believe there are 
flaws in the study regarding noise and air pollution and inappropriate 
mitigations to these.    This narrow proposal is disappointing from TXDOT 
and its publicly  stated mission of being “A forward thinking leader 
delivering mobility” and “enhancing quality of life for all Texans” TXDOTs 
goals and objectives also publicly describe “Develop and operate an 
integrated transport system”. I think Texas residents and Taxpayers 
deserve that to be the case. An integrated transport system that considers 
and integrates various transport approaches or using TXDOTs goals and 
objectives is focused on Mobility. The approach to date does not 
demonstrate that. It is more akin to a “Texas Department of Roads”. As a 
resident of Tucker Hill, I thoroughly object to having the environment in 
which I live bulldozed and my life subjected to the impacts of increased 
noise and air pollution with no evident consideration of how to mitigate 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. 
 
The Segment Analysis matrix and Figure 2-15 in the DEIS both show travel 
times, average moving speed, and the level of service for build and no 
build alternatives considered.no build traffic projection line diagram  
 
The TPP package includes historical traffic data and initial traffic growth 
rates which were used along with other traffic data to develop the Traffic 
Projection Methodology for this project. More information can be found in 
Chapter 5 of the TPP Division Manual at 
http://onlinemanuals.txdot.gov/txdotmanuals/tpp/traffic.htm  
 
Regarding the case for build v. no-build alternatives, our analysis showed 
us that the project is needed because population growth within the central 
portion of Collin County has caused increases in current and forecasted 
traffic volumes that exceed the capacity of US 380 between Coit Road and 
FM 1827, leading to increased congestion, reduced mobility, and higher 
crash rates compared to other similar roadways in the region. The purpose 
of the proposed action is to manage congestion, improve east-west 
mobility, and improve safety. The analysis also showed us that even if all 
the planned roadways in Collin County, including the Outer Loop, are built, 
existing US 380 will continue to experience a failing level of service in the 
future. The regional model shows that both east to west freeways (US 380 
freeway and Collin County Outer Loop) are needed to relieve congestion. 
 
According to Section 2.1.6 of the DEIS, transit as a standalone alternative 
would not satisfy the identified needs of this project. Also see Sections 
2.1.4 Transportation System Management and 2.1.5 Transportation 
Demand Management.  
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill.  
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these impacts with other transportation options or investments in greener 
energy like increased charging stations to promote electric vehicle use 
which would mitigate these environmental impacts. I apologize if my 
remarks seem critical but the proposal impacts my health and well being. 
As such I intend opposing this proposal with NEPA which requires that you 
consider the effects your proposed action may have on the environment, 
and the related social impacts. I do not agree you have not met that 
Standard. In relation to your requirement to satisfy NEPA that you have 
considered the economic impacts, I do not agree that your proposal 
adequately meets that standard based on the significant extra expense 
associated with Segment A, versus B and the 15 existing businesses it 
displaces versus none in B. Thank you for your time and inclusion of these 
public comments.  
Paul Bland 
2809 Majestic Avenue 
McKinney  
Sent from my iPhone 

1672  3/18/2023 Paul Borchard Online 

My full comment is attached. It is only 5 pages in length including a map.  
Statement of position: 
Segment C affects our family farm by destroying the peaceful setting. It 
affects us most by destroying the homes of several of our neighbors and 
disrupting the community of neighbors. Many neighbors will be forced to 
move; others will be on the opposite side of a freeway. 
 
Full comment and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted.  
 
Full comment and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 
  

1673  4/20/2023 Paul C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Resident of the Tucker Hill community which stands to be impacted 
negatively by option A. 

Your comment is noted.  

1674  4/20/2023 Paul C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

This route makes zero sense. The route that needs to be considered is one 
that starts at the DNT or even further west. Pursuing any of the currently 
proposed EIS routes is akin to kicking the can down the road and failing to 
acknowledge the growth west of Custer that is happening. With the new 
PGA, Fields, and Universal projects the traffic will just increase and TXDOT 
will have to revisit this again in 5 years to address this. Do it right the first 
time and save the taxpayers, home owners, and businesses the hassle. 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. The project is needed 
because population growth within the central portion of Collin County has 
caused increases in current and forecasted traffic volumes that exceed the 
capacity of US 380 between Coit Road and FM 1827, leading to increased 
congestion, reduced mobility, and higher crash rates compared to other 
similar roadways in the region. The purpose of the proposed action is to 
manage congestion, improve east-west mobility, and improve safety. More 
information about the purpose and need for the project is available in 
Section 1.0 of the DEIS starting on page 1-1.  
 
Even if all the planned roadways in Collin County, including the Outer Loop, 
are built, existing US 380 will continue to experience a failing level of 
service in the future. The regional model shows that both east to west 
freeways are needed to relieve congestion. 
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TxDOT is also conducting a schematic design and environmental study for 
US 380 to the east from Teel Parkway/Championship Drive to west of 
Lakewood Drive in Collin and Denton Counties . Routes being considered 
include a freeway along the existing US 380.  More information about that 
project can be found at https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/projects/us-
highways/us-380-from-teel-parkwaychampionship-drive-to-west-of-
lakewood-drive-prosperfri.  

1675  4/20/2023 Paul C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1676  4/19/2023 Paul Campbell Email 

As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s 
recommendation of Segment A over Segment B is fiscally irresponsible to 
the taxpayers costing over $150 million more, applies criteria to support 
their decision inconsistently, and provides numerous biased, false, and 
inconsistent findings in their environmental study. Furthermore, there is 
objective evidence of political maneuvering, campaigning, and rezoning 
efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed 
TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn these actions as unethical.  
Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do harm to a significant 
percentage of McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant fiscal 
irresponsibility. This decision is made more egregious with the existence of 
a viable lower impact.  This does not make sense. Please do not proceed 
with this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants that cause harm 
to humans and a rigorous health impact analysis to understand both 
current and future.  The pollution appendices are missing critical analyses 
and portions are invalid as presented. This project should not proceed until 
those egregious omissions and errors are corrected. Tucker Hill is a very 
unique front porch community.  We spend a lot of time on our porches and 
walking the neighborhood. I am 74 and have had numerous health 
problems since returning from my service in the Air Force in Viet Nam.  The 
worst problem is my lungs probably due to exposure to agent orange.  I've 
had numerous episodes of pneumonia and try and protect my lungs and 
upper respiratory tract at all cost.  Tucker Hill was suppose to be my last 
home. Can u guarantee that 380 will Not be detrimental to my health and 
well being after construction and during construction due to the excessive 
environmental pollution?  Have you researched the correlation between 
noise and mental and physical health?  This can be very stressful and 
detrimental to everyone’s health and well being. I’m also concerned about 
emergency vehicle access to Tucker Hill.  Can you guarantee that 
Stonebridge will be completed before any construction on 380 Is started in 
front of Tucker Hill? Why can’t the outer loop be used as a solution? 
Wouldn’t it make more sense to connect to NDT and 35??? If the 380 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. Detailed information 
can be found in the DEIS document and multiple appendices posted at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. An EIS is a multi-year 
environmental review process, guided by State and Federal requirements, 
that provides the most rigorous analysis conducted by TxDOT of proposed 
alternatives and their environmental impacts. Any TxDOT environmental 
document, such as the one created for this study, must meet standards 
required by TxDOT policy to comply with Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) NEPA compliance procedures and Title 43, Chapter 2 of the Texas 
Administrative Code. While public input is one of the many factors 
considered by TxDOT during its decision-making process, a Preferred 
Alternative is not selected through a voting process, nor is it selected solely 
based on input from the public, municipal or agency leaders, or elected 
officials.  
 
The same criteria were used to compare all segments. Specific weights 
were not applied to evaluation criteria. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative 
(comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after 
reviewing the technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, 
and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  
One of the many reasons that TxDOT evaluated the project by end-to-end 
alternatives and by segment is because there are notable differences in 
the three focus areas.  For example, Focus Area 1, which includes 
Segments A and B, is expected to have much more future development 
particularly residential which will likely be built by the time TxDOT is able to 
construct this project.  
 
Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles 
per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air 
quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. TxDOT conducted a 
quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis including benzene 
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segment A is selected and all the studies regarding our health are 
completed you must promise a depressed 380 in front of Tucker hill with 
large sound barriers.  I can’t even imagine how loud the noise will be.  Why 
are we the only neighborhood that will be affected on 2 sides by 380 
Bypass and flood plains on the north side with no way to exit the 
neighborhood I’m the rear. Thanks in advance for your consideration to all 
my questions. 
Paul Campbell 
Pcam48@hotmail.com 
Sent from my iPhone 

and VOCs (Section 3.12.3 of the DEIS), and a Carbon Monoxide Traffic Air 
Quality analysis (Section 3.12.2 of the DEIS), included in Appendix P of the 
DEIS. TxDOT modeled carbon monoxide concentrations and none of the 
modeled concentrations exceeded the 1-hour or 8-hour National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. The total MSAT emissions are 
predicted to decrease by approximately 43 % by 2050 due to higher 
combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification of the US 
fleet. As required, the project is consistent with the Texas Commission on 
Environmental Quality (TCEQ) State Implementation Plan (SIP), the 
NCTCOG’s Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 TIP.  
 
During the next phase of project development, TxDOT will break the project 
into different construction projects. Each construction project will also 
develop a detailed traffic control plan or construction phasing plan before 
construction to minimize traffic disruption and outline how access will be 
maintained during construction. TxDOT will continue to work with adjacent 
property owners and stakeholders through final design to minimize impacts 
to adjacent properties and neighborhoods, as feasible. More information 
about construction phase impacts can be found in Section 3.17 of the 
DEIS.  
 
The Preferred Alternative would maintain the two existing entry points to 
Tucker Hill from the existing US 380 at Grassmere Ln. and Tremont Blvd. 
Each is accessible from frontage roads.  
 
In response to concerns from Tucker Hill residents, the roll plots for the 
Public Hearing showed that TxDOT added a connection over the freeway at 
Tremont Blvd. and the future US 380. This at-grade overpass over the 
depressed mainlanes will allow for left in and left out access to Tucker Hill. 
It also means that drivers will have a direct entrance to Tucker Hill instead 
of driving further to U-turn at another interchange.  
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill. It is important to note that TxDOT is already 
proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by depressing the 
mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 
to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers.  
 
Even if all the planned roadways in Collin County, including the Outer Loop, 
are built, existing US 380 will continue to experience a failing level of 
service in the future. The regional model shows that both east to west 
freeways are needed to relieve congestion. 
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1677  2/27/2023 Paul Champagne Email 

Mr. Endres, I'm confused with the decision to proceed with the route (blue) 
selected for this project.  Specifically, I have lived in McKinney for 17 years 
and travel US 380 daily in my work commute from Stonebridge Ranch to 
the DNT.  The amount of growth and increasing congestion that is occurring 
west of Custer Rd is massive and with all of the growth directly north as 
well as the surrounding areas south and southwest it will only continue.  
Projects such as the new PGA HQ and the recently announced 
Fields/Universal developments will bring this section of US380 to a crawl.  
Starting this project as far east as Ridge road does not address that growth 
and is akin to kicking the can.  TXDOT will have no choice but to conduct 
another costly study and project in 5-10 years to address that segment of 
US380 and by then there will be less options to bypass that area due to the 
growth.  Why haven't you instead considered a route that starts at or near 
the DNT where it intersects US380 and addresses the growth now instead 
of creating a band aid solution to just a portion of the route?  Thanks in 
advance for your consideration.  
Paul Champagne 
469-219-9157  

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. The traffic and safety 
analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates that the Preferred 
Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing congestion, improving 
east-west mobility, and improving safety.  
 
It is important to note that there are also impacts and challenges in 
constructing a freeway. Initial traffic analysis conducted during the US 380 
Collin County Feasibility Study indicated that locating an alternative further 
north than the Preferred Alternative did not address US 380 congestion 
and would not satisfy regional travel demands. 
 
TxDOT is conducting another project to the west of the US 380 from Coit 
Road to FM 1827 project. TxDOT is developing the schematic design and 
environmental documentation for a potential freeway along US 380 from 
Teel Parkway/Championship Dr to west of Lakewood Dr. More information 
about the project is posted at 
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/projects/us-highways/us-380-from-
teel-parkwaychampionship-drive-to-west-of-lakewood-drive-prosperfri.  

1678  4/20/2023 Paul D 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to A! Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1679  2/11/2023 Paul G. Online 

The 380 Bypass should not cut into Prosper! It should be north of Frontier. 
The bypass in McKinney goes North and should continue east to west on 
the north side of Prosper or into Celina. The current 380 in Prosper needs 
to be slower and have additional lights, just like it is in McKinney. People 
on 380 need to slow down! Put a bypass north for people to go faster. 
Ultimately you are accommodating traffic from Celina anyways.  

Your comment is noted. TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative as its 
Preferred Alternative, which includes Segment A along the existing US 380 
in Prosper. This means that the new location portion of the freeway would 
not diverge from the existing US 380 at Coit Road or into the Town of 
Prosper. 
 
It is important to note that there are also impacts and challenges in 
constructing a freeway north of Bloomdale Road/Prosper Trail, or along FM 
1461. Initial traffic analysis conducted during the US 380 Collin County 
Feasibility Study indicated that locating an alternative further north did not 
address US 380 congestion and would not satisfy regional travel demands.   
 
The project is needed because population growth within the central portion 
of Collin County has caused increases in current and forecasted traffic 
volumes that exceed the capacity of US 380 between Coit Road and FM 
1827, leading to increased congestion, reduced mobility, and higher crash 
rates compared to other similar roadways in the region. The purpose of the 
proposed action is to manage congestion, improve east-west mobility, and 
improve safety. More information about the purpose and need for the 
project is available in Section 1.0 of the DEIS starting on page 1-1.  
 
Even if all the planned roadways in Collin County, including the Outer Loop, 
are built, existing US 380 will continue to experience a failing level of 
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service in the future. The regional model shows that both east to west 
freeways are needed to relieve congestion. 

1680  3/21/2023 Paul Staffan Email 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
I oppose the segment C on the Blue and Brown alternatives of the 380 
Bypass routes. I do however support segment D on the purple and gold 
routes. This segment appears to displace fewer homes. 
http://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/0135-02-
065%20etc_US380_Roll%20Plot% 201.15.2021.pdf. Can you please use 
your legislative authority to help make this change? 
Thank you 
Paul Staffan 
McKinney, TX 75071 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. Segment D would potentially displace seven residences, while 
Segment C would potentially displace 10 residences. A Preferred 
Alternative is not selected through a voting process, nor is it selected solely 
based on input from the public, municipal or agency leaders, or elected 
officials. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, 
and C) as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, 
considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing 
evaluation matrices.  

1681  4/20/2023 Paul W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I believe Segment B would cause less disruption to people, homes and 
businesses. I request you support option B. 

Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

1682  2/22/2023 Paula Echeverry Online 

oppose C 100% 
I Support option D 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted.  

1683  3/16/2023 Paula Maddox 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1684  
3/13/2023 
3/15/2023 

Peggy & Bogdan 
Djurdjulov 

Email (4) 

Thanks for explaining some of the factors affecting decisions on noise. 
Please send the link for the noise analysis covering our homes on 
Grassmere which will now have an above ground 380 segment near our 
homes where none existed before. Thank you. 
Peggy & Bogdan Djurdjulov 
2320 Grassmere Lane 
Tucker Hill 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment and concern about traffic noise is noted.  TxDOT continues 
to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several areas, including 
Tucker Hill. A detailed technical report on the traffic noise analysis that was 
conducted can be found in Appendix R of the DEIS posted at 
www.kwww.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. 
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1685  3/7/2023 
Peggy and 

Bogdan 
Djurdjulov 

Email 

We live on 2320 Grassmere Lane, McKinney.  We understand Route A is 
now the preferred route although route B was always a better alternative 
from a cost and impact perspective.  Having said that we'd like to know the 
following: How many feet will it be from our home to route A on the north 
east side.  Will the route that passes here be a raised highway or ground 
level. Is it accurate that money was paid (from and to Billingsley and 
Southern Land) to move this route 900' closer to Tucker Hill on the eastern 
side.  Who approved that?  It's much more detrimental to the homes on 
Grassmere Lane and 900' makes it worse. What is the specific 
environmental impact of increased decibels and pollution on the homes 
closest to the Route A proposal.  We'd like to see how this was conducted 
and estimated. We understand there is opposition from TxDOT for sound 
barriers to protect Tucker Hill on all sides - why. Importantly how will TxDOT 
remunerate individual homeowners for required soundproofing and 
pollution mitigation required during both the construction and ongoing 
traffic this will create. Why weren't alternative sites pursued to move 
ManeGait to open up route B as an alternative. How does TxDOT resolve 
what appears to be a conflict of interest between the Darling ownership of 
ManeGait and their interest in buildable land for Darling homes. How was 
the purported "overwhelming" input for route A from Prosper residents 
audited?  Why wasn't this input announced as an actual "vote" for route A 
or B.  We went to the meetings and provided our input for route B 
immediately.  How sure are you Prosper's inputs were not bots versus 
verified resident input.  Further a straw vote is not the way a project of this 
magnitude should be made. We are very concerned about the impact of 
the decisions and how they were made.  So far we have not gotten full 
disclosure on specifics.  This appears right now to be just "tough luck" for 
Tucker Hill residents.  We hope this will change before the first shovel 
appears. We look forward to the answers for our concerns.   
Peggy & Bogdan Djurdjulov 
2320 Grassmere Lane, McKinney 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. The previous design 
was approximately 1,065 feet from the address you provided to the 
freeway frontage roads.  With the design shift, it is approximately 1,000 
feet away from the address provided.  
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill. It is important to note that TxDOT is already 
proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by depressing the 
mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 
to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers.  
 
While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during 
its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through 
a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, 
municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue 
Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  Results 
of public and stakeholder input are available on the Segment Analysis 
Matrix found at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  
 
Detailed information can be found in the DEIS document and multiple 
appendices posted at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. An EIS is a 
multi-year environmental review process, guided by State and Federal 
requirements, that provides the most rigorous analysis conducted by 
TxDOT of proposed alternatives and their environmental impacts. Any 
TxDOT environmental document, such as the one created for this study, 
must meet standards required by TxDOT policy to comply with Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) NEPA compliance procedures and Title 43, 
Chapter 2 of the Texas Administrative Code.  

1686  4/20/2023 Peggy B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A. Yes to Segment B. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1687  2/18/2023 Peggy Brown Email 

I am a resident of Collin County and I am opposed to the route C path of 
the new McKinney bypass as it will affect people's homes and pastures 
and forest area full of animals! I support Route D to be the better less 
invasive route with less disruption to peoples homes!! Thank you for your 
help in deciding the path of this project!! Peggy Brown 

Your comment, opposition of Segment C, and support of Segment D is 
noted.  
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1688  3/12/2023 Peggy Click Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Peggy Click 
7604 Harbor Town Drive, McKinney 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1689  4/20/2023 Peggy D 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

The B route is less expensive and reduces the impact on existing homes 
and businesses. B can be built on undeveloped land which is a more 
rational solution. 

Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

1690  4/20/2023 Peggy Djurdjulov 
Online (1) 
Email (1) 

We have submitted additional comments on the Segment A selection vs B 
now that we know how much and how close this 12-land expressway will 
be to us.  We are elderly and have health issues.  We moved here to be in a 
quiet neighborhood (when we arrived in 2008 380 was only 4 lanes)  Now 
it will be 12 and will surround our home on 3 sides. I hope TxDOT 
reconsiders segment B and based on the facts it should. We appreciate 
your support.  I've attached what I sent.    
Respectfully,  
Peg Djurdjulov  
2320 Grassmere Lane, Tucker Hill  
pdjurdjulov@sbcglobal.net  
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

1691  2/6/2023 Peggy Prince 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
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and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

1692  4/20/2023 Penelope H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Vote No Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1693  3/8/2023 Pete Carrell Email 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
I hope you are doing well. As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I 
strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass 
from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an 
existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on 
McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in 
less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and 
thousands of citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to 
implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from 
Coit Road to FM 1827. Thanks for your assistance. 
Pete Carrell 
972.742.5302 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1694  2/20/2023 Peter John Online 

Why wouldn’t you propose the 380 Bypass along the New Outter loop in 
Celina much more space and options without disturbing current residents 
and their lively hood. Leave 380 alone and slow it down with more lights 
and lower speed limit. 

Your comment is noted. The project is needed because population growth 
within the central portion of Collin County has caused increases in current 
and forecasted traffic volumes that exceed the capacity of US 380 between 
Coit Road and FM 1827, leading to increased congestion, reduced mobility, 
and higher crash rates compared to other similar roadways in the region. 
The purpose of the proposed action is to manage congestion, improve 
east-west mobility, and improve safety. More information about the 
purpose and need for the project is available in Section 1.0 of the DEIS 
starting on page 1-1.  
 
Even if all the planned roadways in Collin County, including the Outer Loop, 
are built, existing US 380 will continue to experience a failing level of 
service in the future. The regional model shows that both east to west 
freeways are needed to relieve congestion. 

1695  2/26/2023 Peter Lam Online 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

1696  2/6/2023 Peter Linke 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
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Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

1697  4/17/2023 Peter Nugent Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1698  3/12/2023 Peter Stuckmann Online 

TXDOT has unfortunately selected the Blue alternative for the highway 380 
expansion/bypass project. To my understanding, it seems TXDOT has made 
the illogical choice due to a variety of reasons. The blue alternative, 
specifically segment A of such alternative, is more costly than segment B 
by approximately $200 million, is more environmentally impactful than 
segment B, affects more homes and businesses, future and existing 
developments(some of which TXDOT fails to consider), and decreases the 
quality of life for the 36,000 homeowners in Stonebridge Ranch by 
increasing noise in park available to all Stonebridge Residents, residents of 
Tucker Hill, and the future residents of the Chase at Wilson Creek Multi 
Family homes which TXDOT fails to recognize broke ground before the new 
year and will displace ALL of those residents. Therefore, TXDOT must 
reconsider choosing an alternative with Segment B, Choose the No build 
alternative, or Modify Segment A so more of it will be below grade. The Blue 
Alternative has consistently been one of the more costly options as TXDOT 
has gone through the various phases of evaluating the project alternatives. 
Based on the Draft Environmental Impact Study, the Blue Alternative costs 
approximately $200 million more than the Brown alternative. Far more 
than alternatives that include segment A. TXDOT has a fiduciary duty to be 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. TxDOT selected the 
Blue Alternative, which is a combination of Segments A, E, and C, as the 
Preferred Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering 
public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation 
matrices. The decision is informed by both a qualitative and quantitative 
analysis. Refer to Section 2.4 in the DEIS for an explanation of why the 
Blue Alternative was selected over the other Build alternatives. For more 
information, please reference the Alternatives Analysis Matrix in the DEIS 
in Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. You may also view the Segment Analysis 
Matrix on the Public Hearing website at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. 
 
According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, 
Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B would 
potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially displace 
14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. None of 
the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing subdivisions. 
 
As a part of this project, future developments were closely tracked by 
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fiscally responsible when evaluating project alternatives. According to the 
environmental draft study, the Blue alternative is more enviornmentally 
impactful as it runs adjacent to the LaCima pond and Park which currently 
flows directly across US 380 into a reservoir on the other side of the 
Highway. Construction would permanently affect the flow of water between 
the LaCima pond and the reservoir on the other side of 389. This could 
have significant impacts on the wildlife that inhabit LaCima pond and park, 
as well as reduce the number of fish in the pond, which would also reduce 
the quality of fishing in the pond which happens frequently. In addition, the 
elevated highway would increase noise by 2-3 decibels by the pond which 
is above TXDOT's threshold for a sound barrier, but TXDOT states that it will 
not install a sound barrier to prevent noise in the park, thus negatively 
impacting the park. TXDOT cites that the reason the park is not of higher 
consideration is because it is a private park. While this is true, the park is 
open to the 36000 residents of Stonebridge Ranch, which is a greater 
number of people than the neighboring town of Prosper. In addition there is 
no security measure stopping the public from entering the park, and the 
homeowners association does not stop the public from utilizing the park. In 
fact, the park is a popular spot for people to take pictures. The 8 lane 
highway would negatively impact the entire community as it would ruin 
pictures, and thus get rid of a spot where the public takes pictures. 
According to TXDOT the blue alternative will displace more businesses, 
particularly around the intersection of Custer and 380. Segment A 
displaces 14 more businesses than segment B not including future 
developments. This will reduce the number of retailers and restaurants 
that residents have access to, and put people out of employment. In 
addition TXDOT says that segment A impacts less future residential 
development. This could not be farther from the truth. TXDOT fails 
recognize the new multi family development called the Chase at Wilson 
Creek, which segment A will completely destroy. This project got approval 
from the city council back in September of 2022, and began clearing land 
in December or January. The project is set to be completed in may of 2024, 
which is before TXDOT anticipates to begin construction on the proposed 
alternative, meaning that the alternative will displace all of the residents on 
the 27 acre multi family property. Most likely, the development will serve 
lower income families, somehting that is lacking in this area at the 
moment. Therefore TXDOT is misinforming the residents by not inlcuding 
up to date information on the status of the project, and thus gives 
deference to the future single family development in Prosper which serves 
wealthier residents, while displacing lower income residents in the Chase 
at Wilson Creek. 

TxDOT and discussed with the City of McKinney and Town of Prosper as 
well as developers including those developing the Chase at Wilson Creek 
property. Appendix S of the DEIS details indirect and cumulative effects, 
which includes details of the future development plans considered by 
TxDOT. A development heat map can be found at the Public Hearing 
website as well.  
 
TxDOT designed the project so that LaCima pond will continue to be 
connected to the Wilson Creek Tributary to the north.  
 
LaCima Park was modeled as a park (NAC C) in the traffic noise analysis. 
Because a traffic noise impact would result at that location a barrier 
analysis was performed. However, the barrier was found to not be feasible.  
Reference abatement analysis on page 24 of Appendix R for barrier A0-2.   
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1699  2/16/2023 

Petition from 
Residents and 
Businesses in 
Opposition of 
Segment C 

Paper Petition 

Oppose C (Catastrophe) and Support D (Decent) - C divides residential and 
farming/ranching communities. C affects and displaces more residences 
(29 for C, 7 for D), businesses (15 for C, 4 for D), and Community 
Resources (7 for C, 0 for D). C damages one of the largest remaining 
forests in central Collin County. C detroys 71% more acres of forests and 
woodlands. C disturbs wetlands and suitable habitiat for threatened 
species (determined by TxDOT). C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and 
Wildlife (prefers Segment D). C has worse traffic performance: Lower traffic 
capacity, longer travel imes, slower travel speeds, and more elevation 
changes.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure. Based on TxDOT's 
evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced by either Segment C 
or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be acquired from any 
community facility either. More details about community facilities can be 
found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community facilities are 
defined as a physical feature provided – either by the municipality as a 
public service or by a private entity – within the community for the benefit 
of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, community centers, post 
office, library, etc.). The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on 
cultural resources within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic 
Resources including any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed 
or NRHP-eligible structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, 
including Section 4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would 
be affected by the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More 
information about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the 
DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
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data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 
2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies that can 
be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-
gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as 
provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on impacts 
to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and fish and 
wildlife species.  TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the 
impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things 
TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, 
the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the 
Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation 
strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections 
to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from 
streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill 
material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation 
credits from stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the US and wetlands.   
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

1700  3/7/2023 
Philip and 

Pamela Mitchell 
Email 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely,  
Philip and Pamela Mitchell 
608 Rosebury Circle 
McKinney, TX 75071 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1701  3/11/2023 Philip Charles Email 

Dear Mr. Endres: 
I will not iterate the arguments for and against the two proposals advanced 
for the 380 Bypass, as you have been inundated with same.  However, I 
appreciate the opportunity to add my opinion to those supporting Option B. 
Thank you for your favorable consideration of Option B as both meeting the 
needs and alleviating the concerns of the Stonebridge Ranch citizenry. 
Sincerely, 
Philip Charles     
2548 Dunbar Drive 
McKinney, TX 75072 
philip.charles@rocketmail.com 

Your comment and support of Segment B is noted. 

1702  3/16/2023 Philip Main 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1703  4/20/2023 Philip N 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I don\'t understand what makes Segment A \"preferred\" by TxDOT. 
What\'s the preference criteria? Increased cost of $150M, impact to 57 
existing homes and businesses, accommodate relatively small corner of 
Prosper. Keep it simple, less expensive and less disruptive - No to Segment 
A, YES to Segment B. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative, which is a combination of 
Segments A, E, and C, as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the 
technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly 
reviewing evaluation matrices. The decision is informed by both a 
qualitative and quantitative analysis.  Some of TxDOT's top considerations 
in choosing Segment A over Segment B, because Segment A: 
-Displaces fewer homes in comparison to Segment B  
-Results in fewer impacts to planned future residential homes  
-Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west 
of Custer Road  
-Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment 
-Avoids impact to ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the 
subject of substantial public concern  
-Requires acquisition of less ROW than Segment B 
 
According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, 
Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B would 
potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially displace 
14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. None of 
the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing subdivisions. 
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1704  4/20/2023 Phillip F 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Fiscal Responsility is needed here. Choose Option B over A because it 
saves hundred of millions of dollars, destroys less business, or revisit and 
make new alternatives. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1705  4/20/2023 Phillip F 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Want TxDot to use State Funds in the most efficient and effective manner. 
Save the $200 milllion and reconsider the option B over Option A. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

1706  2/27/2023 Phillip Falk Online 

I worked for Chairman of Fortune 500 company as a mergers and 
acquisitions analyst.  Never in my career has a non common sense 
alternative been chosen over a more practical, less expensive option.   No 
surveys were mailed out to every affected citizen yet I have been hearing 
about the higher percentage of people voted for one option over another.  
This was not a fair representation of the community.  I moved into my 
house April 18, 2022 and never heard one word of this issue from realtor 
or builder.  $100 to $200 million of extra cost is significant.  Common 
sense, not politics needs to win the day.  I’m not against progress but I am 
against wasteful spending.  Time to Reconsider A versus B.   

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT 
during its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected 
through a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the 
public, municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the 
Blue Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  
 
Results of public and stakeholder input are available on the Segment 
Analysis Matrix found at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. Notices 
for all US 380 Collin County Feasibility Study Public meetings and hearings 
(conducted from 2016-2020) and for this EIS project have been mailed to 
adjacent property owners and residents who live within a half mile of the 
proposed project and ads were published in multiple local newspapers.   

1707  3/6/2023 Phillip Falk Email 

Stephen 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
2751 Majestic Avenue 
McKinney, TX. 75071 
I'm in the Commercial Real Estate and Securities Business. I will always 
endorse the most effecient/effective use oF our State Funds. How about 
building us a Combined HW380 + Bypass & Include a Beltway For Bikes & 
exercise like the AtlantA or the Miami Beltway in option A. That way -> In 
addittion to the massive spending on Hwy 380, we could enter the 2030's 
For Good Health & Excercise. B is better option over A Because it sAves 
$200 million +, which can be used For Healthy Living. 

Your comment is noted. Implementation of the Blue Alternative would 
comply with TxDOT’s Bicycle Accommodation Design Guidance, which also 
implements the USDOTs and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)’s 
policies regarding bicycle and pedestrian accommodations. Shared Use 
Paths (SUPs) built along the outside of the frontage roads would link to 
existing sidewalk systems and the components of McKinney’s City-Wide 
Trail Master Plan and Prosper’s Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Master 
Plan and Hike & Bike Trail Master Plan as they are implemented. The 
design of the SUPs would comply with TxDOT’s Roadway Design Manual, 
guidelines developed by AASHTO, and with the Americans with Disabilities 
Act (ADA). Providing SUPs with connectivity to existing and planned bicycle 
and pedestrian systems would comply with the USDOT’s policy to improve 
conditions and opportunities for walking and bicycling and to integrate 
walking and bicycling into transportation systems. The SUPs would also 
support multi-modal use of the corridor for those residents that do not 
have access to a vehicle. More information about Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Facilities can be found in Section 3.5 of the EIS.  
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1708  3/9/2023 Phillip Falk Email 

Stephen 
My Public Hearing Comments Form 
Phillip Falk 
Tucker Hill Homeowner 
2751 Majestic Avenue 
McKinney, TX. 75071  
As a Tucker Hill McKinney resident, I cannot believe that cronyism is the 
determining factor in the 380-overpass decision. Option B is the smartest 
and most fiscally responsible decision. Tucker Hill, Stonebridge, Wren 
Creek and other neighborhoods that will be directly impacted, did not have 
fair representattion in early public comment. Bill Darling's financial 
campaign contributions to 4 of 7 city council members and city mayor has 
influenced them to not push back, which in turn will cost tax payers 
substantially more money. When clearly looking at all the factors, Option B 
is the best route as it is less expensive, has a lower environmental impact, 
improves traffic congestion and minimizes the number of businesses 
impacted and displaced. A bypass or loop is created to divert traffic to 
lesion overall congestion. If that is the true objective of the project, then 
you would want traffic off of 380 as quickly as possible. Option A keeps the 
bypass on 380 longer, which in turn creates more traffic congestion. This is 
the opposite reason for the entire bypass project. It also utilizes 
substantially more taxpayer money to fund. 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT 
during its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected 
through a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the 
public, municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the 
Blue Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  
 
Results of public and stakeholder input are available on the Segment 
Analysis Matrix found at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  
 
The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing 
congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. If 
constructed, the project would adhere to current design standards and 
address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. The freeway 
design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from driveways and other 
roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be available 
at signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of 
conflict points. 

1709  3/7/2023 Phillip Jaubert Email 

Mr. Enders. 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX, I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Phillip Jaubert 
972-523-2666 
phillip@jaubert.me 
Linkedin profile 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1710  3/16/2023 Phillip Jaubert 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1711  4/20/2023 Piotr L 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Do not destroy Stonebridge! Your comment is noted.  

1712  4/20/2023 Polly D 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I’m in favor of Segment B that benefits the homeowners. Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  According to Section 
3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, Segment A potentially 
displaces two residences and Segment B would potentially displace four 
residences. Segment A would potentially displace 14 businesses and 
Segment B would potentially displace none. 

1713  4/5/2023 Prd D Online 

Hi our house is located right behind sector E blue alternative plan adjacent 
to Heatherwood community, please consider constructing wall between 
proposed highway along side the Heatherwood community fence to reduce 
noice , since more than 20+ house are located just with in 100 ft from 
highway which will cause a lot of noice and affect our family having orders 
and children. 

Your comment and concern about traffic noise is noted. A traffic noise 
analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA)–approved) Guidelines for Analysis and Abatement 
of Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise. Existing sound level 
measurements were collected at noise-sensitive areas, and noise modeling 
software was used to predict what noise levels could be expected in 2050. 
Noise mitigation would not be considered reasonable and feasible at your 
location per TxDOT Guidelines. TxDOT's evaluation shows the Heatherwood 
neighborhood currently has a brick privacy wall or barrier of some type that 
would reduce noise; therefore the area does not meet feasibility and 
reasonableness requirements. A detailed technical report on the traffic 
noise analysis that was conducted can be found in Appendix R of the DEIS. 

1714  3/26/2023 
Quan and Susie 

Nguyen 
Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Quan and Susie Nguyen 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1715  4/20/2023 R D 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to A yes to B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1716  2/18/2023 R.O. Online 

Please approve segment A. I live on north Custer Road and support the 
blue proposed alignment.  

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  
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1717  2/17/2023 Rachana Patel Online 

Option c would affect front half of my property which we used to provide for 
our animals. There are various species of migratory birds that will be 
affected as well. The drawing has changed from previous and is shifted 
entirely towards our property leaving the other side completed untouched. 
We are only one of few farms left. With the focus on more home grown, 
local products, it defeats the purpose of having a major highway going thru 
our farm. Other point i would like to make is the future traffic from 
McKinney going east. With increasing population, it would bottleneck on 
1827 so it would defeat the purpose of this since we will be back to square 
one. I do not think any options are ideal for the amount of people and 
traffic that is and will be in the county. Just as Dallas had to revamp 635 
and 75, this is something that requires more than 5-10 year projection. If 
there was a decision that need to be made, option d would be a better 
option since it effects less people and farms. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment C, and support of Segment D is 
noted. TxDOT is also conducting a schematic design and environmental 
study for US 380 in Princeton. Routes being considered include a new 
location freeway to the north of Princeton. More information about that 
project can be found at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/projects/us-
highways/us-380-from-fm-1827-to-cr-560-princeton-area.  

1718  2/17/2023 Rachel  Smith Online 

i am against route C as it interferes with the nature and surrounding 
ranches that have flourished on this land for generations. Route D goes 
through a flood plane and does not disrupt the surrounding enviroment so 
catastrophically. The correct path forward is obviously NOT C! 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. 
Segment C would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, 
forest, prairies and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain 
and regulatory floodway.  Segment C stretches farther east out of the 
floodplain. Segment D straddles the floodplain for most of its length. Using 
bridges to span floodways to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within the mapped 100-year floodplain is part of the 
design for Segments C and D. With an alignment outside of these areas, 
more of the roadway would require fewer bridges or elevated roadway 
sections to be built, therefore reducing anticipated construction costs. 

1719  4/20/2023 Rachel G 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to A, Yes to B! Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1720  3/16/2023 Rachel Gomes 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1721  2/6/2023 
Rachel 

Oppenheimer 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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1722  4/20/2023 Rachel R 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

As a homeowner in McKinney Texas I oppose segment A. I support the 
segment B route. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1723  2/16/2023 Rachel Smith Paper form 

I am against Route C and it adversely affects the surrounding nature and 
environment and all of the ranches that have been thriving on this land for 
generations. Clearly, logically, Route D is preferred as it is a flood plain that 
would not be so incredibly and uselessly displaced. No C! My family would 
be devestated.  

Your comment, opposition of Segment C, and support of Segment D is 
noted. Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. 
Segment C would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, 
forest, prairies and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain 
and regulatory floodway.  Segment C stretches farther east out of the 
floodplain. Segment D straddles the floodplain for most of its length. Using 
bridges to span floodways to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within the mapped 100-year floodplain is part of the 
design for Segments C and D. With an alignment outside of these areas, 
more of the roadway would require fewer bridges or elevated roadway 
sections to be built, therefore reducing anticipated construction costs. 

1724  
4/20/2023 
4/19/2023 

Rachel 
Thompson 

Online (1) 
Email (1) 

Please see uploaded document for comments. 
To whom it may concern: 
I am a homeowner in Tucker Hill. I live in one of the houses that backs up 
to 380. I can see 380 
from my dining room and hear 380’s traffic from every room in my house. I 
am extremely concerned  
about the noise and air pollution and the fact that there is no sound 
wall/pollution barrier in the  
plan for Tucker Hill with the preferred selection of Segment A. I have a 2 
year old daughter who  
currently refuses to go outside into our backyard during rush hour because 
of the traffic noise.  
TXDOT’s own analysis even concludes that my house and my neighbor’s 
houses will suffer from  
increased noise pollution. Further, with the destruction of the trees in front 
of Tucker Hill,  
there will be even less protection from the noise and pollution than we 
currently have. 
As detailed below, I do not believe that a sufficient analysis has been 
performed regarding the  
health and safety of residents during construction and afterwards if 
Segment A is chosen. 
 
In addition, once my daughter is school-aged, she will be zoned to Prosper 
ISD. I am extremely  
concerned about the community cohesion between Tucker Hill and Auburn 
Hills. Tucker Hill will be  
truly isolated. The need to walk over an 8 lane highway just to access the 
rest of my city 
makes that apparent. 
 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. TxDOT continues to 
evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several areas, including 
Tucker Hill. It is important to note that TxDOT is already proposing 
mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by depressing the mainlanes 
between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods to 
decrease traffic noise and visual barriers.  
 
Access to Tucker Hill would be maintained along the Preferred Alternative 
including an at-grade connection at Tremont Boulevard over the depressed 
section of the new freeway and a connection to existing US 380 east of 
Tucker Hill.   
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 
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Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

1725  3/7/2023 Rachell Hansen Email 

Dear Mr. Enders, 
Please NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

1726  3/15/2023 
Rachelle 

Mossinger 
Email 

Mr. Endres,  
I am writing to you to share my STRONG opposition to the bypass and 
Option B running through Prosper. I am a resident of Whitley Place and 
have been for the last seven years and disagree with the bypass running 
through Prosper for the following reasons: 
• 12+ lanes going right through Prosper (8 lanes & 4+ access lanes on 
either side) with the magnitude equal to US 75, located just south of 
Founders Academy  
•US 380 Bypass Segment B options + approved Collin Outer Loop (4-6 
lanes) just north would sandwich NE & SE Prosper in between 2 major 
highway thoroughfares  
•Directly affects and disruptive to numerous neighborhoods: Whitley Place, 
Whispering Farms, Brookhollow, Christie Farms, Rhea Mills, Gentle Creek, 
Amberwood, Ladera, etc.  
•Prosper properly planned for expansion (380 can be widened!). If other 
towns didn’t plan this can’t be put on Prosper  
•Directly impacts multiple schools in Prosper ISD: Cockrell Elementary | 
Rogers Middle School | Walnut Grove High School and Founders Classical 
Academy and student drivers 
•Increased Traffic and Noise  
•Materially impacts ManeGait and the wonderful therapy they provide to 
children, veterans, and our disabled community  
•Exorbitant costs of acquiring rights of way, adverse environmental 
impacts, wetland mitigation 
•This design does not make for an acceptable proposal nor effective use 
of taxpayer money  
•School buses having to go on a highway to take kids to school / young 
drivers for the high school having to deal with highways and high speeds 
•Significant environmental impact: pollution, emissions, & poor air quality 
•Safety of our citizens and students  
•Decreased home values and overall desire of area  
•Massive utility relocations that are critical to Prosper’s infrastructure  
•Substantial lost tax revenue to the Town and Prosper ISD 
In closing, I highly oppose Option B and want 380 to stay on 380 or Option 
A to be considered.  
Rachelle Mossinger 
4060 Chimney Rock Drive 
Prosper, Texas 75078 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. TxDOT selected the 
Blue Alternative as its Preferred Alternative, which does not include 
Segment B. It does include Segment A along the existing US 380 in 
Prosper. This means that the new location portion of the freeway would not 
diverge from the existing US 380 into the Town of Prosper. 
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1727  2/24/2023 Raechel Conner Email 

Hello, 
My name is Raechel & Mike Conner.  My sister owns the property on 2500 
FM 2933.  We have visited this property many times & we do not agree 
with the route that will destroy it.  Please consider route D. I am told that 
route D will disrupt less homes. Thank you for your consideration. 
Raechel & Mike Conner 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
would potentially displace seven residences, while Segment C would 
potentially displace 10 residences. 

1728  4/20/2023 Rafael S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Stonebridge Ranch is a 30 year community with more than 9200 homes 
and 32000 residents who bought in this community because of the green 
space and peaceful lifestyle, option B effects far fewer people and 
businesses. Please select option B or something further north where and is 
just being developed. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. It is important to note that there are also impacts and challenges in 
constructing a freeway north of Bloomdale Road/Prosper Trail, or along FM 
1461. Initial traffic analysis conducted during the US 380 Collin County 
Feasibility Study indicated that locating an alternative further north did not 
address US 380 congestion and would not satisfy regional travel demands. 

1729  2/17/2023 Rajiv Nayar Online 

No McKinney biomass through Prosper! Come on txdot. Hold McKinney 
accountable. We need to keep 380 on 380 and leave Mane Gate PISD 
schools, Founders, and the Prosper families alone.  

Your comment is noted. TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative as its 
Preferred Alternative, which includes Segment A along the existing US 380 
in Prosper. This means that the new location portion of the freeway would 
not diverge from the existing US 380 at Coit Road or into the Town of 
Prosper. 

1730  2/6/2023 
Rally Motorcycle 

Service 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

1731  3/10/2023 
Ralph 

Easterwood 
Email 

I am emailing concerns over the US 380 Bypass NE of McKinney Texas,  I 
oppose Route C. 
        1       Route C severely damages one of the largest remaining forests 
in central Collin County 
        2       Route C destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodlands and 
151% more acres of grassland and prairie 
        3       Route C divides residential and farming/ranching communities 
        4       Route C affects and displaces significantly more homes, 
businesses, and community resources. 
These are just a few reasons why I am opposed to Route C. 
Regards, 
Ralph Easterwood 

Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted. According to the 
addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D (with the Spur 399 
interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 businesses, while 
Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would potentially displace 19 
businesses. Segment D would potentially displace seven residences, while 
Segment C would potentially displace 10 residences.  
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.). The EIS evaluates the effects 
of the proposed action on cultural resources within the Area of Potential 
Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including any National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible structures, landscapes, 
districts, or archeological sites, including Section 4(f) properties. No NRHP-
eligible historic resources would be affected by the Blue Preferred 
Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information about cultural 
resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
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River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  

1732  4/20/2023 Randall B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to segment A. YES to segment B. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1733  3/31/2023 
Randy & Nancy 

Robertson 
Email 

In the US 380 Bypass project (Coit Road to FM 1827), TxDOT has proposed 
the construction of Segment A which will cause untold damages to our 
Stonebridge Ranch lifestyle. 
Dear Mr. Endres;  
As homeowners and citizens of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, we understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. Our home is right behind the sound wall on 380 near 
Stonebridge Dr. so we will be directly impacted by Segment A if chosen. We 
strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the 
US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Randy & Nancy Robertson 
7816 Harvest Hill Lane  
McKinney, TX 75071 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1734  4/20/2023 Randy N 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Money to taxpayers is my concern. Route should go where the cost is less. Your comment is noted. The preliminary cost estimate for each segment is 
one of the many factors TxDOT considered when determining the Preferred 
Alternative, as shown in Figure 2-13 of the DEIS. As final design continues, 
cost estimates will be updated, and will factor in the costs of right-of-way 
acquisition. Impacts to future developments will also be re-evaluated. It is 
important to note that these costs are high-level estimates, using the 
information available now.  

1735  3/21/2023 Randy Shaver Online 

Why would segment A be selected over segment B when it almost 
$200,000,000 more. Even the shift is around $100,000,000 more. A lot of 
the development over the last 5 years will need to be relocated. Property 
values for Stonebridge ranch, Tucker hill and Ridgecrest will be impacted 
negatively. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. Some of TxDOT's top 
considerations in choosing Segment A over Segment B, because Segment 
A: 
-Displaces fewer homes in comparison to Segment B  
-Results in fewer impacts to planned future residential homes  
-Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west 
of Custer Road  
-Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment 
-Avoids impact to ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the 
subject of substantial public concern  
-Requires acquisition of less ROW than Segment B  
 
Changes in property values are driven by the value associated with site-
specific factors such as accessibility, safety, noise, visual amenities, 
proximity to shopping, community cohesion, and business productivity. 
TxDOT cannot reasonably foresee how any of these factors will impact 
property values. 

1736  4/20/2023 Reba C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO TO SEGMENT A - YES TO SEGMENT B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1737  3/15/2023 Rebecca Email 

Hello Stephen, 
I am writting because my community and I strongly object the proposed 
route "A" 380 bypass construction. It is the most disruptive route to the 
serounding residents and  makes no sense financially. Please understand 
this project has caused undeserved stress on these affected residents.  We 
moved to this location for some peace and quite, we surely did not sign up 
for noice disturbance to be at our backyard. This project will causes severe 
lose on our property value and sence of community to these subdivisions. A 
lot of us have attended the meeting on February 16th, but there were only 
maps showing proposed routes, video showing the plan and poster boards 
showing noise barrier plans.  There was no one to hear the public opinions 
and voices. Although I understand the anticipated traffic increase on 380 
dur to the growth, Please consider other better routes that is not as 
disruptive to the community. Thank you, 
Timberridge subdivision resident  
Rebecca 
Sent from my T-Mobile 4G LTE Device 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  Changes in property 
values are driven by the value associated with site-specific factors such as 
accessibility, safety, noise, visual amenities, proximity to shopping, 
community cohesion, and business productivity. TxDOT cannot reasonably 
foresee how any of these factors will impact property values. 
 
A traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA)–approved) Guidelines for Analysis and 
Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise. Existing 
sound level measurements were collected at noise-sensitive areas, and 
noise modeling software was used to predict what noise levels could be 
expected in 2050. Noise mitigation would not be considered reasonable 
and feasible at your location per TxDOT Guidelines. TxDOT's evaluation 
shows the Timberridge subdivision does not meet TxDOT and Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) requirements for a noise barrier.  
 
Project team members were available during the in-person February 16 
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Public Hearing. Additionally, this US 380 Project’s comment period has 
been longer than most because it opened when the DEIS was announced, 
which was January 13, 2023. TxDOT granted two separate 15-day 
extensions to the comment period to close April 20, 2023 instead of March 
21, 2023 as advertised at the Public Hearing.  

1738  4/20/2023 Rebecca B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Please don\'t disrupt our life with this project. We like our community as is. 
This project does not belong in this area. It is too close to residents that 
live in this neighborhood. NO to Segment A. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1739  2/21/2023 Rebecca Cormier Online 

I am a lifetime resident of Collin County and part of why I remain here is the 
access to our parks and forests. Please implement option D as originally 
planned and not C. C will really harm the largest remaining forests in Collin 
County. This will destroy over 100% more acres of prairies and over 70% 
more acres of forest and wetlands than C. This option will not only displace 
residents and businesses, but destroy habitats for beavers, otters, turtles, 
birds, frogs, and other wildlife at a time when we are all realizing their vital 
benefit to our ecosystem. We will lose a large hunk of the areas that make 
our county unique and the ability for younger generations to enjoy and 
learn from these areas and wildlife.  
 
I stand by Texas Parks and Wildlife when I say I am strongly opposed to 
option C and hope you will reconsider in favor of D as once this harm is 
done, it is non-reversible.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. 
Segment C would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, 
forest, prairies and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain 
and regulatory floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the 
East Fork Trinity River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting 
nearly one-third of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway 
impacted by Segment D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT 
would use bridges to span regulatory floodways and to minimize the 
placement of fill material, including bridge bents, within both the mapped 
100-year floodplain and the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway 
alignment outside of the mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such 
as Segment C) would require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to 
be built reducing anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 
3.11.1 of the DEIS, the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would 
impact approximately 589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland 
Prairie/grassland, floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, 
native invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau 
woodlands/savanna grassland, row crops, and some open water based on 
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping 
Systems of Texas (EMST) data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment 
D) would impact approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. 
The Alternatives Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue 
Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres 
of riparian and upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the 
proposed ROW not in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple 
Alternative.  
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 
2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies that can 
be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-
gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as 
provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on impacts 
to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and fish and 
wildlife species.  TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the 
impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things 
TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, 
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the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the 
Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation 
strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections 
to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from 
streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill 
material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation 
credits from stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the US and wetlands.   

1740  3/26/2023 
Rebecca 

Crookston 
Online 

In August 2022 we signed a contract and paid earnest money to build a 
home in Erwin Farms. Only later did we learn that TXDOT was proposing an 
8-lane highway (+ 4 access lanes) directly north of our neighborhood, 2000 
feet from our new home. Nowhere in the area are there signs of the 
proposed highway. This also was not addressed by our builder. Why is 
TXDOT building a highway through new neighborhoods and why is 
development continuing these areas? The 380 bypass could be built 
farther north where there are fewer homes and neighborhoods. Or the 
Collin County Outer Loop could be finished and used to divert traffic from 
Highway 380. I don't believe that TXDOT, the city of McKinney, or the 
developers are acting in good faith or are concerned about the well-being 
of the citizens of the affected areas. 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. While the project 
would run adjacent to the Erwin Farms neighborhood, it would not go 
through it. None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any 
existing subdivisions. 
 
Multiple notices have been sent to property owners and current residences 
since the first US 380 Collin County Feasibility Study Public Meeting in 
Spring 2018.   
 
There are also impacts and challenges in constructing a freeway north of 
Bloomdale Road/Prosper Trail, or along FM 1461. Initial traffic analysis 
conducted during the US 380 Collin County Feasibility Study indicated that 
locating an alternative further north did not address US 380 congestion 
and would not satisfy regional travel demands.  
 
Even if all the planned roadways in Collin County, including the Outer Loop, 
are built, existing US 380 will continue to experience a failing level of 
service in the future. The regional model shows that both east to west 
freeways are needed to relieve congestion. 

1741  2/17/2023 
Rebecca 

Easterwood 
Online 

I am very against route C.  It makes no sense.  It displaces too many 
established ranches.  It's very much against McKinneys, "Unique by nature" 
motto.  Go with route D 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted.  

1742   Rebecca 
Easterwood 

Comment Form 

I oppose route C! Please go with another route! It displaces many working 
ranches! They say our comments don't matter! I want to save my ranch! 
You will take 1/2 of it! 

Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted.  
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1743  2/6/2023 
Rebecca 

Esterwood/Gary 
Sanders 

Segment C 
Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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1744  4/20/2023 Rebecca G 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I don’t know why anyone would choose to construct a massive freeway like 
this on an already existing high traffic road. Construction will cause 
tremendous interruptions and additional traffic. Not to mention the 
expense and what about all the businesses that are currently undergoing 
construction in the path? One established business already has scheduled 
their shutdown. Also, Tucker Hill is a unique community that people love 
and this project will have numerous negative effects. I’m afraid for the 
change in value of our homes and how this will change what people love 
about Tucker hill. No to segment A!! 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. Changes in property 
values are driven by the value associated with site-specific factors such as 
accessibility, safety, noise, visual amenities, proximity to shopping, 
community cohesion, and business productivity. TxDOT cannot reasonably 
foresee how any of these factors will impact property values. 

1745  4/20/2023 Rebecca J 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Segment B is not only less expensive but also less disruptive to 
communities that have been here for decades. Use the option that is 
available and saves tax payer dollars 

Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

1746  4/20/2023 Rebecca K 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

The other routes cost less and impact far fewer reside. Please do not ruin 
our neighborhoods! 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1747  4/17/2023 
Rebecca 
Kleinman 

Email 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
I live in one of the neighborhoods where you want to put a freeway. My 89 
year old mother also owns a home in our neighborhood. We have lived in 
McKinney for more than a decade. But this threatens our way of life, our 
peace, our homes. What on earth are you thinking? Would you raise your 
kids next to a freeway? Would you purchase a home next to a highway like 
this? This will pollute our air. It will increase noise. It will cause our property 
values to plummet. It is a waste of taxpayer dollars. It will cause disruptions 
and delay for years. It will negatively impact several local schools. It is a 
BAD idea that must be stopped. Please, just say NO to Segment A! As a 
homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch and Auburn Hills residents and thousands of 
citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B 
as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  
The facts about Segment A and Segment B: 
My opposition to Segment A of the “Blue Alternative” is based on the 
following facts: 
1. Segment A destroys 27 businesses, 12 displacements and 2 homes 
currently. It will likely be more than that by the time the project is 
constructed whereas Segment B destroys no business, 7 displacements, 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
 
Right-of-way acquisition estimates were calculated using Collin County 
Appraisal District as a guide to come up with square footage cost. All right-
of-way acquisition would be completed in accordance with the Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, 
as amended. Brochures, including two booklets titled “The Purchase of 
Right of Way,” and “Relocation Assistance,” are available on the project 
website. These booklets contain detailed information to inform property 
owners of their rights and provide information about the TxDOT right-of-way 
acquisition process. Individual property acquisition cost and relocation 
assistance will be evaluated based on fair market value determined by an 
independent third-party appraiser.  
 
TxDOT is working closely with the City of McKinney to determine the cost of 
acquiring right-of-way. TxDOT will continue to assist the City in identifying 
funding opportunities. This project is currently partially funded for 
construction and cannot let for construction until funding is identified; 
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and 5 homes. 
2. The cost of Segment A right of way acquisition estimated today is 
$957.8 million compared to $888.8 million for Segment B. It is likely to 
reach more than $1 billion by the time the project is constructed based on 
current construction projects which are not counted in the current TxDOT 
estimates. 
3. The proposed Blue Alternative which includes Segment A calls for $120 
million from the City of McKinney for right of way acquisition which will be 
an unplanned tax burden to McKinney taxpayers. The amount of that tax 
burden quite likely will increase as the cost of ROW acquisitions and 
related expenses increase. 
4. Segment A will have a significant detrimental impact on Stonebridge 
Ranch, Auburn Hills and Tucker Hill which border the proposed 
construction of Segment A. It will create major traffic disruption, increased 
noise, and increased health and environmental problems, not to mention 
the impact on schools, morning and afternoon traffic, and school zones 
divided by US380 Segment A. 
Please select Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass 
from Coit Road to FM 1827.  DO NOT implement segment A. Thank you for 
your consideration. Best, 
Rebecca Kleinman 
5504 Fulham Lane 
McKinney, TX 75071 
See PDF for images. 

however, right-of-way acquisition can proceed even if the project is not 
funded for construction. 
 
The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing 
congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. If 
constructed, the project would adhere to current design standards and 
address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. The freeway 
design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from driveways and other 
roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be available 
at signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of 
conflict points. 
 
A traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (FHWA–
approved) Guidelines for Analysis and Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise 
and Construction Noise. Existing sound level measurements were collected 
at noise-sensitive areas, and noise modeling software was used to predict 
what noise levels could be expected in 2050.  In areas where a noise 
impact was projected to occur, noise barriers were evaluated for feasibility 
and reasonableness. A detailed technical report on the traffic noise 
analysis that was conducted can be found in Appendix R of the DEIS. 
 
TxDOT is proposing the following mitigation as part of the Preferred 
Alternative identified in the draft EIS:   
-building sound barriers (noise walls) that do not exist today,  
-depressing the main lanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch 
neighborhoods to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers, and 
-providing local street crossings over the depressed section to provide 
connectivity between neighborhoods. 

1748  2/27/2023 
Rebecca L. 
Easterwood 

Email 

Good day,  
I am emailing with my concerns over the US 380 Bypass NE of McKinney 
Texas,  I oppose Route C.  The attached map depicts the two segments 
(Route C and D) under consideration for Focus Area 3: SH5 to FM 1827 of 
the TxDot US 380 Coint Road to FM 1827 Draft EIS.  The locations of 
proximate residences, businesses and community resources are mapped 
out.   
1. Route C severely damages one of the largest remaining forests in central 
Collin County 
2. Route C destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodlands and 151% 
more acres of grassland and prairie 
3. Route C divides residential and farming/ranching communities 
4. Route C affects and displaces significantly more homes, businesses, 
and community resources. 
Above are just a few reasons why I am opposed to Route C.  You can see 
the complete listings of C vs. D on the attached map. Please help us in 
choosing route D over route C. Regards,  
Rebecca L. Easterwood - resident of affected ranchland of route C. 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure. Based on TxDOT's 
evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced by either Segment C 
or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be acquired from any 
community facility either. More details about community facilities can be 
found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community facilities are 
defined as a physical feature provided – either by the municipality as a 
public service or by a private entity – within the community for the benefit 
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of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, community centers, post 
office, library, etc.). The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on 
cultural resources within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic 
Resources including any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed 
or NRHP-eligible structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, 
including Section 4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would 
be affected by the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More 
information about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the 
DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.   

1749  2/18/2023 
Rebekah 
Cooksey 

Online 

I support the blue alternative that is currently the “preferred” schematic 
shown.  Thank you for keeping 380 on 380 through Prosper and protecting 
ManeGait. 

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  
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1750  3/30/2023 Reddy Tummala Email 

Dear Texas Department of Transportation, McKinney, and Prosper, 
Plan A is not good because it would require the highway to go through just 
one city at a higher expense to the taxpayers and would not bypass as 
much of the major roadway. This plan would also force the road to run from 
north to south, which is not optimal for relieving traffic from east to west. 
Furthermore, Plan A would cut off the entire community of Tucker Hill from 
the city, and displace more residences, which would have a significant 
impact on the community and environment. On the other hand, Plan B is a 
better option because it would mostly go through McKinney and run 
through Plano for about a mile. Plan B would bypass highway 380, avoid 
cutting off the entire community of Tucker Hill from the city, and displace 
only a minimal number of residences, a horse farm, and some planned 
communities. Plan B is the most cost-effective plan and better meets the 
need for bypassing highway 380, improving east-west traffic flow, and 
enhancing safety. Plan B would also have less of an impact on the 
community and environment compared to Plan A. Plan A reduces the 
efficacy of every major goal stated by the DOT. As taxpayers and residents, 
we must consider the long-term benefits and costs of each plan. Plan B is 
the best option as it is more cost-effective and better meets the need for 
bypassing highway 380, improving east-west traffic flow, and enhancing 
safety. We must consider the impact that the project will have on the 
community and the environment for decades to come. Therefore, I urge the 
Texas Department of Transportation, McKinney, and Prosper to build Plan 
B. Sincerely, 
Reddy Tummala 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative, which is a combination of 
Segments A, E, and C, as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the 
technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly 
reviewing evaluation matrices. The decision is informed by both a 
qualitative and quantitative analysis. Refer to Section 2.4 in the DEIS for 
an explanation of why the Blue Alternative was selected over the other 
Build Alternatives. For more information, please reference the Alternatives 
Analysis Matrix in the DEIS in Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. You may also view 
the Segment Analysis Matrix on the Public Hearing website at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  
 
The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing 
congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. If 
constructed, the project would adhere to current design standards and 
address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. The freeway 
design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from driveways and other 
roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be available 
at signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of 
conflict points. Results of traffic analysis can be found in Appendix I of the 
DEIS and on the Segment Analysis Matrix. Our comparison of Segments A 
and B showed that there was not a substantial difference in traffic metrics 
such as travel times, travel speeds, and Level of Service. 
 
According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, 
Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B would 
potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially displace 
14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. None of 
the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing subdivisions. 
 
No proposed alternatives are within the boundaries of the City of Plano 
since it is outside of this project's study area.  

1751  4/20/2023 Reed F 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I oppose segment A. I support segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1752  2/25/2023 
Renate 

Hodkowski 
Email 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  
Segment B is much less disruptive and makes more sense for what the 
new bypass is trying to accomplish. Thank you, 
Renate Hodkowski 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted.  
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1753  3/7/2023 Renee Brandish Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Renee Brandish 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1754  4/20/2023 Renee D 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to option A. It\'s mind boggling that a cheaper option is available 
without major disruption to neighborhoods and families. People have 
invested their entire livelihoods to live in in this area. We not only pay taxes 
but we contribute daily to the businesses, restaurants etc that help support 
Mckinney\'s economy. We should have a say in this. I\'m a registered 
nurse and I believe that MainGate is a wonderful place that helps many 
people. However....it can be relocated to an even better, bigger facility to 
help people. Option B is the better, cheaper option that would disrupt fewer 
homes, families and businesses. If MainGate was not located on that tract 
of land would option B already have happened?. Please rethink option A 
plan and go with option B for the sake of the citizens that give back daily to 
this wonderful community. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1755  2/17/2023 Renee Francis Online 

OPPOSED TO SEGMENT C: I live in the Willow Wood community and moved 
there specifically to get away from all the crazy highway and city chaos. 
Segments C will run along the southern edge of our community, resulting in 
more traffic noise and pollution in our area. Segment C will also destroy 
many homes & business's of our neighbors in the southeast. Segment D 
would be less destructive with a route that would follow the largely 
unpopulated flood plain that flows directly south to the existing US 380. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted. According to the 
addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D (with the Spur 399 
interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 businesses, while 
Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would potentially displace 19 
businesses. Segment D would potentially displace seven residences, while 
Segment C would potentially displace 10 residences.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway.  Segment C stretches farther east out of the floodplain. Segment 
D straddles the floodplain for most of its length. Using bridges to span 
floodways to minimize the placement of fill material, including bridge 
bents, within the mapped 100-year floodplain is part of the design for 
Segments C and D. With an alignment outside of these areas, more of the 
roadway would require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be 
built, therefore reducing anticipated construction costs. 

1756  4/20/2023 Renee G 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment Your comment is noted.  
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1757  3/16/2023 Renee Nelson 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1758  4/20/2023 

Residents of 
Stonebridge 

Ranch  
(2,025 

signatures) 

Email 

In the US 380 Bypass project (Coit Road to FM 1827), TxDOT has proposed 
the construction of Segment A which will cause untold damages to our 
Stonebridge Ranch lifestyle. Join the SRCA Board of Directors in opposing 
construction of Segment A in the proposed US 380 Bypass project. 
 
NO to Segment A 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of 
Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B,  that 
will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer 
businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 
Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, Segment A 
potentially displaces two residences and Segment B would potentially 
displace four residences. Segment A would potentially displace 14 
businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. None of the 
alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing subdivisions. 

1759  3/16/2023 Rey Lopez 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1760  4/20/2023 Rhea L 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

380 is already a nightmare as it is! Let\'s not make it worst. No to Segment 
A! Yes to B! 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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1761  3/6/2023 Rhoda Lynn Email (2) 

I have been a resident of Collin County all my life and currently live in 
McKinney so I will be directly impacted by the Highway 380 Bypass. I am 
writing to ask you to support Route D. Route C is a terrible path because it 
will: 
severely damage one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin 
County  
destroy 71% more acres of forests and woodlands and 141% more acres 
of grassland and prairie than Route D  
disturb the wetlands that serve as a refuge for wildlife, including beavers, 
river otters, turtles, migratory and non-migratory water and forest birds, 
frogs, etc.  
eliminate a large area of suitable habitat for endangered/threatened 
species 
divide residential and farming/ranching communities 
affect and displace significantly more homes, businesses, and community 
resources 
has worse traffic performance (lower traffic capacity, slower travel speeds, 
and more elevation changes) 
Route C is also strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife which prefers 
Route D. Please put your support behind Route D. It’s important to the 
people who live and work in McKinney. Too often government only looks at 
what’s presented in front of them and forgets to fully consider the 
consequences to the daily life of the people who have to live with the 
choices made by the government. Thank you, 
Rhoda Lynn 
1728 Bonner Street 
McKinney, TX 75069 
214-808-7526 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure. Based on TxDOT's 
evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced by either Segment C 
or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be acquired from any 
community facility either. More details about community facilities can be 
found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community facilities are 
defined as a physical feature provided – either by the municipality as a 
public service or by a private entity – within the community for the benefit 
of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, community centers, post 
office, library, etc.). The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on 
cultural resources within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic 
Resources including any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed 
or NRHP-eligible structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, 
including Section 4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would 
be affected by the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More 
information about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the 
DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
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data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the impacts 
mentioned in their comments were several of the many things TxDOT had 
to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, the natural 
resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the Preferred 
Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation strategies 
such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections to span 
streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from streams 
and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill material in 
jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation credits from 
stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation for impacts to 
waters of the US and wetlands.   
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

1762  4/20/2023 Rhodri R 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

This is a horrible idea. Your comment is noted.  

1763  4/20/2023 Rich F 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Yes to segment B Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

1764  4/20/2023 Rich W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Option A, please. Yes to Option B. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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1765  2/6/2023 
Richard / Pamela 

Weibley 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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1766  3/28/2023 
Richard and 

Martha 
Bustamente 

Email 

In the US 380 Bypass project (Coit Road to FM 1827), TxDOT has proposed 
the construction of Segment A which will cause untold damage to our 
Stonebridge Ranch lifestyle. As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., 
I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass 
from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an 
existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on 
McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in 
less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and 
thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to 
implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from 
Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Richard & Martha Bustamente 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1767  2/24/2023 
Richard 

Beauregard 
Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sincerely, 
Richard Beauregard  
612 Braxton Ct  
McKinney, Tx 75071 
Sent from the all new AOL app for iOS 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

1768  3/29/2023 Richard Clare Email 

Mr. Endres,  
I support Segment A of the 380 Bypass as I have since the first plans were 
revealed. I also hope you will implement the Alternative Plan for the 
intersection at 380/Custer. Regards, 
Richard Clare 
Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPad 

Your comment and support of the project and the Alternative Design for the 
US 380 and Custer Road intersection is noted.  
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1769  3/26/2023 
Richard 

Crookston 
Online 

We began building a home in Erwin Farms in August 2022. Some months 
after beginning the building we came found out about the 380 bypass. 
There was no signage showing a proposed 8 lane freeway + 4 lanes of 
access that we be next to our neighborhood. Now we are less than 2000 
feet from the freeway. We would never have bought there had we known 
there was going to be a major freeway there. We don't understand why it is 
not being built north of Erwin Park where there is less development at this 
time. Why is not the Collin County Outer Loop used which is labeled as a 
designated loop as traffic by pass. It was started over 10 years ago which 
probably already has right of ways. We think the proposal of putting a by-
pass in the middle of existing and in progress neighborhoods (i.e. Painted 
Tree, Erwin Farms, Timber Creek) is not in good faith and undermines the 
trust of the community that the TXDOT, City of McKinney and the 
developers have for the welfare of their constituents. 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. While the project 
would run adjacent to the Erwin Farms neighborhood, it would not go 
through it. None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any 
existing subdivisions. 
 
Multiple notices have been sent to property owners and current residences 
since the first US 380 Collin County Feasibility Study Public Meeting in 
Spring 2018.   
 
There are also impacts and challenges in constructing a freeway north of 
Bloomdale Road/Prosper Trail, or along FM 1461. Initial traffic analysis 
conducted during the US 380 Collin County Feasibility Study indicated that 
locating an alternative further north did not address US 380 congestion 
and would not satisfy regional travel demands.  
 
Even if all the planned roadways in Collin County, including the Outer Loop, 
are built, existing US 380 will continue to experience a failing level of 
service in the future. The regional model shows that both east to west 
freeways are needed to relieve congestion. 

1770  3/30/2023 
Richard E 

Bustamente 
Email 

I appreciate your consideration. 
As a side note, I travel HWY 380 almost daily, my concern is that we really 
need to consider where the traffic on 380 really begins to become heavy to 
the point of congestion. I believe it really starts at the intersection of  380  
and 720 the traffic increases and really clogs up at the intersection of 380 
and 423 and continues all the way to HWY 5 and 380. It seems to me the 
farther back toward Denton, we set the alternate route to HWY 5 the more 
we can reduce the traffic flow to and Thru Mckinney. Another comment, the 
traffic flow from Coit rd to Hwy 5 could see an immediate improvement if 
the traffic light were timed properly to provide a continuous flow of green 
lights, currently, you cannot drive from Coit rd on a green light thru Lake 
Forest. the lights at lake Forest continually cause traffic stoppage. I 
recognize your trying your best to satisfy all concerned, Love to have a 
discussion if you would like. 
Richard E Bustamente 
928-925-4079 

Your comment is noted. TxDOT evaluated possible changes in signal timing 
during the Feasibility Study and determined it was not a long- term solution 
for future traffic. TxDOT and the local municipalities share responsibility for 
signal timing in the corridor.  
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1771  3/27/2023 Richard Evans Email 

Dear TxDOT: 
I am writing to protest the recommended alignment of Segment A for the 
380 proposal as it currently stands. 
I am a resident of Stonebridge Ranch which has over 9,000 families with 
over 36,000 people living in this community.  Segment A alignment will 
drastically effect these residents as our main road running through our 
community will be adversely affected by this proposed alignment.  It makes 
far more sense to connect the bypass further to the west beyond Custer 
Road as per Segment B. TxDOT is proposing a bypass so lets make it as 
good a bypass as it can be.  Dumping the traffic onto 380 as proposed in 
Segment A makes no sense.  It leaves more of 380 congested than 
Proposal B.  As I understand it proposal A will cost over 100 million dollars 
more to construct which is a waste of my tax dollars. An ariel view of land 
for both proposals shows that B makes more sense and will not run right 
next to an existing community of Tucker Hill.  Proposal B  runs through 
vacant land that has not been developed.  A horse farm can be easily 
moved and Prosper’s plans for development can be changed but the 
Tucker Community is already there and many families will be affected. 
Anyone looking at the design plans can see that Segment B is the best 
selection.  It will bypass traffic further west, effect current residents of 
Stonebridge Ranch and Tucker Hill the least and cost millions less to build. 
I there strongly stand against the Segment A proposed alignment. 
Richard Evans 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. TxDOT selected the 
Blue Alternative, which is a combination of Segments A, E, and C, as the 
Preferred Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering 
public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation 
matrices. The decision is informed by both a qualitative and quantitative 
analysis. Refer to Section 2.4 in the DEIS for an explanation of why the 
Blue Alternative was selected over the other Build Alternatives. For more 
information, please reference the Alternatives Analysis Matrix in the DEIS 
in Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. You may also view the Segment Analysis 
Matrix on the Public Hearing website at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  
 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
 
The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing 
congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety.  

1772  3/10/2023 Richard Hanson Online 

Hello - Can you please reconsider option B?   We have lived in Tucker Hill 
for 7 years and are very concerned about sound and pollution levels from 
the East Side of option A.   Our taxes continue to increase, we are middle 
class, and we’re concerned about higher taxes to fund the lord expensive 
option A versus option B. 
Further, if it is not possible to have option B, can you shift the East section 
heading north further East from Tucker Hill?    And can you add sound 
walls. 
Thank you for your consideration  

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. TxDOT continues to 
evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several areas, including 
Tucker Hill.  
 
Shifting Segment A to the east would potentially displace more existing 
residents than the proposed Segment A. It is also likely that there would be 
issues with impacts to community resources such as the Zinger Bat and 
Aviator ball parks.  

1773  3/16/2023 
Richard 

Henderson 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1774  2/6/2023 
Richard K. 

Randall 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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1775  3/10/2023 Richard Nichols Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Richard Nichols 
7704 Michael Ct 
quarter@byu.net 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1776  2/22/2023 Richard Randall Online 

The road FM 1827 in inset G. This needs to be looked at again because 
Traffic coming from the North to the South, forces travelers to go out of 
there way to go East on HWY380. I would suggest to leave the road there 
and do a short extension where the light is and do a turn to the left with a 
small off ramp to go East on HWY380.    

Your comment is noted.  The design for Inset G was created as a response 
to the DEIS design (shown in the main plan view) where we received 
numerous concerns that connecting University and FM 1827 would funnel 
a high volume of traffic along FM 1827.  Please note that the County's 
future thoroughfare plan includes additional east-west thoroughfares that 
connect Segment C to New Hope that offer improved connections without 
funneling traffic from University on to FM  1827.  

1777  3/8/2023 
Richard Thomas 

Dover 
Email 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. 
Segment B has the west end of the bypass the furthest west.  This is 
needed to carry traffic now and for the future growth in the area.   
I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the 
US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Please consider this option 
over Segment A.  Segment A will destroy more businesses, cost many 
millions more to build, and cause greater disruption.  Thank you for your 
time. Sincerely, 
Richard Thomas Dover 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. It is important to note Segment A has fewer potential home 
displacements in comparison to Segment B and results in fewer impacts to 
planned future residential homes.   
 
The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing 
congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. If 
constructed, the project would adhere to current design standards and 
address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. The freeway 
design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from driveways and other 
roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be available 
at signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of 
conflict points. 

1778  4/20/2023 Rick D 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I’m concerned this route will negatively affect my Stonebridge home value Your comment is noted. Changes in property values are driven by the value 
associated with site-specific factors such as accessibility, safety, noise, 
visual amenities, proximity to shopping, community cohesion, and business 
productivity. TxDOT cannot reasonably foresee how any of these factors will 
impact property values. 

1779  2/16/2023 Rick Eubank Paper form 

Section C goes through too many homes, businesses, wetland, and forests. 
D was/is a much better route.  

Your comment, opposition of Segment C, and support of Segment D is 
noted.  
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1780  4/20/2023 Rick Franklin Online 

As both a Tucker Hill resident and a member of the McKinney City council, 
I, as I have always been, am against the choice of Route A and in favor of 
Route B regarding the Hwy 380 bypass. It concerns me that this project is 
going to cost taxpayers an additional 100+ million dollars over the 
estimate for Route B. There will be numerous and detrimental effects to 
our community due to the close proximity to this proposed highway. If this 
is the final choice of TxDOT, which I hope is not, then I would encourage 
TxDOT to work with both the city and the residents to come together on 
various mitigation options to improve the quality of life for the residents of 
Tucker Hill during and after the construction of the Hwy 380 bypass. 
 Rick Franklin 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. Texas Administrative Code, Title 43, Section 15.52 requires local 
governments be responsible for a specified percentage of actual project 
costs. The minimum percentage of local participation is designated by the 
department on a case-by-case basis but is typically 10% of actual project 
costs. The dollar amount you mention is an estimate and still needs to be 
finalized since the project costs provided at the Public Hearing are high-
level estimates, using the information available now. As final design 
continues, these will be updated. 
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill. It is important to note that TxDOT is already 
proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by depressing the 
main lanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 
is anticipated to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers compared to not 
depressing the freeway. TxDOT will continue to work with adjacent property 
owners and stakeholders through final design to minimize impacts to 
adjacent properties and neighborhoods, as feasible. 

1781  4/20/2023 Rick G 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to segment A. YES to segment B. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1782  2/22/2023 Rick Stuckmann Online 

US 380 EIS Project  
Coit Road to FM 1827  
TXDOT has selected the Blue Alternative as the preferred alternative over 
the other alternatives being considered.  The Blue Alternative is more 
environmentally impactful than the Brown Alternative with the Blue 
Alternative permanently impacting more acreage of wetlands and more 
linear feet of rivers/streams.  The Blue Alternative also impacts more 
acreage of forest habitat.  Given this phase is the Draft Environmental 
Impact Study, it is surprising more weight was not given to these 
environmental factors.  
The Blue Alternative has also consistently been one of the more costly 
options as TXDOT has gone through the various phases of evaluating the 
project alternatives.  Based on the Draft Environmental Impact Study, the 
Blue Alternative costs approximately $200 million more than the Brown 
alternative.  TXDOT has a fiduciary duty to be fiscally responsible when 
evaluating project alternatives.  
The information provided at the public meetings included additional 
justifications on why the Blue Alternative, which includes Segment A, was 
chosen over the Brown Alternative, including Segment B.  It states 3 fewer 
residences will be displaced with Segment A vs Segment B.  However, the 
information fails to mention Segment A displaces 14 more businesses than 
Segment B.  The number of businesses displaced by Segment A is likely to 
grow as the land north of US 380 and east of Custer is currently under 
development which will only increase the cost of the Blue Alternative when 
ROW is acquired.  

Your comment and opposition to the Blue Alternative is noted. While public 
input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during its decision-
making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through a voting 
process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, municipal 
or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative 
(comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after 
reviewing the technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, 
and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices. Refer to Section 2.4 in the 
DEIS for an explanation of why the Blue Alternative was selected over the 
other Build Alternatives and the Alternatives Analysis Matrix in Figure 2-15 
on page 2-33.   
 
According to the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS available at the 
Public Hearing and the Public Hearing website, Segment A potentially 
displaces two residences and Segment B would potentially displace four 
residences. Segment A would potentially displace 14 businesses and 
Segment B would potentially displace none. None of the alternatives 
studied in the EIS would bisect any existing subdivisions.   
 
As a part of this project, future developments were closely tracked by 
TxDOT and discussed with the City of McKinney and Town of Prosper as 
well as developers. Appendix S of the DEIS details indirect and cumulative 
effects. Information for Chase at Wilson Creek and Billingsley 
Developments were included in considerable future development impacts 
on the Segment Analysis Matrix and development heat map that was 
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The information also states Segment A has fewer impacts on planned 
residential homes vs Segment B.  The only planned residential 
development called out in the Draft Environmental Impact Study was 
related to Segment B which goes through a small corner of Prosper.  There 
were no planned residential developments in McKinney specifically called 
out in the study that would be impacted.  This is even though Segment A 
would go directly through at least 3 planned residential developments 
(Chase at Wilson Creek Phases 1 and 2 and Billingsley).  These planned 
residential developments are slightly ahead of some of the Prosper 
planned developments and slightly behind others in planning according to 
the Rapidly Developing Study Area heat map presented at the public 
meeting.  In fact, Chase at Wilson Creek phase 1 is scheduled to be 
completed May 2024.  These will be apartments and the area is in need of 
more affordable housing.  The deference TXDOT has given to Prosper’s 
planned development over McKinney’s planned development in this 
process is unconscionable.  
The information also states that Segment A “avoids impact to MainGait 
Therapeutic Horsemanship property, subject of substantial public 
concern”.  During meetings held last spring for the US 380 project, TXDOT 
stated a review was done of other therapeutic horsemanship properties 
near highways and concluded there was no evidence this negatively 
impacted their operations.  TXDOT stated that MainGait was no longer a 
major concern in making the preferred alternative recommendation.  The 
public is divided on this topic, and it should not be a deciding factor in 
TXDOT’s preferred alternative decision.  
Given the Blue Alternative is more environmentally impactful and costs at 
least $200 million more than the Brown alternative, and for the other 
reasons stated above, I respectfully request TXDOT reconsider its 
recommendation and select the Brown Alternative as the preferred 
alternative.  TXDOT has a fiduciary responsibility to the environment and to 
taxpayers to do so.  
Rick Stuckmann  
8000 Castine Drive  
McKinney, TX 75071  

shared at the Public Hearing and Public Hearing website at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  
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1783  1/24/2023 
Rick Vander 

Heiden 
Online 

As a resident of Stonebridge Ranch and utilize park space with family 
nearby every day, add a comment to express my disapproval of the by pass 
through Mckinney and would prefer the less populated route through 
Prosper. The route through Proper will affect an area with less population 
density as seen you the map provided. I believe this issue has been 
overcomplicated and the simplicity of the issue is evident. 

Your comment is noted. TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative, which is a 
combination of Segments A, E, and C, as the Preferred Alternative after 
reviewing the technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, 
and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices. The decision is informed by 
both a qualitative and quantitative analysis. 
 
TxDOT selected Segment A over Segment B, because Segment A: 
-Displaces fewer homes in comparison to Segment B  
-Results in fewer impacts to planned future residential homes  
-Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west 
of Custer Road  
-Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment 
-Avoids impact to ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the 
subject of substantial public concern  
-Requires acquisition of less ROW than Segment B  

1784  2/6/2023 
Rick/Sherri 

Eubank 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
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facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

1785  4/20/2023 Ricky H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I strongly oppose the construction of Segment A. This route has a much 
higher impact on existing homes and businesses as well as the significantly 
greater impacts on existing traffic during the construction period. Please 
reconsider and choose Segment B. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 

1786  2/17/2023 Rita M. Ingram Email 

To whom it may,  
Please know that those of us in McKinney that will be impacted by this 
future construction do not agree with the government seizure of 29 homes 
rather than choosing Route D which limits the impact to 7 seized lands. 
With the Route C plan the government is taking community ranch land that 
is used for the mental health and therapeutic riding of residents that visit. 
By going through the flood plains, you can save a lot of private land and 
keep the residents much happier within the districts. No one agrees with 
the process of condemnation, as it is legal government theft of the 
American Dream. If absolutely necessary, at least do something that is the 
least impactful to the Texas residents that have lived there for years. Thank 
you for your time. 
Rita M. Ingram 
Have a Fantastic Day! 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway.  Segment C stretches farther east out of the floodplain. Segment 
D straddles the floodplain for most of its length. Using bridges to span 
floodways to minimize the placement of fill material, including bridge 
bents, within the mapped 100-year floodplain is part of the design for 
Segments C and D. With an alignment outside of these areas, more of the 
roadway would require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be 
built, therefore reducing anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
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facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
All right-of-way acquisition would be completed in accordance with the 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 
1970, as amended. Brochures, including two booklets titled “The Purchase 
of Right of Way,” and “Relocation Assistance,” are available on the project 
website. These booklets contain detailed information to inform property 
owners of their rights and provide information about the TxDOT right-of-way 
acquisition process. Property owners are entitled to fair market value 
compensation and relocation assistance, among other services. 

1787  3/15/2023 Ritu Sam Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Ritu Sam 
6405 Wind Song Dr 
McKinney 75071 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1788  3/17/2023 Rob Stogsdill Online 

I am writing to support the selection of Segment A for US HWY 380's 
direction.  For the many reasons stated above on this site, it simply makes 
the most sense and is the least impactful all around.  Thank you for your 
consideration. 

Your comment and support of Segment A is noted. 

1789  3/28/2023 Rob Yeichner Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX, I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Rob Yeichner 
1717 Landon Lane 
McKinney, TX 75071 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1790  3/5/2023 Robb Jackson Email 

Mr. Endress:  As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, Texas, I strongly 
oppose the construction of segment A and support segment B in the blue 
alternative as proposed for US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  
Thanks for your consideration in this matter.   
Robb Jackson 
Robb Jackson 
Enclave Builders 
900 Bridge Point Cir. 
McKinney, TX  75072 
Phone: (214) 868-8000 
Fax: (214) 705-9657 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

1791  4/4/2023 Robert A. Pine Email 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
I first want to thank you for your service to the State of Texas.  We Texans 
tend to overlook the dedicated service State of Texas public officials as 
yourself provide us.  Thank you. As a 31-year resident of Collin County, I am 
writing regarding the proposed bypass of Highway 380 on the northern part 
of Collin County. My understanding is that the A-E-D alignment was 
recommended, following the feasibility study. However, at the last meeting 
regarding this matter, the A-E-C alignment was proposed as the preferred 
alternative.  I would like to express my opposition to this preferred 
alternative proposal. Earliier in the process, when other serments were 
studied, emphasis was given on impacting fewer homes, utilizing more of 
the existing US 380, and also public concern.  If these same criteria were 
applied to the bypass in question, segment D would be the appropriate 
choice. Segment C disrupts and destroys longtime communities along 
County Road  338 and FM 2933.  We have 30-year friends whose property 
would be disrupted by the proposed highway, their small business 
destroyed, and the rural lifestyle they chose over 30 years ago, destroyed.  
Several of their closeby neighbors would completely have their long-held 
rural lifestyle destroyed and lose their property.  At stake also is the 
peaceful lifestyle which led them to this rural location many years ago, and 
the loss of neighbors who are close friends.  If the alternative Segment D 
were choisen, only one community of a few homes along Woodlawn Road 
would be affected, versus over 18 homes on Segment C.  Also, Segment D 
does not put neighbors on opposite sides of a noisy freeway, as does 
Segment C.  Segment C neighbors would be cutoff from their longtime 
neighbors.  I request that the initial  A-E-D alignment on the proposed 
Highway 380 new alignment,  recommended in the Feasibility Study, be 
implemented. 
Robert A. Pine 

Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted. TxDOT’s 
Recommended Alignment, which included a conceptual Segment D 
section, was based on the data collected during the Feasibility Study. 
Throughout the subsequent NEPA process, TxDOT has gathered more 
detailed information, and will continue to work with stakeholders to gather 
information.  
 
The same criteria were used to compare all segments. Specific weights 
were not applied to evaluation criteria. TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative, 
which is a combination of Segments A, E, and C, as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices. The 
decision is informed by both a qualitative and quantitative analysis. Refer 
to Section 2.4 in the DEIS for an explanation of why the Blue Alternative 
was selected over the other Build Alternatives. For more information, 
please reference the Alternatives Analysis Matrix in the DEIS in Figure 2-15 
on page 2-33. You may also view the Segment Analysis Matrix on the Public 
Hearing website at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  
 
The proposed US 380 project could influence future land use changes 
within the Area of Influence (AOI) (defined in Section 3.15.2 of the DEIS); 
however, new and planned residential developments are more likely to 
influence changes in land use patterns, changes in land cover, and induce 
growth within the AOI than construction of any of the roadway segments. 
According to input from the City of McKinney, the proposed project would 
support future commercial and industrial development around Segment C; 
however, the proposed project would not be the primary factor considered 
in making land use decisions in the area. 
 
According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D (with the 
Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 businesses, 
while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would potentially 
displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace seven 
residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 residences.  
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1792  4/20/2023 
Robert and Kathy 

B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Why would we choose to pay millions more to accomplish the same 
expansion? 

The preliminary cost estimate for each segment is one of the many factors 
TxDOT considered when determining the Preferred Alternative, as shown in 
Figure 2-13 of the DEIS. As final design continues, cost estimates will be 
updated, and will factor in the costs of right-of-way acquisition. Impacts to 
future developments will also be re-evaluated. It is important to note that 
these costs are high-level estimates, using the information available now.  

1793  2/25/2023 
Robert and 

Rebecca Gredig 
Email 

Mr. Endres,  
With great respect, I ask that you consider my comments below regarding 
the 380 bypass. As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly 
OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue 
Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to 
FM 1827. 
Reasons to consider OPPOSING Segment A: 
Costs taxpayers $98.8 million more 
Impacts 57% more natural wetlands  & wildlife 
Negatively impacts Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 
Reasons to SUPPORT Segment B: 
Requires 73% fewer business and residential displacements 
Avoids costly reconstruction of the intersection at U.S. 380 & Custer Road 
14% shorter, saving time and money 
Thank you for your consideration, 
Robert & Rebecca Gredig 
6509 Valley View Drive 
McKinney, TX 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1794  4/20/2023 Robert B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1795  4/20/2023 Robert C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

US 380 Proposed Route - NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1796  4/20/2023 Robert C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I am strongly in favor of segment B over segment A. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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1797  3/7/2023 Robert Carey Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Regards, 
Robert Carey 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1798  3/29/2023 Robert Clough Online 

Your selection of Segment A is a decision not supported by the facts.  I am 
opposed to Segment A and support Segment B. Three of the four reasons 
given to support the decision to select Segment C are: 
Impacts fewer utilities 
Costs is less 
Minimizes impact to floodplains and flood ways. 
Applying this same criteria to A vs B would conclude B is preferred. Looks 
like the criteria was selected to support the conclusion you wanted not an 
impartial decision based on the facts   

Your comment, opposition of Segment A and support of Segment B is 
noted. The same criteria were used to compare all segments. Specific 
weights were not applied to evaluation criteria. TxDOT selected the Blue 
Alternative, which is a combination of Segments A, E, and C, as the 
Preferred Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering 
public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation 
matrices. The decision is informed by both a qualitative and quantitative 
analysis. Refer to Section 2.4 in the DEIS for an explanation of why the 
Blue Alternative was selected over the other Build Alternatives. For more 
information, please reference the Alternatives Analysis Matrix in the DEIS 
in Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. You may also view the Segment Analysis 
Matrix on the Public Hearing website at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  

1799  4/18/2023 Robert Clough Online 

Attachment 
April 18, 2023 
To whom it may concern: 
As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s 
recommendation of Segment A over Segment B is fiscally irresponsible to 
the taxpayers costing over $150 million more, applies criteria to support 
their decision inconsistently, and provides numerous biased, false, and 
inconsistent findings in their environmental study. Furthermore, there is 
objective evidence of political maneuvering, campaigning, and rezoning 
efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed 
TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn these actions as unethical and 
improper. 
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 
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1800  3/9/2023 Robert Donley Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from my iPad 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1801  2/16/2023 Robert Gredig Email 

I am writing to give my support for the "Brown" 380 bypass alignment that 
includes sections B, C, & E. As a home Physical Therapist, I drive 380 every 
day, and I am routinely on 380 between Princeton and Little Elm (423). 
Due to our ever growing population, and the resulting increase in traffic, I 
think that the wider we can make the bypass the more that traffic will be 
diverted from 380. I also believe that there is a significant problem area at 
the intersection of North Stonebridge Drive and 380 where a large number 
of very serious motor vehicle accidents have occurred. If section A is 
approved, then this area will end up having an increase in traffic. I implore 
you to seriously consider the future of our area and how making the bypass 
as wide as possible from East to West will benefit the congestion on 380 in 
the future. Thank you for considering my opinion. 
Robert Allen Gredig 
6509 Valley View Drive 
McKinney, TX 75071 
214.843.4622 
rgredig@yahoo.com 

Your comment and support of the Brown Alternative is noted. The traffic 
and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates that the 
Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing congestion, 
improving east-west mobility, and improving safety.  

1802  4/20/2023 Robert H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Oppose Segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1803  3/7/2023 Robert Hansen Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX, I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sincerely    
Robert Hansen 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1804  3/16/2023 Robert Hansen 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1805  4/20/2023 Robert J 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1806  4/20/2023 Robert P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I oppose Segment A and Support Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1807  2/6/2023 Robert Purser 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
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floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

1808  4/20/2023 Robert S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I oppose the proposed Segment A. Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1809  3/16/2023 Robert Seal 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1810  3/10/2023 Robert Solomon Email 

NO to Segment A 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely,  
Robert Solomon 
2505 Wales Drive  
McKinney,  TX.   75072 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1811  3/28/2023 Robert Tozier Email 

Good evening, 
I hope this finds you well! As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I 
strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass 
from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an 
existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on 
McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in 
less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and 
thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 
I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the 
US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Robert 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1812  3/28/2023 
Robert Winston 

Allen 
Email 

NO to Segment A 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Robert Winston Allen 
1904 Van Landingham Dr 
McKinney, TX 75071 
Robert Winston Allen, DDS 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1813  3/28/2023 Roberto Farias Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Roberto Farias. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1814  2/25/2023 Robertt Gilani Email (2) 

I would like to provide feedback regarding Segment A: 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, Texas, I strongly oppose the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Regards, 
Robertt Gilani 
Sent from my iPad 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted.  

1815  4/20/2023 Robin B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to Option A! Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1816  3/25/2023 Robin Lucero Email 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
As a resident of Whitley Place, I continue to strongly oppose bypass 
alternative B, if we can not “keep 380 on 380”, for which the city of 
McKinney should have taken all measures to ensure, as did Prosper. 
Specific to the environmental impact assessments undertaken: 
§ I believe it’s imperative that the Segment B alternative recognize the 
ADAA and minority community of people with disabilities benefiting from 
therapeutic/other essential services and designate ManeGait as an 
essential service provider for the community of people with disabilities, 
which is comparatively more essential than service suppliers supporting 
other minority groups. ManeGait is a PATH Premier Accredited Center 
providing essential services to people with disabilities including: Autism 
Spectrum Disorder, Cerebral Palsy, Intellectual Disability, Developmental 
Delay, Down Syndrome, ADD/ADHD, Sensory Processing Disorder, 
Traumatic Brain Injury, Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder, among many other 
disabilities defined in the ADAA. 
§ Additionally, selection of Segment B alternative would have a devastating 
impact on the Town of Prosper’s Parks, Recreation and Open Space Master 
Plan and Hike and the Bike Trail Master Plan. Segment B would render 
Rutherford Park and the Prosper Independent School District’s planned 
Nature Center, along with Ladera and Wandering Creek Parks and and the 
trail system within the Rutherford Creek Greenbelt useless or unusable. 
I appreciate your serious consideration of this position, Robin Lucero 
Sent from Mail for Windows 

Your comment and opposition of Segment B is noted. TxDOT selected the 
Blue Alternative as its Preferred Alternative, which includes Segment A 
along the existing US 380 in Prosper. This means that the new location 
portion of the freeway would not diverge from the existing US 380 at Coit 
Road or into the Town of Prosper. 
 
The EIS evaluates the potential effects on low-income and minority 
populations per Executive Order 12898. For the analysis TxDOT uses the 
definitions provided in the Appendix to USDOT Order 5610.2C dated May 
14, 2021, which defines a “minority person” as a person who is: Black, 
Hispanic or Latino, Asian American, American Indian and Alaskan Native, or 
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander.  
 
TxDOT, as an agent for the FHWA, is required to comply with ADA when 
providing access for persons with disabilities to its streets and sidewalks. 
Neither TxDOT nor Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), have ADA 
oversight responsibilities for projects outside of the public right-of-way that 
do not use federal surface transportation program funds. None of the 
reasonable alternatives would have required TxDOT to acquire property 
from ManeGait.  
 
It is not necessary for TxDOT to make a determination regarding whether 
use of Wandering Creek Park and Ladera Park would or would not be in 
compliance with Section 4(f) and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)’s 
implementing regulations at 23 CFR Part 744 because the preferred Blue 
Alternative does not use either of those parks.  As explained in Section 3.9 
of the FEIS, the Blue Alternative would require right-of-way from Rutherford 
Park; however, that would be the case with respect to any of the 
reasonable alternatives evaluated in the FEIS. TxDOT will evaluate 
Rutherford Park under Section 4(f). 



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

1817  3/16/2023 Robin Nooner Email 

To whom it may concern, 
I writing to let you know my Aunt’s horses and her beautiful home is in the 
middle of the Route C plan. We love visiting her and her horses. Please 
reconsider this route. We do not want her horse farm to be taken away 
from her. Also, my aunt bought this property to retire on. They’ve spent 
every dime they gave to live on FM 2933. And I’d hate to see this Highway 
go through their dreams. Please use another route instead of Route C. 
Thanks, 
Robin. 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted. 

1818  4/20/2023 Robyn B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Avoid destroying our homes and investments with segment A. No to 
segment A. B is the only sensible choice. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1819  3/14/2023 Robyn Braun Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely,  
Robyn Braun 
1508 Litchfield Dr  
McKinney Tx 75071 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1820  4/20/2023 Robyn C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No vote for Segment A. It will directly impact lives in Stonebridge Ranch , 
the second largest master planned community. Segment B is the desirable 
plan as it will have the least effect on residents lifestyle. Merging the 
proposed bypass at Coit Road is the better route as this will allow the 
convergence to occur in a lesser populated section of 380, 
and not within the already congested section of 380 which runs through 
McKinney. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1821  3/29/2023 Rod Email 

please go with option B. It is the truly only option that makes complete 
sense.  To bring additional traffic to hwy 380 at this congested point is 
ludicrous..please look at this in our way when deciding. 

Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  
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1822  3/7/2023 Rod Calk Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1823  3/12/2023 Rodney Gestes Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Thanks, 
Rodney Gestes 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1824  3/15/2023 Rodney Lackey Email 

Greetings,  
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Respectfully,  
Rodney Lackey 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1825  4/20/2023 Roman S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

US 380 Proposed Route - NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1826  4/5/2023 Ron Alderman Online 

I would like to voice my opposition to the selection of segment A instead of 
segment B. My understanding is that TxDOT is selecting the more 
expensive option, placing an undue burden on taxpayers of McKinney and 
Texas in general, which is interesting in itself. The real issue, though is that 
this approach will increase traffic and congestion into the more populated 
areas of McKinney, specifically the intersections of 380 with Custer and 
Stonebridge. 
It seems as if TxDOT is giving more consideration to the plans of Prosper 
versus the real, existing development in McKinney. Segment B impacts 
areas that are to date lightly developed while segment A impacts existing 
developed areas. Please reconsider and select segment B. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A and support of Segment B is 
noted. Public input and cost are important factors but not the only factors 
that TxDOT must consider under NEPA. There are multiple reasons why 
TxDOT has identified the Blue Alternative (Segments A, E, and C) as the 
Preferred Alternative. This reasoning is detailed in Section 2.4 of the DEIS. 
 
Some of TxDOT's top considerations in choosing Segment A over Segment 
B, because Segment A: 
-Displaces fewer homes in comparison to Segment B  
-Results in fewer impacts to planned future residential homes  
-Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west 
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of Custer Road  
-Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment 
-Avoids impact to ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the 
subject of substantial public concern  
-Requires acquisition of less ROW than Segment B  

1827  3/8/2023 
Ron and Judy 

Berteotti 
Email 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
As homeowners and citizens of McKinney, TX, we strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, we understand TxDOT has an existing option, 
Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney 
residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall 
disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 
citizens throughout McKinney.  We live in the Wren Creek neighborhood of 
Stonebridge Ranch which partly borders on US 380.  The increased noise 
and pollution from the proposed Segment A will not only adversely affect 
our quality of life but will also surely adversely affect the value of our 
property. We strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Thank you for 
your time and consideration. Sincerely, 
Ron and Judy Berteotti 
1901 La Cima Drive 
McKinney, TX  75071 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
 
Changes in property values are driven by the value associated with site-
specific factors such as accessibility, safety, noise, visual amenities, 
proximity to shopping, community cohesion, and business productivity. 
TxDOT cannot reasonably foresee how any of these factors will impact 
property values. 
 
Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles 
per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air 
quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is 
consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 
State Implementation Plan (SIP), the North Central Texas Council of 
Governments (NCTCOG) Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). TxDOT modeled carbon 
monoxide concentrations (CO TAQA) and none of the modeled 
concentrations exceeded the Environmental Protection Agency's 1-hour or 
8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. TxDOT 
performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis. The total 
MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43% by 2050 
due to higher combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification 
of the US fleet. More information about the air quality analysis that was 
conducted can be found in the DEIS document in Section 3.12.  
 
A traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (FHWA–
approved) Guidelines for Analysis and Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise 
and Construction Noise. Existing sound level measurements were collected 
at noise-sensitive areas, and noise modeling software was used to predict 
what noise levels could be expected in 2050.  In areas where a noise 
impact was projected to occur, noise barriers were evaluated for feasibility 
and reasonableness. Several noise barriers have been proposed between 
US 380 and the Stonebridge Ranch neighborhood. A detailed technical 
report on the traffic noise analysis that was conducted can be found in 
Appendix R of the DEIS. 
 
It is important to note that TxDOT is already proposing mitigation as part of 
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the Preferred Alternative by depressing the main lanes between the Tucker 
Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods is anticipated to decrease 
traffic noise and visual barriers compared to not depressing the freeway.  

1828  2/21/2023 Ron Blumka Voicemail 

Good afternoon my name is Ron Blumka. I reside at 3316 Lewis in Plano. 
75023 is my zip. phone number is 469-450-2303. I'm calling to express 
my opinion regarding the proposed action to be taken by Texas DOT. I am 
interested only in seeing the highway 380 project pursue options D. 
Anything else would be disruptive. it would violate the ecology. it would 
emperil the environment. Thank you very much.  

Your comment and support of Segment D is noted.  

1829  3/16/2023 Ron Denne 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1830  3/6/2023 Ron Justice Comment Form 

The preferred alternative links segment A, E & C is a great choice. Your comment and support of the project is noted.  
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1831  2/16/2023 Ronald DeJong Email 

Dear Mr. Endres,  
As a 20 year resident of Stonebridge Ranch in McKinney, TX I have seen 
the population of the city expand more than 3X during this time.  This 
massive highway project should have been reasonably anticipated and 
completed at least 5 years ago considering easement and cost overrun 
implications to the taxpayers of Collin County and the State of Texas. The 
project Segment "A" for all practical purposes has been finalized with the 
near completion of the bridge construction as it adjoins Hwy 380 and Ridge 
Road as observed while driving on this roadway.  Therefore the notice in 
the mail from the State of Texas appears to be a moot point. The 
preference for the tortuous route "A" proposed will come with significant 
traffic and easement implications for Stonebridge Ranch homeowners at 
Hwy 380 despite the persuasive literature provided. Segment "B" would 
have made more sense with consideration for traffic flow optimization 
adjoining west of Custer Rd & Hwy 380. This process has been a huge 
disappointment and I do NOT support Segment "A" for the proposed 
highway improvement US380 Coit Road to FM 1827. Cordially, 
Ronald DeJong 
1504 Canyon Wren Drive 
McKinney, TX 75071 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. The current 
improvements to Ridge Road are being constructed by the City of McKinney 
and is not a controlled access freeway.  
 
The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing 
congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. 
Additionally, the project will not require acquisition of right-of-way from 
Stonebridge Ranch.  

1832  4/20/2023 Ronald F 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Please do the correct thing Your comment is noted.  

1833  3/30/2023 Ronald Lucero Email 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
As a resident of Whitley Place, I continue to strongly oppose bypass 
alternative B, if we can not “keep 380 on 380”, for which the city of 
McKinney should have taken all measures to ensure, as did Prosper. 
Specific to the environmental impact assessments undertaken: 
§ I believe it’s imperative that the Segment B alternative recognize the 
ADAA and minority community of people with disabilities benefiting from 
therapeutic/other essential services and designate ManeGait as an 
essential service provider for the community of people with disabilities, 
which is comparatively more essential than service suppliers supporting 
other minority groups. ManeGait is a PATH Premier Accredited Center 
providing essential services to people with disabilities including: Autism 
Spectrum Disorder, Cerebral Palsy, Intellectual Disability, Developmental 
Delay, Down Syndrome, ADD/ADHD, Sensory Processing Disorder, 
Traumatic Brain Injury, Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder, among many other 
disabilities defined in the ADAA. 
§ Additionally, selection of Segment B alternative would have a devastating 
impact on the Town of Prosper’s Parks, Recreation and Open Space Master 
Plan and Hike and the Bike Trail Master Plan. Segment B would render 
Rutherford Park and the Prosper Independent School District’s planned 
Nature Center, along with Ladera and Wandering Creek Parks and and the 
trail system within the Rutherford Creek Greenbelt useless or unusable. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment B is noted. TxDOT selected the 
Blue Alternative as its Preferred Alternative, which includes Segment A 
along the existing US 380 in Prosper. This means that the new location 
portion of the freeway would not diverge from the existing US 380 at Coit 
Road or into the Town of Prosper. 
 
The EIS evaluates the potential effects on low-income and minority 
populations per Executive Order 12898. For the analysis TxDOT uses the 
definitions provided in the Appendix to USDOT Order 5610.2C dated May 
14, 2021, which defines a “minority person” as a person who is: Black, 
Hispanic or Latino, Asian American, American Indian and Alaskan Native, or 
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander.  
 
TxDOT, as an agent for the FHWA, is required to comply with ADA when 
providing access for persons with disabilities to its streets and sidewalks. 
Neither TxDOT nor Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), have ADA 
oversight responsibilities for projects outside of the public right-of-way that 
do not use federal surface transportation program funds. None of the 
reasonable alternatives would have required TxDOT to acquire property 
from ManeGait.  
 
It is not necessary for TxDOT to make a determination regarding whether 
use of Wandering Creek Park and Ladera Park would or would not be in 
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I appreciate your serious consideration of this position, Ronald Lucero 
Sent from Mail for Windows 

compliance with Section 4(f) and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)’s 
implementing regulations at 23 CFR Part 744 because the preferred Blue 
Alternative does not use either of those parks.  As explained in Section 3.9 
of the FEIS, the Blue Alternative would require right-of-way from Rutherford 
Park; however, that would be the case with respect to any of the 
reasonable alternatives evaluated in the FEIS. TxDOT will evaluate 
Rutherford Park under Section 4(f). 

1834  4/20/2023 Ronald R 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Why not push this 1 mile north and begin it west of Prosper? Lots of empty 
land to the north... these plans make no sense. 

It is important to note that there are also impacts and challenges in 
constructing a freeway north of Bloomdale Road/Prosper Trail, or along FM 
1461. Initial traffic analysis conducted during the US 380 Collin County 
Feasibility Study indicated that locating an alternative further north did not 
address US 380 congestion and would not satisfy regional travel demands. 

1835  3/16/2023 
Ronald W. 
Wallace 

Stonebridge 
Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1836  3/28/2023 Ronnie Holcomb Email 

We currently live in Stonebridge ranch and are 3 house in from 380. Our 
house backs up to a green space witch is not blocked by a sound barrier. 
Will a sound barrier be built to block road noise in this area? Thanks 
Ronnie Holcomb 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment and concerns about traffic noise is noted. Your comment 
and concern about traffic noise is noted. A traffic noise analysis was 
conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (FHWA–approved) Guidelines for 
Analysis and Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise. 
Existing sound level measurements were collected at noise-sensitive areas, 
and noise modeling software was used to predict what noise levels could 
be expected in 2050.  A detailed technical report on the traffic noise 
analysis that was conducted can be found in Appendix R of the DEIS.   
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Stonebridge Ranch. It is important to note that TxDOT is 
already proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by 
depressing the mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch 
neighborhoods to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers. 

1837  3/28/2023 
Roseann 
Patterson 

Email 

NO Segment A to 380 bypass Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
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1838  2/6/2023 Rowdy Starnes 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway.  Segment C stretches farther east out of the floodplain. Segment 
D straddles the floodplain for most of its length. Using bridges to span 
floodways to minimize the placement of fill material, including bridge 
bents, within the mapped 100-year floodplain is part of the design for 
Segments C and D. With an alignment outside of these areas, more of the 
roadway would require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be 
built, therefore reducing anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.   

1839  4/20/2023 Roy C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I vote no for Segment A! YES to Segment B!! Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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1840  4/20/2023 Royce D 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

yes to segment B Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

1841  3/14/2023 Russ Buettner Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Russ Buettner 
1107 Waterfall Drive, McKinney, TX 
713-408-2554 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1842  4/1/2023 Russell Lewis Email (2) 

Hello Stephen and Ceason, 
I am writing to request an additional extension of time to submit comments 
for the EIS as our lives, our homes, our health, and our safety will be 
potentially impacted daily by the actions of TxDOT. Our neighborhood 
leaders were waiting for a meeting with TxDOT engineers and experts to 
clarify some of our outstanding questions to help with our comments and 
after a month of waiting were told by TxDOT the meeting would no longer 
be an option. This has left us trying to sort out our study-related questions 
and hundreds of pages of analysis on our own over the past ten days. We 
have an outstanding list of questions regarding the noise and air pollution 
studies, mitigation, community impacts, traffic data, and the overall 
process. The city of McKinney has agreed to meet with our neighborhood 
leaders to help with our mitigation concerns, but that critical meeting, in 
order for us to submit proper comments, is pending a date that will likely 
not occur until after April 5. Our comments over the past 7 years have 
largely been shaped by what we learn from the TxDOT engineers and 
experts. According to the NEPA process, we know that once the comments 
have been collected, those comments are what help to shape the next 
steps of the FEIS and ROD. While a meeting with TxDOT would still be our 
preference, if we are left to continue to sort this out independently, we 
need more time. We were only given notice that our questions would not be 
answered on March 20, 2023. As the regulation allows for a longer 
comment period if deemed necessary to ensure the public and other 
stakeholders have sufficient time to review and provide meaningful input 
on complex or contentious projects, I hope we as homeowners and 
taxpayers can be afforded this patience and grace as we aim to learn 
more, respond thoughtfully, and protect our families and communities. 
Thank you, 
Russell Lewis 
7116 Ripley Street 

This US 380 Project’s comment period has been longer than most because 
it opened when the DEIS was announced, which was January 13, 2023. 
TxDOT granted two separate 15-day extensions to the comment period to 
close April 20, 2023 instead of March 21, 2023 as advertised at the Public 
Hearing.  
 
Detailed study information is available in the DEIS document posted at 
www.kwww.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. 
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McKinney, TX 75071 
(214) 563-7002 mb 

1843  3/16/2023 RW Arnold 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1844  3/28/2023 
Ryan and Sharon 

Rickaby 
Email 

Good afternoon,   
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Ryan & Sharon Rickaby and our 3 teenage daughters. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1845  4/20/2023 Ryan D 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

B is $100-$200 M cheaper , displaces 0 businesses and utilizes less of the 
existing 380 which is the entire purpose of a bypass 

Your comment is noted. The preliminary cost estimate for each segment is 
one of the many factors TxDOT considered when determining the Preferred 
Alternative, as shown in Figure 2-13 of the DEIS. As final design continues, 
cost estimates will be updated, and will factor in the costs of right-of-way 
acquisition. Impacts to future developments will also be re-evaluated. It is 
important to note that these costs are high-level estimates, using the 
information available now.  
 
The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing 
congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. If 
constructed, the project would adhere to current design standards and 
address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. The freeway 
design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from driveways and other 
roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be available 
at signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of 
conflict points. 



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

1846  3/7/2023 Ryan Duffy Email 

Hello Stephen, 
I’m writing you as a resident of Tucker Hill at 7313 Stanhope Street. First, 
my comments previously sent through the keep it moving platform are not 
being included in the public records requests nor appendixes on the TXDOT 
website. I was very harsh in regards to our city council, TXDOT, a 
congressman, and Bill Darling in those comments so while I want to 
consider their exclusion a coincidence I am not so confident it was a 
mistake. I have all IP addresses that would be associated with my wife's 
and my comments previously sent. I decided to email you directly in hopes 
my comments make the public forums going forward. Per public campaign 
finance records, I believe there to be potential corruption between 
McKinney city council, TXDOT, our district's US Congressman, McKinney's 
Mayor Fuller & Prosper Developer Bill Darling. My research has been sent 
to countless local media outlets and they are assessing how and if to 
pursue further. Although Route A was $200 million more expensive and 
more invasive on the environment as well as displacing more businesses it 
was chosen instead of Route B as the preferred route. I believe this to be 
entirely because of the money and power Bill Darling wields and TXDOT is 
hiding behind the amount of survey comments received as justification. Bill 
Darling and Prosper used a ludicrous narrative to how route B would 
impact the Main Gate Horse Therapy charity if it was selected. The Dallas 
morning news front page propaganda article never told both sides of the 
route A vs B impact. That facility could have been moved and land was 
offered to accommodate this move. This facility not coincidently resides 
right on Bill Darling’s large personal estate. Somehow a man worth over 
$20 million dollars was painted as the victim even though his personal 
estate in Prosper is bigger than the entire community land of Tucker Hill 
combined. Most of this is known, but part of my legal pursuit going forward 
will be in regards to Bill Darling’s financial ties with McKinney Mayor Fuller 
and a majority of the city council members in McKinney as well as TXDOT 
and our state representatives which I believe led directly to how little those 
same individuals fought to keep Route A from being picked and will most 
certainly influence them when it comes time to how they vote on burdening 
the city of McKinney tax payers with the projected $120 million (city’s 
share) to execute this by TXDOT. They also want the 380 expansion at any 
cost in order to not hinder access to their new commercial airport project. 
Bill Darling lead a political PAC called The McKinney Team, after looking 
into campaign finance reports it is public record to say this PAC has 
contributed $11k to the campaigns of McKinney Mayor George Fuller over 
the last 5 years, $2k to Council Member Gere Feltus in 2021, $10,859 to 
Council Member Charlie Philips since 2017, $4,780 to Council Member 
Patrick Cloutier and $4,600 to Council Member Justin Beller. That not 
coincidently is a majority (5) of the 7 current McKinney council members. 
These campaign facts should have disqualified them from representing the 
city of McKinney in efforts to prevent Route A from being chosen. Whether 
Bill Darling’s influence over them or not is real the possibility of 
improprieties especially the looming vote to impact the city and tax payers 
in excess of $120 M leaves constituents to have their doubts. I and other 

Your comment is noted. Your previous comments can be found on page 
3144 of the Public Meeting documentation posted at 
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/APPROVED
%200135-02-
065etc%20US380_PublicMeetingDocumentation_1%20of%204_08.16.20
22.pdf  
 
Public and stakeholder input is an important factor but it is not the only 
factor that TxDOT must consider under NEPA. There are multiple reasons 
why TxDOT has identified the Blue Alternative (Segments A, E, and C) as 
the Preferred Alternative. This reasoning is detailed in Section 2.4 of the 
DEIS.  
 
A Preferred Alternative is not selected through a voting process, nor is it 
selected solely based on input from the public, municipal or agency 
leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT, at its sole discretion, will make the final 
selection of an alignment for the project in the Record of Decision.  
 
Detailed information can be found in the DEIS document and multiple 
appendices posted at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. An EIS is a 
multi-year environmental review process, guided by State and Federal 
requirements, that provides the most rigorous analysis conducted by 
TxDOT of proposed alternatives and their environmental impacts. Any 
TxDOT environmental document, such as the one created for this study, 
must meet standards required by TxDOT policy to comply with Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) NEPA compliance procedures and Title 43, 
Chapter 2 of the Texas Administrative Code. 
 
TxDOT is working closely with the City of McKinney to determine the cost of 
acquiring right-of-way. TxDOT will continue to assist the City in identifying 
funding opportunities. This project is currently partially funded for 
construction and cannot let for construction until funding is identified; 
however, right-of-way acquisition can proceed even if the project is not 
funded for construction.  
 
TxDOT has complied with guidance in TxDOT Environmental Compliance 
Public Involvement Toolkit to provide the public with comment response 
matrices. I encourage you to view the comment response matrix posted at 
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/APPROVED
%200135-02-
065etc%20US380_PublicMeetingDocumentation_1%20of%204_08.16.20
22.pdf that includes a comment you provided on 4/5/2022.  
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residents are going to formally ask them on record at a council session in 
the coming weeks to remove themselves from that future vote if they have 
received campaign financing from Bill Darling’s PAC or return the funds he 
contributed to them before voting as a sign of good faith. Other than 
verbally saying they prefer Route B they weren’t even willing to pass a 
resolution on record supporting route B at the request of residents a few 
weeks back at the city council session. They have done virtually nothing 
and it’s because ultimately they want this Bypass to be completed in total 
at all costs to enhance the infrastructure of 380 East to West that leads 
directly to the potential  “commercial” airport which is on the ballot in May 
in McKinney. Bill Darling is everything that is wrong with our society today 
at a political and wealth hoarding perspective and I believe him to have 5 
council members, TXDOT state representatives in his back pocket. One rich 
man’s estate took precedent over 400 homes and 1,600 people in Tucker 
Hill (could be 800 homes by the time TXDOT begins) even though the 
further East most Bypass Route was chosen on one side of the 380 
expansion yet not on the west side of the 380 expansion. You are now 
telling Tucker Hill residents you are going to move the bypass even closer 
to our existing tax paying residence in order to mitigate how much you have 
to pay to settle with Mr. Billingsley and his apartment complex that doesn’t 
even exist today. McKinney City council isn't willing to litigate route A in 
fears of losing the overall 380 expansion, I don’t share those same views 
and will spend as much of my time/money/resources to rally and execute 
litigation against all parties I have listed above. Good day to you. 
Ryan Duffy 

1847  4/20/2023 Ryan K 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I have a son with autism and the noise and air pollution will negatively 
impact him and other Tucker Hill Residents. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. TxDOT continues to 
evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several areas, including 
Tucker Hill. It is important to note that TxDOT is already proposing 
mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by depressing the mainlanes 
between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods to 
decrease traffic noise and visual barriers. 
 
Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles 
per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air 
quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is 
consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 
State Implementation Plan (SIP), the North Central Texas Council of 
Governments (NCTCOG) Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). TxDOT modeled carbon 
monoxide concentrations (CO TAQA) and none of the modeled 
concentrations exceeded the Environmental Protection Agency's 1-hour or 
8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. TxDOT 
performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis. The total 
MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43% by 2050 
due to higher combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification 
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of the US fleet. More information about the air quality analysis that was 
conducted can be found in the DEIS document in Section 3.12. 

1848  3/15/2023 Ryan Thompson Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousand of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Ryan Thompson  
Ryan Thompson 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1849  4/20/2023 Ryan V 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Yes to B!!! No to A!! Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1850  3/23/2023 S C Online 

To Mr. Stephen Endres and those it concerns, 
I am a McKinney business owner, a Prosper homeowner and a daily 
commuter on 380 and I SUPPORT SEGMENT A ONLY for the 380 bypass 
option. My family and I are in a unique position because we can see this 
from both McKinney and Prosper viewpoints and opinions. However, when 
reviewing the detailed information TXDOT has provided all citizens of both 
cities and after reviewing the DEIS, Segment A is 100% clearly the best and 
only option for everyone's futures. Let's use our collective common sense 
and stand with the DEIS study that clearly shows Segment A as the most 
viable option and put this issue to rest. I ask you to NOT punish the many 
because of a few! Citizens in every town and subdivision along the 380 
corridors are upset and being pitted against one another because of this 
expansion project. Please Do The Right Thing! Finalize Segment A as the 
final decision, close discussions and let's all move forward. Respectfully, 
Steven Clay 

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  

1851  4/20/2023 S D H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to segment A! Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
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1852  3/7/2023 S Davenport Online 

I live in Tucker Hill but my concerns about selection of option A are 
separate from the loss in property value and appeal to our neighborhood.  
If someone could provide a valid explanation of why A was selected over 
the alternative, I would happily support the decision.  None of the 
information provided in any of the meetings or online forum explain why a 
more costly, more impactful to private and commercial properties, and 
neutral environmental option was selected.  More importantly, it’s hard to 
imagine that the proposal will significantly improve the long term 
congestion by dropping off so far to the east.  Any improvement that does 
not leave the door open for expansion toward the tollway and ultimately 35 
is short sighted; improvement to the north through prosper celina areas, 
where the growth is and will be, as a plan for the future seems more 
prudent use of tax dollars.  Bottom line, provide a valid explanation of the 
choice.  More comments against option B is not a valid reason 

Your comment is noted. Some of TxDOT's top considerations in choosing 
Segment A over Segment B, because Segment A: 
-Displaces fewer homes in comparison to Segment B  
-Results in fewer impacts to planned future residential homes  
-Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west 
of Custer Road  
-Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment 
-Avoids impact to ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the 
subject of substantial public concern  
-Requires acquisition of less ROW than Segment B  
 
The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing 
congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. If 
constructed, the project would adhere to current design standards and 
address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. 
 
Our traffic It is important to note that there are also impacts and 
challenges in constructing a freeway north of Bloomdale Road/Prosper 
Trail, or along FM 1461. Initial traffic analysis conducted during the US 380 
Collin County Feasibility Study indicated that locating an alternative further 
north did not address US 380 congestion and would not satisfy regional 
travel demands. 

1853  4/20/2023 S S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to segment A. YES to segment B. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1854  1/26/2023 S.A. Online 

NO BYPASS!! Look further north to build a bypass. Do not build into 380. Your comment and opposition to the project is noted. There would be 
similar impacts and challenges in constructing a freeway anywhere north of 
Bloomdale Road/Prosper Trail. Initial traffic analysis conducted during the 
US 380 Collin County Feasibility Study indicated that locating an alternative 
further north did not address US 380 congestion and would not satisfy 
regional travel demands.  

1855  2/17/2023 S.A. Online 

NO TO C  
Effects too many people and businesses  

Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted. 
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1856  2/25/2023 Sadia Rahman Online 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. 

1857  3/20/2023 Sal Berardesco Comment Form 

I live in La Cima (Stonebridge & 380) in Stonebridge HOA. It is 
unreasonable to construct a freeway with a complete view now available 
with De La Vega Development. This will devalue all properties in 
Stonebridge HOA. Currently we have Custer/380 road noise in La cima 
heard thru our windows and in our backyard while blocks away. This noise 
level will only intesify while the view will be atrocious! This is not why we 
moved to McKinney and La Cima. Who in McKinney is protecting our home 
values like the Prosper mayor has for the past 6+ yrs? 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. Changes in property 
values are driven by the value associated with site-specific factors such as 
accessibility, safety, noise, visual amenities, proximity to shopping, 
community cohesion, and business productivity. TxDOT cannot reasonably 
foresee how any of these factors will impact property values. 

1858  4/20/2023 Sal C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to optional A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1859  4/20/2023 Sally H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1860  4/20/2023 Sally H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A Yes to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1861  3/7/2023 Sally Kesling Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1862  4/20/2023 Sally Y 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A. Segment B makes more sense. My vote is for segment B 
makes more sense. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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1863  2/6/2023 
Salvador/ Julia 

Sifuentes 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway.  Segment C stretches farther east out of the floodplain. Segment 
D straddles the floodplain for most of its length. Using bridges to span 
floodways to minimize the placement of fill material, including bridge 
bents, within the mapped 100-year floodplain is part of the design for 
Segments C and D. With an alignment outside of these areas, more of the 
roadway would require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be 
built, therefore reducing anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.   

1864  2/22/2023 Sam Echeverry Online 

We 100% recommend plan D. We 100% oppose plan C. Proposal C is very 
disruptive to folks and their homes/welfare as well as eco systems and 
good lands, we have been supporting and traveling to this area for many 
years so we highly recommend plan D!  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted.  
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1865  4/20/2023 Sam S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Really not understanding why would do an option that cost way more when 
the option is available and will cause less damage to existing structures. 

Your comment is noted. The preliminary cost estimate for each segment is 
one of the many factors TxDOT considered when determining the Preferred 
Alternative, as shown in Figure 2-13 of the DEIS. As final design continues, 
cost estimates will be updated, and will factor in the costs of right-of-way 
acquisition. Impacts to future developments will also be re-evaluated. It is 
important to note that these costs are high-level estimates, using the 
information available now.  
 
Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none.  

1866  4/20/2023 Samantha S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to option A! Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1867  3/14/2023 
Samuel C De 
Leon Caballe 

Online 

Mr. Endres,  
With high respect, I ask that you consider my comments below, regarding 
the 380 bypass.  As a homeowner and citizen of the City of Mckinney, 
Texas, I strongly oppose the construction of Segment A (in Blue and Purple 
alternatives) and strongly support the construction of Segment B (in the 
Brown and Golden Alternatives), as proposed by TxDOT for the US380 
bypass from Coit Road to FM1827. The main reasons for opposing 
segment A are: 
•        About $100 usd million more cost for taxpayers, at least 
•        57% more impact to natural wetlands and wildlife 
•        Negatively impacts Tucker Hill, Ridgecrest and Stonebridge Ranch 
neighborhoods 
The main reasons for supporting segment B are: 
•        Requires 73% fewer displacements of business and residential 
properties 
•        Avoids costly reconstruction of the intersection at US380 and Custer 
Road 
•        It is 14% shorter, saving time and money 
Thanks for your time and your consideration, 
Regards 
Samuel De Leon Caballero 
6421 Falcon Ridge Ln, 
McKinney, Tx, 75071 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1868  3/14/2023 
Samuel De Leon 

Caballero 
Email (2) 

Mr. Endres,   
With high respect, I ask that you consider my comments below, regarding 
the 380 bypass.  As a homeowner and citizen of the City of Mckinney, 
Texas, I strongly oppose the construction of Segment A (in Blue and Purple 
alternatives) and strongly support the construction of Segment B (in the 
Brown and Golden Alternatives), as proposed by TxDOT f0r the US380 
bypass from Coit Road to FM1827.  
The main reasons for opposing segment A are: 
• About $100 usd million more cost for taxpayers, at least 
• 57% more impact to natural wetlands and wildlife 
• Negatively impacts Tucker Hill, Ridgecrest and Stonebridge Ranch 
neighborhoods 
The main reasons for supporting segment B are: 
• Requires 73% fewer displacements of business and residential 
properties 
• Avoids costly reconstruction of the intersection at US380 and Custer 
Road 
• It is 14% shorter, saving time and money 
Additionally, as a user of the 380, between Little Elm and 75, I believe that 
the best option to avoid traffic problems east to Coit, specially between 
Custer Road and 75, is to start the deviation in the west, as is indicated 
using option B. I implore you to seriously consider the future of our area 
and how making the bypass starting west as possible will benefit the 
congestion of 380 in the future. Thanks for your time and your 
consideration, Regards. 
Samuel De Leon Caballero 
6421 Falcon Ridge Ln, 
McKinney, Texas, 75071 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
 
The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing 
congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety.  

1869  2/24/2023 Sandra C. Peak Email 

Comment: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B As a homeowner and 
citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A 
and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for 
the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sandra C. Peak MD 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

1870  3/4/2023 Sandra Cooper Email 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
I am writing concerning the Route C bypass being implemented by the 
TXDOT.  I have looked at both options C and D and would like you to 
reconsider choosing Route C.  Route D appears to be a better option and 
not affecting as many landowners, woodlands and other natural elements 
in the area. Even though I am not an engineer, I am an outdoor enthusiast 
and enjoy the forest and woodlands of your beautiful state.  On the route 
you have chosen, I have enjoyed many peaceful, restful moments and 
beautiful sunrises and sunsets. I am writing to you in support of the option 
of Route D. Best regards, 
Sandra Cooper 
397 Bears Road 

Your comment, opposition of Segment C, and support of Segment D is 
noted.  
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Deridder, La.  70634 
Susie 

1871  3/13/2023 Sandra Cooper Email 

I OPPOSE SEGMENT C (Catastrophe) 
o Severely damages one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin 
County 
o Destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodlands and 141% more 
acres of grassland and prairie. 
o Disturbs the wetland that serve as refuge for wildlife, including beavers, 
river otters, turtles, migratory and non-migratory water and forest birds, 
frogs, etc. 
o Eliminates a large area of suitable habitat for endangered/ threatened 
species. 
o Affects and displaces 383% more homes (29 vs. 
6, 300% more businesses (16 vs. 4), and more community resources. 
o Strongly opposed by Texas Parks and 
I OPPOSE SEGMENT C !!! 
Sandra Cooper 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure. Based on TxDOT's 
evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced by either Segment C 
or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be acquired from any 
community facility either. More details about community facilities can be 
found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community facilities are 
defined as a physical feature provided – either by the municipality as a 
public service or by a private entity – within the community for the benefit 
of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, community centers, post 
office, library, etc.). The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on 
cultural resources within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic 
Resources including any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed 
or NRHP-eligible structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, 
including Section 4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would 
be affected by the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More 
information about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the 
DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
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invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 
2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies that can 
be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-
gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as 
provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on impacts 
to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and fish and 
wildlife species.  TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the 
impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things 
TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, 
the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the 
Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation 
strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections 
to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from 
streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill 
material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation 
credits from stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the USand wetlands.   

1872  2/23/2023 Sandra F Online 

Please keep 380 on 380 in prosper!  Your comment is noted. TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative as its 
Preferred Alternative, which includes Segment A along the existing US 380 
in Prosper. This means that the new location portion of the freeway would 
not diverge from the existing US 380 at Coit Road or into the Town of 
Prosper. 

1873  4/20/2023 Sandra H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I vote Segment B Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  
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1874  2/19/2023 Sandra Ritten Online 

Please keep 380 as 380 
We don’t want to see any homeowner or farmers displaced 

Your comment is noted. The Green Alternative, or Segment F, from Coit 
Road to FM 1827 (also referred to as "keeping 380 on 380" or expanding 
the existing US 380 to a freeway), was identified during the Feasibility 
Study, but ultimately was not carried forward for further analysis after 
because it would have displaced more than 30 residents and 200 
businesses including Raytheon. 

1875  4/20/2023 Sandra Z 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1876  4/20/2023 Sandy C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A! Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1877  3/16/2023 Sandy huffine Email 

Good Morning Senator Paxton, Representative Leach and Mr Endres- 
I am sending this on behalf of a dear friend of mine who has a home near 
Route C. Please see below on the issue of 380 Bypass and consider the 
options that will affect the least amount of people and our great state of Tx 
and its resources! 
Here is why: 
1. Severely damages one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin 
County 
2. Destroy 71% more acres of forests and woodlands 
3. Destroys 141% more acres of grassland and prairie  
4. Disturbs the wetland that serve as refuge for wildlife including beavers, 
river otters, turtles, migratory and non-migratory water and forest birds, 
frogs, etc. 
5. Eliminates a large area of suitable habitat for endangered/threatened 
species. 
6. Affects and displaces 383% more of homes ( 29 versus 6) 
7. Affects and displaces 300% more businesses ( 6 versus 4) 
8. Affects and displaces more community resources 
9. Strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife 
Please OPPOSE 380 BYPASS ROUTE C! Clearly, ROUTE C SHOULD NOT BE 
CONSIDERED. Thank you for your time and consideration, 
All my best, Sandy Huffine 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure. Based on TxDOT's 
evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced by either Segment C 
or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be acquired from any 
community facility either. More details about community facilities can be 
found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community facilities are 
defined as a physical feature provided – either by the municipality as a 
public service or by a private entity – within the community for the benefit 
of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, community centers, post 
office, library, etc.). The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on 
cultural resources within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic 
Resources including any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed 
or NRHP-eligible structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, 
including Section 4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would 
be affected by the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More 
information about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the 
DEIS. 
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Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 
2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies that can 
be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-
gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as 
provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on impacts 
to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and fish and 
wildlife species.  TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the 
impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things 
TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, 
the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the 
Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation 
strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections 
to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from 
streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill 
material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation 
credits from stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the USand wetlands.   
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1878  1/27/2026 Sara A. Online 

The bypass into 380 is not a desired option.m for both McKinney or 
Propser residents. We have voiced our opinion on so many options. Please 
look north into Celina for the bypass. They have the open land to build 
without worry. Stop trying to force this bypass on Prosper!!! 

Your comment and opposition to the project is noted. There would be 
similar impacts and challenges in constructing a freeway anywhere north of 
Bloomdale Road/Prosper Trail. Initial traffic analysis conducted during the 
US 380 Collin County Feasibility Study indicated that locating an alternative 
further north did not address US 380 congestion and would not satisfy 
regional travel demands.  

1879  2/17/2023 Sara Alston Online 

It’s too late to build the bypass along the current proposed route. If this 
was the plan it should have been built years ago. Time to not be so short 
sited and look north where things aren’t built up. This proposed plan 
doesn’t just impact the land and businesses you are cutting through but 
there will be such an impact from all of those who will suffer the noise 
disturbance on a daily basis. NOT Disturbing current residents should be 
top priority. Prosper and McKinney have made it crystal clear they do NOT 
want the bypass. Stop proposing it! 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. It is important to note 
that there are also impacts and challenges in constructing a freeway north 
of Bloomdale Road/Prosper Trail, or along FM 1461. Initial traffic analysis 
conducted during the US 380 Collin County Feasibility Study indicated that 
locating an alternative further north did not address US 380 congestion 
and would not satisfy regional travel demands. 
 
Results of public and stakeholder input are available on the Segment 
Analysis Matrix found at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  

1880  3/27/2023 Sara Austin Online 

Please stop the expansion of 380!!! 6 lanes is more than enough and 
increasing the capacity only hurts the citizens of Prosper. Continuing to 
push for the expansion is clearly a political mission and has nothing to do 
with residents and their well being. 

Your comment is noted. TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative as its 
Preferred Alternative, which includes Segment A along the existing US 380 
in Prosper. This means that the new location portion of the freeway would 
not diverge from the existing US 380 into the Town of Prosper. 

1881  4/3/2023 Sara Owen 
Written Comment 

Form 

On March 30th, 2023 I saw the TXDOT plan for the 380 bypass Project in 
McKinney. It was explained that many businesses and possibly homes 
would be displaced. I know that stonebridge presented an alternative that 
was not accepted. I would like to see further discussion regarding this 
project. I AM NOT in favor of the current proposed. 
Sara Owen 
972-754-1089 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. According to Section 
3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, Segment A potentially 
displaces two residences and Segment B would potentially displace four 
residences. Segment A would potentially displace 14 businesses and 
Segment B would potentially displace none. None of the alternatives 
studied in the EIS would bisect any existing subdivisions. Detailed 
information can be found in the DEIS document and multiple appendices 
posted at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. An EIS is a multi-year 
environmental review process, guided by State and Federal requirements, 
that provides the most rigorous analysis conducted by TxDOT of proposed 
alternatives and their environmental impacts.  
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1882  3/24/2023 Sarah C Masek Email 

Senator Paxton, Representative Leach, and Mr. Endres: 
I strongly oppose Segment C and support Segment D due to the lower 
environmental impact and less homes, businesses, and community 
services affected. 
Sarah C Masek 
Teacher Mckinney ISD 
Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway.  
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS.  

1883  4/20/2023 Sarah R 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Choosing segment A ignores many of the damages and fiscal impacts that 
the environmental impact survey explained. Segment A is the wrong choice 
for the community of McKinney. Segment B is an excellent choice with far 
less detrimental repercussions. Please reconsider and do the right thing for 
our city! 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative, which is a combination of 
Segments A, E, and C, as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the 
technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly 
reviewing evaluation matrices. The decision is informed by both a 
qualitative and quantitative analysis. Refer to Section 2.4 in the DEIS for 
an explanation of why the Blue Alternative was selected over the other 
Build Alternatives. For more information, please reference the Alternatives 
Analysis Matrix in the DEIS in Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. You may also view 
the Segment Analysis Matrix on the Public Hearing website at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  

1884  4/20/2023 Sarah Reyna Online 

Choosing segment A ignores many of the damages and fiscal impacts that 
the environmental impact survey explained. Segment A is the wrong choice 
for the community of McKinney. Segment B is an excellent choice with far 
less detrimental repercussions. Please reconsider and do the right thing for 
our city! 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

1885  3/9/2023 Sarah Ross Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. It is important to note Segment A has fewer potential home 
displacements in comparison to Segment B and results in fewer impacts to 
planned future residential homes.   
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1886  2/20/2023 Sarah Schuler Email 

Dear Stephen, 
I recently attended the February 16 meeting. I was disappointed after 
reading some of the comments listed in the Segment A Details, therefore 
making Segment A the Preferred Alternative vs Segment B. Very little 
concrete information was shared. I was surprised that planned future 
residential homes and proposed residences under construction would have 
such an impact. I was also surprised that the substantial public concern for 
ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship was highlighted over the property 
owner's concern and what the actual impact/harm to their horses would 
be. Was their input and knowledge considered? Will the 380 bypass 
actually relieve current traffic congestion by the time construction is 
started and completed, or will it be obsolete? I also wonder how the 
expansion of a new Mckinney airport will be impacted. I assume the bypass 
does not interfere with the proposed airport expansion. I live in La Cima 
Haven at 380 and Stonebridge. I would hope that an 8 lane freeway with 2 
access roads would go further north of growing McKinney. I'm also not sure 
why there is a need for bike/pedestrian lanes along a major freeway. It 
seems like a safety hazard. 
Sarah Schuler 
8116 Castine Dr, 
McKinney, TX 

Your comment is noted. Detailed information can be found in the DEIS 
document and multiple appendices posted at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. An EIS is a multi-year 
environmental review process, guided by State and Federal requirements, 
that provides rigorous analysis of proposed alternatives and their 
environmental impacts. There are three categories of analysis that TxDOT 
can complete as part of NEPA, of which an EIS is the most rigorous. A 
comment response matrix for comments provided for the March 2022 
Public Meeting can be found in the Public Meeting Summary posted at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/projects/us-highways/us-380-
environmental-impact-statement-from-coit-road-to-fm-1827. Public input is 
an important factor but it is not the only factor that TxDOT must consider 
under NEPA. There are multiple reasons why TxDOT has identified the Blue 
Alternative (Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative. This 
reasoning is detailed in Section 2.4 of the DEIS.  
Regarding future developments, there are both residential and commercial 
developments under construction and being planned along Segments A 
and B. Those that TxDOT was made aware of prior to the Public Hearing are 
shown on the Segment Analysis Matrix with their development status and 
the development heat map exhibit available on the Public Hearing website. 
Many future homes that are currently under construction in the Ladera 
residential development would have been directly impacted by Segment B.  
Due to the rapidly changing nature of developments as they go through 
local planning processes, TxDOT only classified a development as future 
displacements if the development is expected to be occupied by the 
anticipated ROD date. 
 
The purpose of the proposed action is to manage congestion, improve 
east-west mobility, and improve safety. Even if all the planned roadways in 
Collin County, including the Outer Loop, are built, existing US 380 will 
continue to experience a failing level of service in the future. The regional 
model shows that both east to west freeways are needed to relieve 
congestion. 
 
It is important to note that there are also impacts and challenges in 
constructing a freeway north of Bloomdale Road/Prosper Trail, or along FM 
1461. Initial traffic analysis conducted during the US 380 Collin County 
Feasibility Study indicated that locating an alternative further north did not 
address US 380 congestion and would not satisfy regional travel demands.  
 
Any future improvements will be designed to meet current design 
standards and address deficiencies of the current roadway system where 
feasible. The Blue Alternative would likely attract traffic away from the 
existing US 380, thereby alleviating congestion, and reducing the number 
of crashes. All segments would be a freeway generally consisting of eight 
lanes (four in each direction), and two lanes of continuous access roads 
running parallel to each side. Ten-foot-wide shared use paths (SUP) are 
proposed for bicyclists and pedestrians adjacent to the frontage roads and 
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would be separated from the frontage roads by a grassed berm or by a 
concrete barrier depending on location. The Blue Alternative complies with 
TxDOT’s Bicycle Accommodation Design Guidance (adopted April 2, 2021) 
which also implements USDOT and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
policies regarding bicycle and pedestrian accommodations. For more 
information, see Section 3.5 of the DEIS.  
 
This project and the Spur 399 Extension EIS project will not impact the 
expansion of the McKinney National Airport.  

1887  4/20/2023 Sasha R 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. 

1888  3/15/2023 
Scott and 

Elizabeth Pertee 
Email 

Hello 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Scott and Elizabeth Pertee 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1889  2/6/2023 Scott Benson 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway.  Segment C stretches farther east out of the floodplain. Segment 
D straddles the floodplain for most of its length. Using bridges to span 
floodways to minimize the placement of fill material, including bridge 
bents, within the mapped 100-year floodplain is part of the design for 
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Segments C and D. With an alignment outside of these areas, more of the 
roadway would require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be 
built, therefore reducing anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

1890  4/20/2023 Scott C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Do not go with A! It looks like a 90 degree turn and looks dangerous. Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. The design for 
Segment A meets the criteria outlined in TxDOT's Roadway Design Manual, 
including stopping sight distance. Similar freeway curves can be found in 
the region including President George Bush Turnpike and I-35 interchange. 

1891  4/20/2023 Scott F 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Plan B is much less expensive and much less disruptive to existing 
development, homeowners, and businesses. 

Your comment and support of Segment B is noted. According to Section 
3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, Segment A potentially 
displaces two residences and Segment B would potentially displace four 
residences. Segment A would potentially displace 14 businesses, including 
business being built at the time of EIS drafting, and Segment B would 
potentially displace none.  

1892  3/31/2023 Scott Frehlich Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Thank you, 
Scott Froehlich 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1893  4/5/2023 Scott Hudson Email 

Good afternoon: 
My name is Scott Hudson and I would like to voice my opposition to the 
State Highway 380 (Option C) Bypass in Collin County/McKinney 
The Option C seems to be the preferred route at the moment and it seem 
to be the worts option as far as I am concerned.  We use the current road 
for scenic bike rides that end in supporting local businesses.  If this option 
is used it will end our rides as well as….. 
• Severely damages one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin 
County • Destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodlands and 141% 
more acres of grassland and prairie. 
• Disturbs the wetland that serve as refuge for wildlife, including beavers, 
river otters, turtles, migratory and non-migratory water and forest birds, 
frogs, etc. 
• Eliminates a large area of suitable habitat for endangered/ threatened 
species. 
• Affects and displaces 383% more homes (29 vs. 
6), 300% more businesses (16 vs. 4), and more community resources. 
• Strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife 
Thank you for taking the time to consider my opposition to Option C of the 
Bypass. 
Scott Hudson 
214-616-1260 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. 

Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
The proposed US 380 project could influence future land use changes 
within the Area of Influence (AOI) (defined in Section 3.15.2 of the DEIS); 
however, new and planned residential developments are more likely to 
influence changes in land use patterns, changes in land cover, and induce 
growth within the AOI than construction of any of the roadway segments. 
According to input from the City of McKinney, the proposed project would 
support future commercial and industrial development around Segment C; 
however, the proposed project would not be the primary factor considered 
in making land use decisions in the area. 
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 
2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies that can 
be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-
gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as 
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provide TPWD the opportunity to comment.  TPWD commented on impacts 
to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and fish and 
wildlife species.  TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the 
impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things 
TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, 
the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the 
Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation 
strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections 
to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from 
streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill 
material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation 
credits from stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the US and wetlands.   

1894  4/20/2023 Scott J 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Segment A is the worst and most disruptive route. We support B! Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1895  3/25/2023 Scott Pertee Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Scott Pertee 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1896  4/20/2023 Scott W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Segment B would be much less impactful to existing homes an businesses. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none.  

1897  2/24/2023 Scott Wilder Email 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B As a homeowner and citizen of 
McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 
support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 
380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  
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1898  2/26/2023 Sean Druhan Email 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sean Druhan 
1103 Saddlebrook Dr 
McKinney, TX, 75072 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. 

1899  3/7/2023 Sean Kang Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sincerely 
Sean Kang 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1900  3/29/2023 
Selene Meda-

Schlamel 
Email 

NO to Segment A 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Selene Meda-Schlamel 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1901  4/20/2023 Shanda C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
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1902  3/9/2023 Shanda Combs Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1903  3/3/2023 
Shanda 

Eppinette 
Email 

C   severely damages one of the largest remaining forests in central collin 
county  
C    eliminates a large area of suitable habitat for endangered , threatened 
species  
C Divides Ranchers and Farming Communities  
C  affects and displaces SIGNIFICANTLY more homes businesses and 
community resources  
C has the worst traffic performance      
PLEASE MAKE   D the route!!  PLEASE.  
shanda eppinette 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway.  Segment C stretches farther east out of the floodplain. Segment 
D straddles the floodplain for most of its length. Using bridges to span 
floodways to minimize the placement of fill material, including bridge 
bents, within the mapped 100-year floodplain is part of the design for 
Segments C and D. With an alignment outside of these areas, more of the 
roadway would require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be 
built, therefore reducing anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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1904  4/20/2023 Shane J 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A. As a community, I understand managing growth can be 
difficult but allowing developers to persuade government agencies for their 
own gain at the expense of the taxpayer is down right criminal. We all can 
make the argument about property value, noise, pollution, disruption to 
current life but how can we justify forcing more small businesses to move 
and the tax payer to foot the $100M bill for the benefit of someone’s 
personal farm. Manegait does great things for the special needs 
community, no argument there, but let’s focus on the greater community. 
It’s obvious what the correct choice is because of the major response by 
these powerful people. The further west the thoroughfare starts, the more 
relief 380 will get which in turn will allow more future growth and access to 
DNT and 75 for Prosper, Celina, Weston, Melissa, and Anna. This isn’t hard, 
don’t make it. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. While public input is 
one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during its decision-making 
process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through a voting process, 
nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, municipal or agency 
leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative (comprised 
of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the 
technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly 
reviewing evaluation matrices.  

1905  4/20/2023 
Shannon and 

Tyler Davenport 
Email 

To whom it may concern:  
As McKinney homeowners and taxpayers, we strongly support the TX380 
Segment B over Segment A.  We live in the Tucker Hill neighborhood so will 
be significantly personally impacted by the Segment A selection, but our 
objection goes beyond the impact to our neighborhood.  Beyond the 
obvious concerns of the additional cost to McKinney taxpayers and the 
safety implications of selecting Segment A, our largest concern is the lack 
of transparency and reasonable rationale provided when TXDOT chose 
Segment A as the preferred option. We won't copy and paste the 
arguments that have been distributed; however, rest assured we echo the 
sentiments.  To select an option that costs more, will likely result in more 
vehicular accidents both during construction and as a final product, 
displaces more established businesses, separates a McKinney 
neighborhood from the city, and creates an environmental and noise 
impact to existing homeowners who chose the community for its unique 
outdoor qualities without providing clear rationale brings the entire project 
into question. We are both retired military and continue to work for the 
DoD.  We moved to McKinney and Tucker Hill just 3 years ago, leaving our 
country home in Tarrant County drawn to the unique neighborhood allowing 
outdoor living in which homeowners thrive and close by our son's family 
that we'll be separated from by a highway if Segment A comes to pass.  We 
spend hours outdoors at the pool, both playgrounds, walking dogs, and on 
our porch, joined most often by our grandchildren who were our draw to the 
area. We are pragmatic people - if there were a good explanation for 
selection of Segment A, we'd give a hearty "aye aye" and move on.  But, 
that would require an explanation of why established residents have less 
importance than developers and unbuilt homes.  It would require an 
explanation of why the cost is an important aspect of the decision for the 
eastern segments of the 380 bypass but not for the western segments.  It 
would require an explanation of why the Maingate facility continues to be a 
factor in the decision when research indicates that selection of Segment B 
would not result in damage to the facility's mission. It would require an 
explanation of how a segment with two 90 degree turns would be 

Your comment, support of Segment B and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in 
several areas, including Tucker Hill. It is important to note that TxDOT is 
already proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by 
depressing the main lanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch 
neighborhoods is anticipated to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers 
compared to not depressing the freeway.  
 
In Ladera Residential Phase 1 there are thirty (30) residential homes and 
the amenities center that are currently under construction and will likely be 
occupied at the time of ROD issuance. Therefore, those homes will be 
counted as potential residential displacements.  The total number of 
additional residences in future Ladera phases eventually displaced is 
expected to total 81 of 244 residential units. TxDOT does not have 
jurisdiction to halt the progress of developments being built until after the 
FEIS/ROD has been approved. 
 
The same criteria were used to compare all segments. Specific weights 
were not applied to evaluation criteria. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative 
(comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after 
reviewing the technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, 
and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  One of the many reasons 
that TxDOT evaluated the project by end-to-end alternatives and by 
segment is because there are notable differences in the three focus areas.  
For example, Focus Area 1, which includes Segments A and B, is expected 
to have much more future development particularly residential which will 
likely be built by the time TxDOT is able to construct this project.   
 
The design for Segment A meets the criteria outlined in TxDOT's Roadway 
Design Manual, including stopping sight distance. Similar freeway curves 
can be found in the region including President George Bush Turnpike and I-
35 interchange. 
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preferable - besides the safety concerns just the traffic impact of that 
design should make it undesirable.  It would require explanation of why the 
impact to displaced businesses apparently was not a factor.  I could go on. 
Since it appears (based on information from TXDOT) that the selection of 
Segment A had more to do with input from Prosper residents and a vote of 
sorts, please place our vote on Segment B, until and unless you provide 
adequate rationale for the alternative. Thank you. 
Shannon and Tyler Davenport 
Tucker Hill Homeowners 

While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during 
its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through 
a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, 
municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials.  
 
The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by 
applicable federal environmental laws for this project are being, or have 
been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum 
of Understanding dated December 9, 2019, and executed by the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) and TxDOT. Under “NEPA Assignment”, 
TxDOT adheres to FHWA policies in accordance with the CEQ’s NEPA 
Implementing Regulations. As described throughout Chapter 3 of the DEIS, 
TxDOT assessed the direct impacts of the project such as clearing 
vegetation, placing fill material within wetlands, displacing homes or 
businesses, traffic noise, etc. and the potential for the alternatives 
considered to induce changes in land use and growth within the Study 
Area. TxDOT also addressed any adverse environmental impacts that 
cannot be avoided, the measures considered to minimize harm and to 
mitigate adverse effects, where applicable; and the steps taken during the 
study to comply with applicable state and federal environmental laws. 

1906  2/21/2023 Shannon Baker Online 

I am strongly against this bypass all together!  Option D impacts less nature 
than Option C.  I vote OPTION D! 
The peaceful place we’ve worked so hard to get to, will no longer be 
peaceful.  This bypass will uproot the homes of the deer, eagles, beavers, 
owls and so many other animals that we are so fortunate to have in our 
backyards.   

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT 
during its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected 
through a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the 
public, municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the 
Blue Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  

1907  4/20/2023 Shannon D 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A. This option is more costly and short sighted than 
segment B 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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1908  3/9/2023 Shannon Dusek Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Shannon Dusek 
214-726-9252 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1909  3/29/2023 Shannon E Online 

I would like to comment on the sound pollution Segment A will generate & 
adversely affect the communities of Tucker Hill & Stonebridge.  Tucker Hill 
specifically was designed to be a "front porch" community, and a unique 
development within the city of McKinney. Many neighbors have 
commented that the sound studies TXDOT performed are inadequate.  I 
implore TXDOT to revisit this very important issue as sound pollution has 
harmful health effects & will most definitely severely limit residents' 
enjoyment of the active outdoor lifestyle we are accustomed to.  At this 
point, I would much rather this mess of a bypass project be shelved 
permanently.  I certainly do not want years of road construction through 
McKinney, nor do I want a major highway on top of two very unique 
neighborhoods in McKinney.  At the very least, Segment A must include 
extensive sound barriers & any other mitigation measures to drastically 
reduce the traffic noise we will be subjected to if the bypass project 
proceeds. 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in 
several areas, including Tucker Hill.  
 
It is important to note that TxDOT is already proposing mitigation as part of 
the Preferred Alternative by depressing the mainlanes between the Tucker 
Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods to decrease traffic noise and 
visual barriers.  
 
  

1910  4/20/2023 Shannon E 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A. The segment B option costs less and less disruptive to 
well established McKinney neighborhoods! 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

1911  2/26/2023 Shannon Etier Online 

As a resident of Tucker Hill in McKinney I do not support the “Option A” 
alignment. This decision puts a major highway on the doorstep of our “front 
porch” community which is unique to McKinney. Not only will we have the 
noise and pollution from construction to contend with for years, we will 
then be subjected to the noise and pollution of the increased  traffic 
moving through our area. If option A is the final decision, why is our 
neighborhood not at least provided sound barrier walls to help insulate us 
from the noise we will undoubtedly hear? Furthermore Tucker Hill already 
has limited ingress/ egress, so my concern for unimpeded access to the 
neighborhood during construction is of high concern. I am still hopeful the 
“Option B” alignment will be looked at closely as I feel it is less intrusive to 
established neighborhoods and businesses and it is less expensive. 
  

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in 
several areas, including Tucker Hill.  
 
It is important to note that TxDOT is already proposing mitigation as part of 
the Preferred Alternative by depressing the mainlanes between the Tucker 
Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods to decrease traffic noise and 
visual barriers.  
 
The Preferred Alternative would maintain the two existing entry points to 
Tucker Hill from the existing US 380 at Grassmere Ln. and Tremont Blvd. 
Each is accessible from frontage roads.  
 
In response to concerns from Tucker Hill residents, the roll plots for the 
Public Hearing showed that TxDOT added a connection over the freeway at 
Tremont Blvd. and the future US 380. This at-grade overpass over the 
depressed mainlanes will allow for left in and left out access to Tucker Hill. 
It also means that drivers will have a direct entrance to Tucker Hill instead 
of driving further to U-turn at another interchange.  

1912  3/14/2023 Shannon Gidney Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Shannon Gidney  
Sales Manager/Designer 
Follow me on Instagram: @designershannongidneyibb 
Sent from my iPhone  

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1913  3/30/2023 
Shannon 
LaGrave 

Email 

Dear Stephen Endres and TXDOT, 
This letter is to oppose Segment C of the proposed 380 bypass in the 
McKinney area.  I, Shannon La Grave OPPOSE using Segment C of the 380 
bypass. I personally know families in the proposed Segment C who are 
valued in the McKinney community and have been youth leaders and 
community volunteers. There are a large number of homes and residences 
in the current proposed segment C. It appears that the alternate proposal 
of segment D would affect or displace fewer homeowners. I would prefer to 
see Segment D selected because D impacts fewer residents. Thank you for 
considering the alternate segment D. Sincerely, 
Shannon LaGrave 
Resident and voter in Collin County, TX 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. TxDOT selected Segment C over Segment D because Segment C 
minimizes impacts to 100-year floodplains and regulatory floodways, 
therefore, requiring TxDOT to build much less of the roadway on elevated 
(bridge) structure. Segment C is also expected to draw traffic off FM 1827 
by providing better connections to local roadways, would impact fewer 
major utilities, and would cost less to construct than Segment D.  
 
It is important to note that Segment D (with the Spur 399 interchange) is 
expected to displace 20 businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 
interchange) would potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would 
potentially displace seven residences, while Segment C would potentially 
displace 10 residences. 
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1914  3/15/2023 
Shannon 
McLinden 

Email 

Good afternoon,   
I would like to opposed Route C of the proposed 380 Bypass project.  If you 
could consider Route D  it would potentially displace fewer businesses and 
homes, and destroy less forest and grasslands - the green areas of the 
county including horse properties are such rarities! Thank you,  
Shannon McLinden 
Founder & CEO 
FarmHouse Fresh 
shannon@farmhousefreshgoods.com 
Toll free: 888-773-9626  Fax: 214-705-7754 
8797 County Road 858, McKinney, Texas 75071 
FarmHouseFreshGoods.com 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  

1915  3/24/2023 
Shannon 
Patterson 

Email 

I am a homeowner in Prosper and a Realtor in the north DFW area. I 
strongly oppose the construction of Segment B for the US 380 Bypass from 
Coit Road to FM 1827. This proposed route would go through Mane Gait, 
an equestrian non-profit that has served the local community for years. 
There is not the land that is centrally located that the non-profit could move 
to. Businesses can easily relocate, but this non-profit can't. 
I would like you to kindly consider implementing Segment A as the 
preferred option for the Bypass. Warm regards, 
Shannon Patterson 
(214)799-5266 

Your comment, support of Segment A, and opposition of Segment B is 
noted.  Segment B as presented at the Public Hearing would not have 
required acquisition of property from ManeGait. TxDOT selected the Blue 
Alternative as its Preferred Alternative, which does not include Segment B. 
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1916  4/20/2023 Shannon S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I strongly oppose option A and vote for option B!! Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1917  3/16/2023 Sharaya Block Email 

To whom it may concern,   
I am writing to express my opposition to Route C on the TX-DOT Spur 399 
extension project. Route C affects and displaces significantly more homes, 
businesses, and community resources than route D. It also divides the 
residential and farming/ranching communities that make this area of 
Collin County unique. Perhaps even more concerning, Route C severely 
damages one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin County. It 
destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodland and 141% more acres 
of grassland and prairie than Route D. Not surprisingly, Route C is also 
strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. While Route C may be the 
more economical option in the short-term, Route D will preserve more 
developable land for future growth in Collin County by making use of flood 
plain space that is otherwise unusable. Sincerely, 
Sharaya Block 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure. Based on TxDOT's 
evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced by either Segment C 
or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be acquired from any 
community facility either. More details about community facilities can be 
found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community facilities are 
defined as a physical feature provided – either by the municipality as a 
public service or by a private entity – within the community for the benefit 
of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, community centers, post 
office, library, etc.). The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on 
cultural resources within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic 
Resources including any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed 
or NRHP-eligible structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, 
including Section 4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would 
be affected by the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More 
information about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the 
DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
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589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
The proposed US 380 project could influence future land use changes 
within the Area of Influence (AOI) (defined in Section 3.15.2 of the DEIS); 
however, new and planned residential developments are more likely to 
influence changes in land use patterns, changes in land cover, and induce 
growth within the AOI than construction of any of the roadway segments. 
According to input from the City of McKinney, the proposed project would 
support future commercial and industrial development around Segment C; 
however, the proposed project would not be the primary factor considered 
in making land use decisions in the area. 
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 
2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies that can 
be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-
gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as 
provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on impacts 
to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and fish and 
wildlife species.  TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the 
impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things 
TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, 
the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the 
Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation 
strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections 
to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from 
streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill 
material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation 
credits from stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the US and wetlands.   

1918  2/20/2023 Shari Benson Email 

I vote a big NO ON ROUTE C!!  Not unique by nature! Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted. 
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1919  3/15/2023 Sharon Davis Email 

Mr. Andres, 
Thank you for the recent presentations regarding US 380 from Coit to 
FM1827. Our family’s desired opinion for the future US 380 in Prosper, TX, 
continues to be for US 380 to remain on US 380.  We appreciate TXDOT’s 
preferred Blue alternative supports our and the Town of Prosper’s 
recommendation. Thank you, 
Sharon Davis 
3761 Dogwood Dr 
Prosper, TX 75078 
Sent from my iPad 

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  

1920  4/20/2023 Sharon G 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

This is devastating to our neighborhood and there is a better option. Please 
choose plan B! 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1921  3/7/2023 Sharon Gibney Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sharon Gibney 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1922  4/20/2023 Sharon H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A -- too expensive and too intrusive. Yes to Segment B! Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1923  3/9/2023 Sharon Mathews Email 

I am a resident of McKinney, TX.   I oppose Segment A in the TXDOT US 
380 I strongly support Segment B 
Thank you ! 
Sharon Mathews 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

1924  3/7/2023 Sharon Smith Email (2) 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1925  3/9/2023 Shea Darling Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Have a blessed day! 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1926  3/15/2023 Shelley Jannati Email 

Good afternoon Mr. Endres, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Best regards, 
Shelley Jannati 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1927  3/16/2023 Sheri De Guia 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1928  4/20/2023 Sheri M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A. Yes to segment B. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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1929  2/24/2023 Sherri Eubank Email 

Mr. Endres: 
I am writing to get your help and support of Segment D as the preferred 
route with the McKinney TxDOT Bypass.  Segment D has always been the 
preferred route.  We were totally shocked and unprepared when a month 
ago, they switched it to Segment C.  The environmental study was 
completed and the segment choice was released mid-January.  We felt very 
safe that it would stay Segment D since it was an environmental study.  
Texas Parks and Wildlife doesn't like either route but they strongly oppose 
Segment C and their preferred route is Segment D. On Segment C, there is 
the largest remaining forest in central Collin County.  Segment C destroys 
71% more acres of forests and woodlands.  It also contains wetlands that 
are verified on federal maps.  There are river otters, a heron rookery in 
numerous trees, alligator snapping turtles, migratory and non-migratory 
birds, etc.  There are mature hardwoods that have been there for years.  
One of the largest Elms in the state resides in this forest.  It is estimated to 
be over 220 years old.  These wetlands are suitable habitat for many 
threatened species and a large area will be eliminated if C is used. The 
forest, floodplains and wetlands are a totally different habitat on Segment 
C than the floodplains on Segment D.  The Segment D floodplains are 
cultivated and contain minimal natural habitat for the wildlife.  The 
floodplains on certain sections of D can remain unharmed and allow easy 
flow of water with bridges.  Part of Segment D can also be built with less 
expensive berms that run beside an existing roadway. One of the most 
surprising aspects to me is that Segment C has more residences and 
businesses affected than Segment D. There are also more community 
resources on Segment C. When reviewing Segment A, three of the most 
important aspects of the choice is that it impacts fewer residences.  Using 
that criteria, Segment D should be the preferred route.  Segment A was 
also more expensive than Segment B and it was chosen.  Trying to make 
sense out of the TxDOT's preferred choice of C is just not possible.  We 
need your help returning to your preferred choice of Segment D. 
Respectfully, 
Sherri Eubank 
2371 CR338 
McKinney, TX 75071 
214-250-4889 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure. Based on TxDOT's 
evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced by either Segment C 
or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be acquired from any 
community facility either. More details about community facilities can be 
found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community facilities are 
defined as a physical feature provided – either by the municipality as a 
public service or by a private entity – within the community for the benefit 
of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, community centers, post 
office, library, etc.). The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on 
cultural resources within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic 
Resources including any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed 
or NRHP-eligible structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, 
including Section 4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would 
be affected by the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More 
information about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the 
DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
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data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 
2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies that can 
be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-
gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as 
provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on impacts 
to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and fish and 
wildlife species.  TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the 
impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things 
TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, 
the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the 
Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation 
strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections 
to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from 
streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill 
material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation 
credits from stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the US and wetlands.   

1930  4/20/2023 Sherri W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Option B more direct, less disruptive to current residents/businesses. Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

1931  3/9/2023 
Sherry Doty 

Balkovec 
Email 

March 9, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  
Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that 
will cost less, reduce the tax burden o McKinney residents, destroy fewer 
businesses and homes, and result in ;less overall disruption to 36,000 
Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. 
I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the 
US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sincerely 
Sherry Doty Balkovec  

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. It is important to note Segment A has fewer potential home 
displacements in comparison to Segment B and results in fewer impacts to 
planned future residential homes.   
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1932  4/20/2023 Sherry G 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A Yes to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1933  4/20/2023 Sherry S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I totally understand the need for something to be done with the traffic on 
380; however, no one can understand how anyone could feel that segment 
A would be the better choice. Homes on Grassmere where 380 Rt A will run 
on the East side of Tucker Hill will be only 1,628 feet from this the highway. 
This section is a raised 8-lane with frontage roads. Homes facing east will 
not only have traffic noise from the below grade roadway but now will have 
new noise in the back and side of their homes. My understanding is that 
TxDOT did not even test or report on noise abatement for this and have 
stated to us only homes that are within 500 feet of the roadway are 
eligible. The damage being done to our Tucker Hill and Stonebridge 
communities is disgraceful . I too strongly urge TxDOT to implement 
Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 
to FM 1827. 

Your comment, support of Segment B and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. 
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill. A traffic noise analysis was conducted in 
accordance with TxDOT’s (FHWA–approved) Guidelines for Analysis and 
Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise. Existing 
sound level measurements were collected at noise-sensitive areas, and 
noise modeling software was used to predict what noise levels could be 
expected in 2050. 

1934  3/15/2023 Shruti Narsana Email 

Hi Mr. Stephen, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Shruti Narsana 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1935  4/20/2023 Sierra F 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A. I thought we already voted on this. Why wasn\'t this issue 
raised in the City\'s CIP? If it were these plans would have already been in 
place. Someone drop the ball? 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  An EIS is a multi-year 
environmental review process, guided by State and Federal requirements, 
that provides the most rigorous analysis conducted by TxDOT of proposed 
alternatives and their environmental impacts. Any TxDOT environmental 
document, such as the one created for this study, must meet standards 
required by TxDOT policy to comply with FHWA NEPA compliance 
procedures and Title 43, Chapter 2 of the Texas Administrative Code.  
 
While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during 
its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through 
a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, 
municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue 
Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  
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1936  3/7/2023 
Sonny and Lou 

Phillips 
Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sonny and Lou Phillips 
Sent from my iPad 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1937  3/7/2023 Sonny Phillips Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. THE 2ND 
AMMENDMENT WASN'T WRITTEN AFTER A HUNTING TRIP.  IT WAS 
WRITTEN AFTER A BUNCH OF FARMERS AND BLACKSMITHS FOUGHT OFF 
THE LARGEST EMPIRE THE WORLD HAS EVER SEEN. 
Sonny  

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1938  3/29/2023 Srinivas Amaram Online 

Bloomridge community on the intersection of CR 161 (Ridge Rd) and CR 
123 (Bloomdale Rd) is severely impacted with the noise, emission, and 
lights. The proposed highway is right next to our community negatively 
impact our lives with noise. Please consider fine tuning to install high 
barrier walls to eliminate noise at least 30 inch walls. 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. A traffic noise 
analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA)–approved) Guidelines for Analysis and Abatement 
of Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise. Existing sound level 
measurements were collected at noise-sensitive areas, and noise modeling 
software was used to predict what noise levels could be expected in 2050.  
In areas where a noise impact was projected to occur, noise barriers were 
evaluated for feasibility and reasonableness. TxDOT's evaluation shows the 
Bloomridge subdivision does not meet TxDOT and Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) requirements for a noise barrier.  

1939  2/25/2023 Srivatsa Kandalai Online 

I oppose the proposal as noise is safety is a concern for the residents of 
Bloomridge as there is no noise barrier wall. Considering the latest 
developments of housing communities, any previous noise surveys are not 
correct. Please consider our safety and health concerns. 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. A traffic noise 
analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA)–approved) Guidelines for Analysis and Abatement 
of Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise. Existing sound level 
measurements were collected at noise-sensitive areas, and noise modeling 
software was used to predict what noise levels could be expected in 2050. 
Noise mitigation would not be considered reasonable and feasible at your 
location per TxDOT Guidelines. TxDOT's evaluation shows the Heatherwood 
neighborhood currently has a brick privacy wall or barrier of some type that 
would reduce noise; therefore the area does not meet feasibility and 
reasonableness requirements. A detailed technical report on the traffic 
noise analysis that was conducted can be found in Appendix R of the DEIS. 



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

1940  4/20/2023 Stacey H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I strongly oppose the Segment A option. Segment B, as the less expensive 
and less disruptive option, would be the better choice. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1941  2/25/2023 Stacey Jacobson Online 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. 

1942  4/20/2023 Stacey S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No ! Use the outer loop. Your comment is noted. Even if all the planned roadways in Collin County, 
including the Outer Loop, are built, existing US 380 will continue to 
experience a failing level of service in the future. The regional model shows 
that both east to west freeways are needed to relieve congestion. 

1943  3/15/2023 Stacy Finney Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Stacy Finney 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1944  2/21/2023 Stacy Gozzola Online 

I would prefer D over C Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. 

1945  4/20/2023 Stacy H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Save StoneBridge Ranch Your comment is noted.  
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1946  3/16/2023 Stacy Henderson 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1947  3/14/2023 Stacy Pierson Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Stacy Pierson 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1948  3/14/2023 Stacy Powell Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Stacy Powell 
McKinney, TX resident and homeowner  
S T A C Y   P O W E L L 
(2 1 4 ) 5 7 8 - 0 1 3 1 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1949  4/20/2023 Stacy S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to A. Yes to B. Segment A costs more, is 1 mile longer, requires 1 more 
grade– separated interchange, has 5 more major utility conflicts that would 
cost $49M to relocate, will displace many businesses and be detrimental 
to Stonebridge, Tucker Hill and surrounding home owners and 380 
businesses. Segment A will impact 12.9 acres of statewide important 
farmland, will increase noise and pollution levels near front porch 
communities, will threaten several protected species in their habitats, has 
2 high-risk hazardous material sites, increases the likelihood of accidents, 
will put peoples lives at risk when seconds matter most- construction & the 
Segment A design will increase the amount of time vs now that affected 
residence, guests, area business owners, employees and patrons can get 
to the closest ER or have emergency rescue assistance (police, fire, 
rescue…) reach them. McKinney shouldn’t bear the entire 380 bypass. 
Segment B is the way to go & contains more empty land that can be 
designed around, is less disruptive & less costly. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, 
indicates that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of 
managing congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. 
According to Section 3.6.3.3 of the DEIS, TxDOT will coordinate with 
emergency responders to prevent disruptions in service during phased 
construction of the proposed project and will develop a traffic management 
plan as discussed further in Section 3.17. The proposed grade separated 
interchanges and intersection improvements (including U-turns) along the 
proposed frontage roads would reduce congestion at major cross-streets 
allowing emergency vehicles to bypass traffic lights, shortening transit 
times through the Study Area.  

1950  4/5/2023 Stacy St. George Email 

Segment A is too costly & will put more lives at risk. Choose Segment B 
Segment A costs approximately $200M  more than Segment B 
Segment A is 1 mile longer than Segment B 
Segment A requires 1 more grade-separated interchange than Segment B 
Segment A has 5 more major utility conflicts than Segment B & would cost 
$49M more to relocate these major and minor utilities than Segment B 
Segment A will displace 15 businesses (Segment B= none) & 2 residences 
Segment A costs $45-95M more to acquire right of way required acres 
Segment A area impacts development planned & several existing, 
established and thriving master planned home communities 
Segment A has 2 HIGH risk hazardous material sites (4 hazardous sites 
total) with potential to impact the community (Segment B has none) 
Segment A will threaten several protected species & their habitats 
Segment A curve increases the likelihood of accidents (especially in rainy 
or icy weather) including hazardous spills which could gravely impact 
residents, animals, streams (including Wilson Creek Tributary)…. 
Segment A will impact 12.9 acres of Statewide Important Farmland 
Segment A will increase noise and pollution levels (which can negatively 
impact mental & physical health) for Tucker Hill residents, nearby 
Stonebridge residents, other surrounding planned communities, individual 
homes and a honey farm.  
Segment A will be detrimental to Tucker Hill property values and 380 
business’ 
Segment A will put Tucker Hill lives at risk when seconds matter most.  
Construction will impede Tucker Hill residents, guests, area business 
employees and patrons from safely and quickly getting to the ER in as 
timely manner as now and will also impede everyone’s safety as it will 
reduce emergency rescue access (fire, ambulance, police….). Seconds 
count in an emergency. Lives should not be put at risk. Those in Tucker Hill 
could become entrapped in their own community with the lack of life 
saving, tax payer emergency resources. Tucker Hill has only one entrance 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in 
several areas, including Tucker Hill. It is important to note that TxDOT is 
already proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by 
depressing the main lanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch 
neighborhoods is anticipated to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers 
compared to not depressing the freeway.  
 
The Preferred Alternative would maintain the two existing entry points to 
Tucker Hill from the existing US 380 at Grassmere Ln. and Tremont Blvd. 
Each is accessible from frontage roads.  
 
In response to concerns from Tucker Hill residents, the roll plots for the 
Public Hearing showed that TxDOT added a connection over the freeway at 
Tremont Blvd. and the future US 380. This at-grade overpass over the 
depressed mainlanes will allow for left in and left out access to Tucker Hill. 
It also means that drivers will have a direct entrance to Tucker Hill instead 
of driving further to U-turn at another interchange.  
 
TxDOT is working closely with the City of McKinney to determine the cost of 
acquiring right-of-way. TxDOT will continue to assist the City in identifying 
funding opportunities. This project is currently partially funded for 
construction and cannot let for construction until funding is identified; 
however, right-of-way acquisition can proceed even if the project is not 
funded for construction. 
 
The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing 
congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. If 
constructed, the project would adhere to current design standards and 
address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. The freeway 
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and exit with a traffic light and another entrance/ exit a few feet down 
which does not have a light and is more of a “just in case” opening. 
Construction will back up traffic on an already dangerous stretch of road 
and intersection and the final convoluted Segment A design will delay 
emergency resources vs the current direct route for those at Tucker Hill. It 
currently takes me 6 minutes to get to the Baylor, Scott & White ER door. 
Prosper wants to enjoy the benefits of the bypass without contributing land 
wise or financially. Why should McKinney carry the entire 380 bypass load/ 
burden? Go with B through Prosper. Do what’s right ethically, morally, 
fiscally. Prosper= more empty land that can be designed around. 
McKinney= established. As city manager, Paul Grimes said “We have 
communities like Tucker Hill where the bypass will go right through their 
front door… (and then) cut them off from the incorporated area of the city 
that they’re so much a part of. You don’t have any situation like that in 
Prosper.” McKinney doesn’t have the funding needed- 10% of the cost of 
right away acquisition and utility relocation for portions of the project. 
There’s no ADA impact on Main Gate, per the study and Segment B is 100 
feet from Main Gate and Darling property. Council members & Darling’s 
Main Gate board members shouldn’t dictate or influence TX Dot votes. An 
outside, unbiased decision maker should be brought in that cares about 
safety and costs to existing homeowners and business. Politics is getting in 
the way of what’s best. Shouldn’t an investigative reporter/news 
organization, investigate and inform Texas representatives and taxpayers 
why the state of Texas is spending an additional $200 million of taxpayer 
money? Segment A keeps shifting closer to Tucker Hill, an established 
residential, front porch community. Protect and honor what you have by 
going with Segment B through Prosper.  
I am NOT employed by TX Dot  
I do NOT do business with TX Dot 
Stacy St. George  
7605 Eastwick Ave 
McKinney TX 75071 
Cell: 925-499-6137 

design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from driveways and other 
roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be available 
at signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of 
conflict points. 
 
During the next phase of project development, TxDOT will break the project 
into different construction projects. Each construction project will also 
develop a detailed traffic control plan or construction phasing plan before 
construction to minimize traffic disruption and outline how access will be 
maintained during construction. TxDOT will continue to work with adjacent 
property owners and stakeholders through final design to minimize impacts 
to adjacent properties and neighborhoods, as feasible. More information 
about construction phase impacts can be found in Section 3.17 of the 
DEIS.  
According to Section 3.6.3.3 of the DEIS, TxDOT will coordinate with 
emergency responders to prevent disruptions in service during phased 
construction of the proposed project and will develop a traffic management 
plan as discussed further in Section 3.17. The proposed grade separated 
interchanges and intersection improvements (including U-turns) along the 
proposed frontage roads would reduce congestion at major cross-streets 
allowing emergency vehicles to bypass traffic lights, shortening transit 
times through the Study Area.  
 
While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during 
its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through 
a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, 
municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue 
Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices 

1951  4/20/2023 Stacy W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

The increased noise, decrease in property value, higher cost to taxpayers, 
displacement of businesses, and decreased safety in my neighborhood 
makes option A the wrong choice for everyone. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. The traffic and safety 
analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates that the Preferred 
Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing congestion, improving 
east-west mobility, and improving safety. If constructed, the project would 
adhere to current design standards and address existing deficiencies in the 
system where feasible. The freeway design eliminates direct access to the 
mainlanes from driveways and other roadways, and opportunities for left 
turns or U-turns will only be available at signalized intersections on cross 
streets, thereby reducing the number of conflict points. 
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1952  3/9/2023 Stacy Weller Online 

I am a resident of Tucker Hill, and I passionately urge you to choose option 
B over option A. Option A would have a significant negative impact on my 
community and family. It would dramatically reduce the value of my home, 
decrease the safety of our neighborhood, and cost the taxpayers of Texas 
much, much more. Option B impacts significantly fewer homes, leaving less 
people with a dramatic loss in home value. This is not a trivial thing to 
consider as a person’s home is their greatest asset and can often be the 
difference between surviving hard times, and financial ruin. The loss of 
hundreds of thousands of dollars in value could destroy many families. 
Please consider the individual impact of every homeowner before making 
your final decision. The best choice needs to be a balance of individual 
impact, overall cost, and community impact. When all three are added 
together, Option B is the clear choice. Thank you. 

Your comment, support of Segment B and opposition of Segment A, is 
noted. Detailed information can be found in the DEIS document and 
multiple appendices posted at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. 
An EIS is a multi-year environmental review process, guided by State and 
Federal requirements, that provides the most rigorous analysis conducted 
by TxDOT of proposed alternatives and their environmental impacts. Any 
TxDOT environmental document, such as the one created for this study, 
must meet standards required by TxDOT policy to comply with Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) NEPA compliance procedures and Title 43, 
Chapter 2 of the Texas Administrative Code.  
 
TxDOT selected Segment A over Segment B, because Segment A: 
-Displaces fewer homes in comparison to Segment B  
-Results in fewer impacts to planned future residential homes  
-Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west 
of Custer Road  
-Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment 
-Avoids impact to ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the 
subject of substantial public concern  
-Requires acquisition of less ROW than Segment B  
 
Changes in property values are driven by the value associated with site-
specific factors such as accessibility, safety, noise, visual amenities, 
proximity to shopping, community cohesion, and business productivity. 
TxDOT cannot reasonably foresee how any of these factors will impact 
property values. 

1953  2/21/2023 
Stanley and 

Marjorie 
Youngblood 

Email 

Dear Mr. Enders 
We are providing you with our feedback of subject: 
We support the DEIS SEGMENT A route alternative as follows: 
1) There are eight existing or under construction developments at the 
southeast corner of Custer & First Street that are preserved with Segment 
A alternative. 
2) Segment A is consistent with the city of Prosper resolutions opposing 
other all other alternatives that would cut through the southeast border of 
Prosper. Prosper has consistently supported an LAR along the existing 380 
right away. 
Respectfully, 
Stanley & Marjorie Youngblood 
4231 Glacier Point Court 
Prosper,  TX 75078 

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  
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1954  4/20/2023 Stefani L 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

The decision between choosing Proposed segment A vs Proposed segment 
B CANNOT be based on public opinion regarding the MainGait Horse 
facility!! ALL points of comparison between the 2 proposed options make 
choosing Segment B the OBVIOUS route (based on COST, engineering 
feasibility, safety of route, traffic flow addressing the congestion at the 
intersection of 380 & Custer, impact to existing neighborhoods vs 
undeveloped land, utility complications,). At some point, the “popularity” & 
public campaign of ManeGait HAS to be set aside and facts need to be the 
deciding factors. Segment B makes sense!! 

Your comment, support of Segment B and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, 
indicates that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of 
managing congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. 
If constructed, the project would adhere to current design standards and 
address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. The freeway 
design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from driveways and other 
roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be available 
at signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of 
conflict points. 
 
While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during 
its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through 
a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, 
municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue 
Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices. 

1955  3/13/2023 Stefani Lear Email 

I would like to formally request an extension of the comment period as we 
need more time to fully evaluate the impacts and possible mitigation 
measures that can be taken to protect Tucker Hill as well as the other 
communities and businesses affected by Option A. The same extension 
should apply to those affected by Option D.  
Stefani Lear 
2754 Majestic Avenue, McKinney 

This US 380 Project’s comment period has been longer than most because 
it opened when the DEIS was announced, which was January 13, 2023. 
TxDOT granted two separate 15-day extensions to the comment period to 
close April 20, 2023 instead of March 21, 2023 as advertised at the Public 
Hearing.   
 
Detailed study information is available in the DEIS document posted at 
www.kwww.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. 

1956  4/19/2023 Stefani Lear Email 

Mr. Endres, 
My husband and I have been McKinney homeowners and taxpayers for 
years and  I find TXDOT’s recommendation of Segment A over Segment B is 
fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150 million more, 
applies criteria to support their decision inconsistently, and provides 
numerous biased, false, and inconsistent findings in their environmental 
study. Furthermore, there is objective evidence of political maneuvering, 
campaigning, and rezoning efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that 
ostensibly has swayed TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn these 
actions as unethical and improper. 
 
Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 
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1957  3/17/2023 
Stella Frances 

van Tassell 
Email 

Good evening, Steve. The purpose of this email is to provide input into 
TXDOT's final decision about the path for turning 380 into a freeway. I 
attended the informational meeting at Rhea Mill church and talked with 
several representatives and affected residents while there. I also viewed 
the numerous posters and table maps provided. As a resident of Red Bud 
Estates, on the south side of 380, just one mile west of Custer, my property 
backs onto 380. As I've commented before, I don't understand why the 
alternative route (the one TXDOT does not prefer) is not the best route for 
the west portion. Extending the freeway through Coit all the way to Ridge 
makes no sense to me, when the other option avoids the disruptions to so 
many people and cost up to 2 million dollars less, according to one of the 
posters. I can't imagine why the state would prefer to spend that much 
more money when there is an alternative. One representative I spoke with 
assured me that the plan is to take the existing TXDOT right of way at the 
back of my property; however, no one could answer this question: Does 
that then mean that new right of way would be taken, thus consuming 
much more of my property than you already have? The bottom line is that I 
urge you and your team and advisors to reconsider what you prefer as the 
route. I recognize that the alternative route that goes northward from Coit 
would take part of the property of the wealthy horse farm owners but, no 
matter which route ends up being chosen, some people will lose part or all 
of their property. My vote is to choose the alternative route that moves 
northward from Coit and will cost taxpayers less money. At the very least, if 
you are not willing to change your mind, I beg you to inform the city of 
McKinney leaders now so no more permits can be provided to small 
business owners who plan to build along 380, east of Custer. As your 
poster mentioned, already four or five new businesses would require being 
moved, given the route TXDOT prefers. Thank you for reading and 
considering my input.  
Stella Frances van Tassell 
13955 Red Oak Circle North 
McKinney TX 75071 
(In Red Bud Estates) 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
 
While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during 
its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through 
a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, 
municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue 
Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  
 
The Schematic Design does not show any proposed ROW acquisition from 
your property. 

1958  2/17/2023 Steph Potter Online 

Project C and D should be removed and reworked so that the new 380 
would run straight between bypass one and bypass two.  the dip down to 
the existing 380 created by both project C and Project D is a waste of 
money/resources that creates unnecessary interchanges that will  cause 
congestion and grid lock.    

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. The traffic and safety 
analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates that the Preferred 
Alternative (as well as all Build Alternatives) effectively meets the criteria of 
managing congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. 

1959  2/25/2023 Stephanie Adkins Online 

I agree with this option to keep 380 on 380 through prosper Your comment and support of the project is noted.  
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1960  4/20/2023 Stephanie C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Segment B will cost less and displace fewer residents/businesses in Collin 
County. It is the overall best choice for the 380 Bypass. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none.  

1961  3/16/2023 
Stephanie 

Gregory 
Email 

Stephen,  
Please consider the loss of homes, businesses, and community resources 
when you vote. People in Collin County do not want to lose their beautiful 
land when their is another way. This applies to the route through Princeton, 
as well. I do not understand why you do not widen an already existing road 
instead of taking people's land.  The businesses on 380 would benefit, and 
the people who designed their home around their land can keep what they 
bought. I know some people would have to move, but they would not lose 
their way of life. They already live in the city by a busy road. They chose 
that. At least with route D less people would be affected. I believe this 
continued land stealing is a government overreach in power.  I am very 
disappointed in how this has been handled. Thank you for your service to 
our community, 
Stephanie Gregory 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. While public input is 
one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during its decision-making 
process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through a voting process, 
nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, municipal or agency 
leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative (comprised 
of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the 
technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly 
reviewing evaluation matrices. 

According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D (with the 
Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 businesses, 
while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would potentially 
displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace seven 
residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 residences. 
 
The Green Alternative, or Segment F, from Coit Road to FM 1827 (also 
referred to as "keeping 380 on 380" or expanding the existing US 380 to a 
freeway), was identified during the Feasibility Study, but ultimately was not 
carried forward for further analysis after because it would have displaced 
more than 30 residents and 200 businesses. 

1962  4/19/2023 
Stephanie 
Johnson 

Email 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
My husband and I submitted comments previously regarding TxDOT's 
choice for 380 of Segment A over Segment B and the mitigation of damage 
to our community of Tucker Hill. As a result of substantial additional 
information coming to my attention, I now add the following comments and 
questions. Because Segment A follows the existing 380 route further than 
Segment B, the disruption to homes and businesses during the long 
construction period will be significantly greater with Segment A than with 
Segment B. Our home is close to the front of the development and 
therefore will be impacted significantly by the noise, dirt, and pollution.  
 
Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
 
Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

1963  4/20/2023 Stephanie M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
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1964  3/29/2023 
Stephanie 

McGary 
Online 

Oppose Segment B Your comment and opposition of Segment B is noted. TxDOT selected the 
Blue Alternative as its Preferred Alternative, which includes Segment A 
along the existing US 380 in Prosper. This means that the new location 
portion of the freeway would not diverge from the existing US 380 into the 
Town of Prosper. 

1965  3/15/2023 
Stephanie 
Weatherby 

Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Stephanie weatherby  
6501 alderbrook place 
McKinney texas 75071 
Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1966  2/25/2023 Stephen Bishop Email 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Thanks. Stephen Bishop 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

1967  3/28/2023 Stephen Lyman Email 

Dear Sirs, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Stephen Lyman 
Wren Creek 
Stonebridge Ranch 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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1968  4/20/2023 Stephen R 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I believe the segment A will adversely affect several neighborhoods 
including my own. This will result in more noise and air pollution for more 
residents. This will adversely affect home values for many more owners 
compared to the option to drop in just West of Custer where there are 
fewer homes and business. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. Because this project 
was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles per day in 2045, 
TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential air quality 
impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air quality 
standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is consistent 
with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) State 
Implementation Plan (SIP), the North Central Texas Council of 
Governments (NCTCOG) Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). TxDOT modeled carbon 
monoxide concentrations (CO TAQA) and none of the modeled 
concentrations exceeded the Environmental Protection Agency's 1-hour or 
8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. TxDOT 
performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis. The total 
MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43% by 2050 
due to higher combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification 
of the US fleet. More information about the air quality analysis that was 
conducted can be found in the DEIS document in Section 3.12.  
 
Changes in property values are driven by the value associated with site-
specific factors such as accessibility, safety, noise, visual amenities, 
proximity to shopping, community cohesion, and business productivity. 
TxDOT cannot reasonably foresee how any of these factors will impact 
property values. 
 
According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, 
Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B would 
potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially displace 
14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. None of 
the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing subdivisions. 

1969  4/20/2023 Stephen R 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1970  2/20/2023 
Stephen 

Remington 
Online 

As a resident of Tucker Hill subdivision in McKinney, my family and I strictly 
and overwhelmingly oppose the blue alignment which empties the new 
bypass next to our serene neighborhood and over Stonebridge Drive.  This 
will have a negative impact on our air and noise pollution, and adversely 
impact our property values by placing freeway and service roads in front of 
and encroaching into our neighborhood.  The alignment that goes north of 
Tucker hill through a virtually uninhabited areas and across fewer homes 
and business into the East side of Prosper would be the least disruptive 
option. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. Segment B impacts 
can be found on the Segment Analysis Matrix posted at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  
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1971  3/7/2023 Stephen Shapiro Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1972  4/20/2023 
Steve and Janell 

P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

We support Segment B. Why spend more money for Segment A. It makes 
no sense. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1973  3/7/2023 
Steve and Janell 

Pennington 
Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Why does the 
State want to spend more money for option A?   It does not make any 
sense along with the other reasons ….destroying fewer businesses and 
homes.    I am sick over the possibility of the state implementing Segment 
A.  Please listen to the voices of McKinney residents especially those 
impacted in Stonebridge Ranch and Tucker Hill  
Sincerely, 
Steve and Janell Pennington 
Sent from my iPad 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
 
The preliminary cost estimate for each segment is one of the many factors 
TxDOT considered when determining the Preferred Alternative, as shown in 
Figure 2-13 of the DEIS. As final design continues, cost estimates will be 
updated, and will factor in the costs of right-of-way acquisition. Impacts to 
future developments will also be re-evaluated. It is important to note that 
these costs are high-level estimates, using the information available now.  

1974  3/7/2023 
Steve and Jessica 

Murray 
Email 

Dear Mr. Endres  
As a homeowner and resident of Stonebridge Ranch in McKinney, my wife 
and I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US380 
Bypass from Coit RD to FM1827.  We believe that TXDOT has an existing 
option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney 
residents, destroy less homes and businesses and result in less disruption 
to the 36,000 residents of Stonebridge Ranch and thousands of residents 
of McKinney. We strongly urge you and TXDOT to implement Segment B as 
the preferred option for this US380 Bypass.  My understanding is that this 
was what was originally discussed with many in the community and this 
change in direction is not only the wrong decision, it’s also challenging 
everyone’s faith and believe in our state government.   
Sincerely  
Steve and Jessica Murray 
7117 Langmuir DR 
McKinney, TX 75071 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
 
The Preferred Alternative was a part of the US 380 Collin County Feasibility 
Study completed in 2020 and subsequently part of the current DEIS.  
Although TxDOT recommended a single alignment at the conclusion of the 
Feasibility Study, there were some other alternatives that are also 
reasonable, and those alternatives required more detailed study during the 
environmental review (NEPA) phase of the project, including alternatives 
that were eliminated during the Feasibility Study. Because this phase of 
the project involves a more detailed evaluation and collection of new 
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information, it is possible that data being gathered in the environmental 
review process could change previously studied alignments or lead TxDOT 
to consider new alternatives. Thus, after the completion of the evaluation 
in the DEIS, Segment A, E, and C became the Preferred Alternative.  
 
An example of this is that during the Feasibility Study when TxDOT 
evaluated environmental impacts it was done at desktop level review 
where subject matter experts evaluate available state and federal 
resources to quantify impacts.  During the development of the EIS, TxDOT 
sent team members to the project area to update or validate the 
assumptions made on things like wetlands, floodplains, historic properties.  

1975  3/10/2023 
Steve and Joell 

Clink 
Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Steve and Joelle Clink 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1976  4/18/2023 
Steve and 
Marianne 

Richardson 
Email 

Mr. Endres, 
As a resident of Tucker Hill, I am concerned about a number of the 
problems the proposed segment A will bring , and don’t believe the vetting 
process addresses ; 
How will emergency services be accomplished when construction starts 
and there is still only one street of egress? 
How was air pollution actually measured for our community , where were 
the testing monitors placed? How were they going to predict the pollution 
during the construction? 
Did the EIS studies take into account native animal and plant species that 
will be displaced? What about the new beaver dams along Wilson creek? 
Was the parking displacement in Harvard Park taken into account? Where 
will the business parking go? It will go into Tucker Hill  and take already 
precious little existing residential parking. Where in the EIS studies is this 
addressed? 
Finally, how was the potential added cost of over $200,000,000.00 over 
segment B justified. 
Sincerely 
Steve & Marianne Richardson 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. The traffic and safety 
analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates that the Preferred 
Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing congestion, improving 
east-west mobility, and improving safety. According to Section 3.6.3.3 of 
the DEIS, TxDOT will coordinate with emergency responders to prevent 
disruptions in service during phased construction of the proposed project 
and will develop a traffic management plan as discussed further in Section 
3.17. The proposed grade separated interchanges and intersection 
improvements (including U-turns) along the proposed frontage roads would 
reduce congestion at major cross-streets allowing emergency vehicles to 
bypass traffic lights, shortening transit times through the Study Area.  The 
Preferred Alternative would maintain the two existing entry points to Tucker 
Hill from the existing US 380 at Grassmere Ln. and Tremont Blvd. Each is 
accessible from frontage roads.  
 
In response to concerns from Tucker Hill residents, the roll plots for the 
Public Hearing showed that TxDOT added a connection over the freeway at 
Tremont Blvd. and the future US 380. This at-grade overpass over the 
depressed mainlanes will allow for left in and left out access to Tucker Hill. 
It also means that drivers will have a direct entrance to Tucker Hill instead 
of driving further to U-turn at another interchange.  
 
TxDOT considered both impacts to wildlife and habitat as well as to 
vegetation in Section 3.11 of the DEIS.  
 



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

The current design shows that TxDOT would likely need to acquire the land 
where the last row of parking is for the Harvard Park parking lot. TxDOT 
does not anticipate that additional right-of-way beyond what is described in 
the DEIS will be needed for the project.  If the property owner chooses to 
reconfigure parking due to the TxDOT ROW acquisition, they would have to 
do so on their own property.  During the TxDOT ROW acquisition process, 
TxDOT hires a third party to appraise and assess any potential damage and 
if the building can still operate with its original purpose.  

1977  2/27/2023 Steve Chappell Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, Texas, I strongly oppose the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Segment A doesn’t make sense for two very important reasons: it’s more 
expensive and less of a bypass.  
Steve Chappell  

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted.  

1978  4/20/2023 Steve D 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Oppose segment A. Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

1979  3/7/2023 Steve Daigle Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1980  2/6/2023 Steve Donnell 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
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traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

1981  2/25/2023 Steve Lotz Email 

Hi Stephen  
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Thank you for reconsidering. Anything you can do would be greatly 
appreciated. 
Steve Lotz  

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  
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1982  2/25/2023 Steve Meyer Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of Mckinney Texas, I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of segment A and support segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   
Thank you.  
Steve Meyer  
1208 Canyon Wren Dr.  
Mckinney, TX  75071 
214-458-5961  

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. 

1983  4/20/2023 Steve P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Segment A is much more expensive, more dangerous, and impacts more 
residents and businesses. The homes going up near the path of segment B 
should be stopped, as should the building of business units on 380 where 
route A would go if it were to be foolishly implemented. It is clear that route 
B makes more sense from nearly every angle. Route B is the way to safely 
go. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

1984  4/20/2023 Steve R 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

in what reality does a rich developer\'s horse hobby farm justify a $100 
million plus tax payer cost addition, along with environmental and noise 
pollution?neither common sense nor logical. 

Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles 
per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air 
quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is 
consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 
State Implementation Plan (SIP), the North Central Texas Council of 
Governments (NCTCOG) Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). TxDOT modeled carbon 
monoxide concentrations (CO TAQA) and none of the modeled 
concentrations exceeded the Environmental Protection Agency's 1-hour or 
8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. TxDOT 
performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis. The total 
MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43% by 2050 
due to higher combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification 
of the US fleet. More information about the air quality analysis that was 
conducted can be found in the DEIS document in Section 3.12 
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1985  2/20/2023 Steve Richardson Online 

The proposed "Preferred Alternative A " is at least $100 million more then 
'B' . In what perversion of logic does a rich, politically connected former 
developer's horse ranch hobby dictate fiscal decisions?  
It was stated in TXDOT's own EIS that in no way did the 'B' alternative 
adversely affect the quality of life on the hobby ranch , but yet one entity 
was able to swing the the 'B' to 'A' based on the contention that somehow 
his horses would suffer? And this is worth $100 million ?. Shame to all who 
caved in the this ridiculous  notion! A concerted investigation into how this 
boondoggle has come to pass, and how the extra cost can possibly be 
allowed to pass. 

Your comment is noted. Some of TxDOT's top considerations in choosing 
Segment A over Segment B, because Segment A: 
-Displaces fewer homes in comparison to Segment B  
-Results in fewer impacts to planned future residential homes  
-Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west 
of Custer Road  
-Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment 
-Requires acquisition of less ROW than Segment B  
 
While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during 
its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through 
a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, 
municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue 
Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices. 

1986  2/6/2023 Steve Williams 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
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facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

1987  3/9/2023 
Steven and 

Michelle Kordak 
Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Steven and Michelle Kordak 
8725 Abbington Place 
McKinney, 75072 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

1988  3/23/2023 Steven Clay Email 

To Mr. Stephen Endres and those it concerns, 
I am a McKinney business owner, a Prosper homeowner and a daily 
commuter on 380 and I SUPPORT SEGMENT A ONLY for the 380 bypass 
option. My family and I are in a unique position because we can see this 
from both McKinney and Prosper viewpoints and opinions.  However, when 
reviewing the detailed information TXDOT has provided all citizens of both 
cities and after reviewing the DEIS, Segment A is 100% clearly the best and 
only option for everyone's futures. Let's use our collective common sense 
and stand with the DEIS study that clearly shows Segment A as the most 
viable option and put this issue to rest. I ask you to NOT punish the many 
because of a few!  Citizens in every town and subdivision  along the 380 
corridors are upset and being pitted against one another because of this 
expansion project. It's time to officially close the discussions on this and 
move forward with Segment A! I will say it again...my family and I support 
Segment A ONLY for this expansion project. Please Do The Right Thing!  
Finalize Segment A as the final decision, close the discussions and let's all 
move forward. Respectfully, 
Steven Clay 
Prosper homeowner, McKinney Business Owner and daily commuter 

Your comment and support of Segment A is noted.  
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1989  3/15/2023 Steven Lenney Online 

380 Bypass Comments 
Construction Phase Traffic: 
Regarding Segment A vs. Segment B, the comparison used for the 
recommendation is lacking because it 
fails to address the impact to traffic on US 380 during the period of 
construction, which based on the fly 
through video most recently shared, will be substantial. Segment B could 
be built from the NE to the SW, with the it-in to the current 380 taking 
place during the final stage of construction, which would allow traffic to 
flow normally for the majority of the construction project. Contrast that with 
Segment A, which impacts a much larger extent of the existing road, 
creating a substantial impact to road traffic during the construction phase. 
Since the main project objective, as we have been told, is to improve traffic 
on 380, the feasibility comparison cannot be complete without comparing 
the impact of the project’s execution on the end it pursues. The absence of 
this comparison on the draft EIS is substantial grounds to revisit the 
decision. 
Wildlife habitat: 
Property 2689146 is a county-designated wildlife habitat with an active 
management plan. The area is 
home to a substantial population of coyotes, active songbirds, waterfowl, 
dear, bobcats, and bevers. The 
robust beaver population creates a natural wetland that serves as a 
habitat unique to the area in that it is accessible to nature enthusiasts and 
large enough to support the numerous species identified above. The 
wetland ecosystem created naturally in this area is an important flood 
control measure. The EIS is 
performed in the absence of assessing the net impact on watershed due to 
construction on the Wilson 
Creek corridor to the SE of the proposed project. Reducing the wetland 
area in the proposed 
development region will put additional strain on the downstream areas of 
Tucker Hill that are also 
increasingly narrowed and hardened with concrete. AN updated holistic 
floodplain analysis must be 
undertaken to ascertain the feasibility of safely construction this project, 
given development outside of 
its boundaries. 
Steven Lenney 

Your comment is noted. During the next phase of project development, 
TxDOT will break the project into different construction projects. Each 
construction project will also develop a detailed traffic control plan or 
construction phasing plan before construction to minimize traffic disruption 
and outline how access will be maintained during construction. TxDOT will 
continue to work with adjacent property owners and stakeholders through 
final design to minimize impacts to adjacent properties and 
neighborhoods, as feasible. More information about construction phase 
impacts can be found in Section 3.17 of the DEIS.  
 
Based on our research of Collin County Appraisal District records, Property 
2689146 is owned by SLC McKinney Partners LP C/O Southern Land 
Company. There is no mention of Collin County ownership or use. The 
majority of this property is outside of the proposed ROW, so direct impacts 
would be limited. Across this property the Blue Alternative would be 
constructed on bridge, elevated over the floodplain, wetland features, and 
Wilson Creek. During the development of alignments, TxDOT evaluated the 
property to identify habitats, possible protected species, and water 
features. Because no direct impacts would occur to these features outside 
of the proposed ROW, no additional study was required. The evaluation of 
cumulative effects - the effects of this US 380 project in combination with 
current and reasonably foreseeable future actions – is included in Section 
3.16 of the DEIS. Additional hydraulic modeling may be conducted during 
final design to refine the placement of bridge piers and further minimize 
impacts to the Wilson Creek floodplain. 

1990  4/20/2023 Steven M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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1991  4/20/2023 Steven R 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

100 MILLION MORE TO APPEASE A RICH DELVELOPER\'S HORSE HOBBY? Your comment is noted.  

1992  4/20/2023 Steven S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Route A places a 12 lane highway within 1/2 mile of my home and will 
devalue it greatly. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. Changes in property 
values are driven by the value associated with site-specific factors such as 
accessibility, safety, noise, visual amenities, proximity to shopping, 
community cohesion, and business productivity. TxDOT cannot reasonably 
foresee how any of these factors will impact property values. 

1993  4/3/2023 

Stonebridge 
Ranch 

Community 
Association 

Email 

Dear Mr. Endres 
The Board of Directors of Stonebridge Ranch Community Association, a 
9,400-home master-planned community, voted unanimously to make an 
official statement adamantly opposing TxDOT's preferred Segment A of the 
"Blue Alternative" and continue to support Segment B. Please see attached 
written petition that has been signed by homeowners and citizens of 
McKinney, TX. Thank you for your time, 
Communications 
Stonebridge Ranch Community Association  

Your official statement is noted. The petition has been received and is 
being incorporated into this Public Hearing summary. 

1994  
2/26/2023 
2/23/2023 

Stonebridge 
Ranch 

Community 
Association 
Resolution 

Email (1) 
Written Comment 

Form (1) 

Stephen 
Attached is a resolution passed by our Board of Directors at is Feb 23, 
2023 meeting opposing Segment A and Supporting Segment B of the Blue 
Alternative preferred Route proposed by TxDot in January of 2023.  
Jon Dell'Antonia 
Board President 
Stonebridge Ranch Community Association 
 
Resolution on TxDOT’s 380 Bypass Project 
Feb 23, 2023 
As President of the Board of Directors of Stonebridge Ranch Community 
Association, I represent our Board of Directors who were elected to make 
decisions that are in the best interest of the 9461 residences of 
Stonebridge Ranch and its 36,000 residents who live in McKinney.  
In a unanimous vote of the Board of Directors of Stonebridge Ranch at its 
meeting on February 23, 2023, on behalf of our Associations 36,000 
residents, we hereby make an official statement adamantly opposed to 
TxDOT’s Preferred Alternative  Segment A of the “Blue Alternative”  and 
continue to Support Segment B as the best option available for this project.  
It is the least disruptive to businesses and homes and the least expensive 
option available as evidenced by the Segment Analysis developed by 
TxDOT in March of 2022 and February 2023. 
Our opposition to Segment A of the “Blue Alternative” is based  on the 
following facts presented by TxDOT in their February 2023 Announcement: 
1. Segment A destroys 27 businesses, 12 displacements and 2 homes 
currently.  It will likely be more than that by the time the project is 
constructed whereas Segment B destroys no business, 7 displacements,  
and 5 homes. 

The resolution, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
 
Right-of-way acquisition estimates were calculated using Collin County 
Appraisal District as a guide to come up with square footage cost. All right-
of-way acquisition would be completed in accordance with the Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, 
as amended. Brochures, including two booklets titled “The Purchase of 
Right of Way,” and “Relocation Assistance,” are available on the project 
website. These booklets contain detailed information to inform property 
owners of their rights and provide information about the TxDOT right-of-way 
acquisition process. Individual property acquisition cost and relocation 
assistance will be evaluated based on fair market value determined by an 
independent third-party appraiser. As final design continues, cost 
estimates will be updated, and will factor in the costs of right-of-way 
acquisition. Impacts to future developments will also be re-evaluated. It is 
important to note that these costs are high-level estimates, using the 
information available now.  
 
TxDOT is working closely with the City of McKinney to determine the cost of 
acquiring right-of-way. TxDOT will continue to assist the City in identifying 
funding opportunities. This project is currently partially funded for 
construction and cannot let for construction until funding is identified; 
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2. The cost of Segment A right of way acquisition estimated today is 
$957.8 million compared to $888.8 million for Segment B.  It is likely to 
reach more than $1 billion by the time the project is constructed based on 
current construction projects which are not counted in the current TxDOT 
estimates.  
3. The proposed Blue Alternative which includes Segment A calls for $120 
million from the City of McKinney for right of way acquisition which will be 
an unplanned tax burden to McKinney taxpayers.  The amount of that tax 
burden quite likely will increase as the cost of ROW acquisitions and 
related expenses increase.   
4. Segment A will have a significant detrimental impact on Stonebridge 
Ranch and Tucker Hill which border the proposed construction of Segment 
A.  It will create major traffic disruption, increased noise, and  increased 
health and environmental problems, not to mention the impact on schools, 
morning and afternoon traffic, and school zones divided by US380 
Segment A.  
To reiterate, our Board, on behalf of our residents, has unanimously voted 
to support Project 380 Segment-B that crosses Custer Road North of 380 
and enters Highway 380 West of Custer Road and oppose Project 380 
Segment -A of the “Blue Alternative”. 
Respectfully we are requesting the City Council to pass a new resolution 
Supporting Segment B and Opposing Segment A or TxDOt’s recent 
preferred Blue Alignment route alternative for the 380 bypass project. 
Thank you for taking the time to consider this letter and our position. 
Jon Dell’Antonia 
Board President 
Stonebridge Ranch Community Association 
6201 Virginia Parkway 
McKinney, TX 75071 
  

however, right-of-way acquisition can proceed even if the project is not 
funded for construction.  
 
The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing 
congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. If 
constructed, the project would adhere to current design standards and 
address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. The freeway 
design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from driveways and other 
roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be available 
at signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of 
conflict points. 
 
A traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA)–approved) Guidelines for Analysis and 
Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise. Existing 
sound level measurements were collected at noise-sensitive areas, and 
noise modeling software was used to predict what noise levels could be 
expected in 2050. A detailed technical report on the traffic noise analysis 
that was conducted can be found in Appendix R of the DEIS. 
 
TxDOT is proposing the following mitigation as part of the Preferred 
Alternative identified in the draft EIS:   
-building sound barriers (noise walls) that do not exist today,  
-depressing the main lanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch 
neighborhoods to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers, and 
-providing local street crossings over the depressed section to provide 
connectivity between neighborhoods. 
 
Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles 
per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air 
quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is 
consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 
State Implementation Plan (SIP), the North Central Texas Council of 
Governments (NCTCOG) Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). TxDOT modeled carbon 
monoxide concentrations (CO TAQA) and none of the modeled 
concentrations exceeded the Environmental Protection Agency's 1-hour or 
8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. TxDOT 
performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis. The total 
MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43% by 2050 
due to higher combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification 
of the US fleet. More information about the air quality analysis that was 
conducted can be found in the DEIS document in Section 3.12.  
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1995  3/9/2023 Sue Rump Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. It is important to note Segment A has fewer potential home 
displacements in comparison to Segment B and results in fewer impacts to 
planned future residential homes.   

1996  4/20/2023 Sue V 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

YES TO SEGMENT B Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

1997  4/20/2023 Susan A 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

This construction puts undue traffic, crime & pollution stress on the area 
where we wlive. There is an easy alternative that affects fewer people. 

Your comment is noted.  

1998  2/18/2023 Susan Bates Email 

Route C would tragicallyand negatively impact several friends of mine. 
These folks positively impact the community providing theraputic riding, 
church and community riding and events, lical hat fornrescue animals, and 
so much more. It would run through all their front pastures, completely 
destroy their riding arena and honey bee yard, and it’s less than 100 feet 
from homes and barns. I support Route D, which goes through the flood 
plain and disrupts only 7 homes as opposed to the 29 homes on Route C. 
Sincerely,  
Susan Bates 

Your comment, opposition of Segment C and support of Segment D is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. 

1999  3/16/2023 Susan Bates 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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2000  4/20/2023 Susan C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to Segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

2001  3/16/2023 Susan Cane Email 

I am writing today to express my concern regarding the diversion on Coit 
Rd.  Since moving to Whitley Place in 2017 we have endured many 
changes to our environment.  As a cancer patient I'm concerned about the 
air quality in our neighborhood.  We have already seen the widening of 
Custer Road and the influx of traffic that it has resulted in.  Also the 
additional expansion of First Street to accommodate two New Schools 
which already puts more vehicles on this road.  I understand that we 
expected our community to grow but to expand a road to accommodate a 
community far away from ours is just wrong.  Please take my comments 
into consideration for this project. 
Thank You  
Susan Cane 

Your comment is noted. TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative as its 
Preferred Alternative, which includes Segment A along the existing US 380 
in Prosper. This means that the new location portion of the freeway would 
not diverge from the existing US 380 at Coit Road or into the Town of 
Prosper. 

2002  4/20/2023 Susan D 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

2003  3/23/2023 Susan Hearst Email 

Hi Mr. Endres, 
Thank you for providing the opportunity for me to comment on the 380 
Bypass plans. I  live in Timbercreek, which is located just south of 
Bloomdale Rd., off of Hardin.  It is distressing to envision a 6 or 8 lane 
highway just north of my home. At night I can hear traffic from 75 when I sit 
in the backyard.  With a new highway, I will hear noise from two directions.  
When I read about the planned route, I have never seen any information 
regarding noise abatement.  My question is:  Why can’t this road be 
constructed further north, on unoccupied land?  It appears to me that 
Bloomdale Rd. is the edge of the prarie, with a lot of vacant land to the 
north.  Or, why can’t the existing 380 be enhanced (like 635) with an 
express lane above or below??? I can only hope that the proposed route is 
put up for vote in Collin County. Thank you for your patience, 
Susan Hearst 
Sent from Mail for Windows 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. A traffic noise 
analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA)–approved) Guidelines for Analysis and Abatement 
of Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise. Existing sound level 
measurements were collected at noise-sensitive areas, and noise modeling 
software was used to predict what noise levels could be expected in 2050. 
Noise mitigation would not be considered reasonable and feasible at your 
location per TxDOT Guidelines. TxDOT's evaluation shows the Heatherwood 
neighborhood currently has a brick privacy wall or barrier of some type that 
would reduce noise; therefore the area does not meet feasibility and 
reasonableness requirements. A detailed technical report on the traffic 
noise analysis that was conducted can be found in Appendix R of the DEIS. 
 
It is important to note that there are also impacts and challenges in 
constructing a freeway north of Bloomdale Road/Prosper Trail, or along FM 
1461. Initial traffic analysis conducted during the US 380 Collin County 
Feasibility Study indicated that locating an alternative further north did not 
address US 380 congestion and would not satisfy regional travel demands. 
 
There are select sections Segment E that will be slightly depressed (or 
below grade). It is important to note that the right-of-way width needed for 
a freeway would not differ significantly regardless if the freeway was above, 
below, or at-grade. Above and below grade freeways are also more 
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expensive to construct as well as TxDOT is being asked by cities to remove 
existing elevated freeways in several locations across the state. 

While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during 
its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through 
a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, 
municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue 
Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices. 

2004  3/15/2023 Susan Holdrich Email 

As a homeowner, in the Ridgecrest neighborhood, and citizen of McKinney, 
TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380 
Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has 
an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on 
McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in 
less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and 
thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to 
implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from 
Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Susan Holdrich 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

2005  2/27/2023 Susan Ligons Email 

Mr. Endres, 
NO to Segment A 
YES to Segment B 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX, I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT of the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Thank you, 
Susan Ligons 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted.  

2006  4/20/2023 Susan M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B! Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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2007  3/22/2023 Susan Platt Email 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
I am writing in opposition to segment C on the Blue and Brown alternatives 
of the 380 Bypass routes. I get honey from farmers whose business will be 
disrupted with the route passing through their properties.  
Segment C will severely damage one of the largest remaining forests in 
central Collin County and will eliminate a large area of suitable habitat for 
endangered and threatened species. Segment D on the purple and gold 
routes would appear to displace fewer homes. 
http://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/ files/docs/0135-02-
065%20etc_US380_Roll%20Plot%201.15.2021.pdf   
Sincerely,  
Susan Platt 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
would potentially displace seven residences, while Segment C would 
potentially displace 10 residences.  
 
As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 589 acres of land that consists of 
a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, floodplain/riparian forest and 
herbaceous habitats, native invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards 
Plateau woodlands/savanna grassland, row crops, and some open water 
based on Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological 
Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) data. The Purple Alternative (including 
Segment D) would impact approximately 626 acres of the same general 
habitats. The Alternatives Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the 
Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 
acres of riparian and upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the 
proposed ROW not in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple 
Alternative.  

2008  4/20/2023 Susan R 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Strongly oppose segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

2009  3/16/2023 
Susan 

Spoonemore 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

2010  3/9/2023 Susanne Cardona Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Susanne Cardona 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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2011  2/6/2023 Susie Miles 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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2012  2/18/2023 Susie Miles Online 

It saddens me that for 4 million dollars you are willing to disrupted so may 
lives. We did not buy land in the country to have it taken away by TXDOT 
because they failed to plan ahead for population growth. People choice to 
live where they live, they chose to work where they work, now live with your 
choices. During COVID there was no traffic... most of us live and work on 
our property or are retired we don't need an 8-lane highway. I'm not sure 
why the sudden change after two years? I'm unclear about 4-lanes going 
into 8-lanes and back into 6 lanes is going to help...sounds like you have 
created 2 new problems. I'm not sure why your worried about 100-year 
flood plain... the water will still come. It is so obvious that segment D is the 
better choose for all the people. 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. The project is needed 
because population growth within the central portion of Collin County has 
caused increases in current and forecasted traffic volumes that exceed the 
capacity of US 380 between Coit Road and FM 1827, leading to increased 
congestion, reduced mobility, and higher crash rates compared to other 
similar roadways in the region. The purpose of the proposed action is to 
manage congestion, improve east-west mobility, and improve safety. More 
information about the purpose and need for the project is available in 
Section 1.0 of the DEIS starting on page 1-1.  
 
Even if all the planned roadways in Collin County, including the Outer Loop, 
are built, existing US 380 will continue to experience a failing level of 
service in the future. The regional model shows that both east to west 
freeways are needed to relieve congestion. TxDOT has developed a 
continuous traffic model through the corridor to assess traffic now and in 
the year 2050. This project was designed to satisfy expected traffic 
demand in the year 2050. 

2013  4/20/2023 Susie Pepas Email 

To whom it may concern: after reviewing the following body of work that our 
amazing team of residents have put together to address our concerns 
about the path that TxDot is taking on the 380 bypass, I felt I needed to 
echo all of these concerns. I love our unique environment and am thriving 
in its community involvement. I am an avid walker, biker and group 
exercise facilitator for our residents and am concerned about our safety, 
health, and future with the proposed decision. I am more that astonished 
by the lack of fiscal responsibility. Please reconsider these decisions.  
 
Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

2014  4/20/2023 Suzanne G 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Unable to understand reason Segment A since it will cost $100 Million 
more than B. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. The preliminary cost 
estimate for each segment is one of the many factors TxDOT considered 
when determining the Preferred Alternative, as shown in Figure 2-13 of the 
DEIS. As final design continues, cost estimates will be updated, and will 
factor in the costs of right-of-way acquisition. Impacts to future 
developments will also be re-evaluated. It is important to note that these 
costs are high-level estimates, using the information available now.  
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2015  3/8/2023 Suzette Lippa Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. In addition, a car 
wash is being built at the corner of Ridge and University Drive (380) which 
will also add to the congestion. The enterprise will be adjacent to a pre 
school and elementary school. On the opposite side of the corner of Ridge 
and 380, the CVS at 6161 University Drive is scheduled to close in April, 
taking away a vital medical resource for the neighborhood.  When I moved 
from NYC in 2015, I knew that retail and residential building would 
increase here, but did not anticipate the chaos that the building of the 
Segment A would bring to the lifestyle in this part of Stonebridge Ranch. 
Suzette Lippa 
6508 Grand Bay Court 
McKinney 
Sent from my iPad 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none.  
 
As a part of this project, future developments were closely tracked by 
TxDOT and discussed with the City of McKinney and Town of Prosper as 
well as developers. Appendix S of the DEIS details indirect and cumulative 
effects, which includes details of the future development plans considered 
by TxDOT. A development heat map can be found at the Public Hearing 
website as well.  
 
The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing 
congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety.  

2016  4/20/2023 Suzette M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Option A is far more expensive, far more environmentally and economically 
damaging than option B and will create an undue hardship via noise, air 
pollution and accessibility on the residents of Tucker Hill, all of whom have 
front porches 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. TxDOT continues to 
evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several areas, including 
Tucker Hill. It is important to note that TxDOT is already proposing 
mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by depressing the mainlanes 
between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods to 
decrease traffic noise and visual barriers. 

2017  2/22/2023 Suzette McKee Online 

I oppose the selected option as a resident of Tucker Hill based on the 
excessively higher total project cost, significantly greater environmental 
and socioeconomic impacts.  This is a nonstarter and the outer loop is 
sufficient to care for the through traffic.  380 should be left alone for local 
traffic as is.  There is absolutely no reason to have chosen this option other 
than politics and greed.  I will not tolerate this as an option.  It's insane.  I 
am a taxpayer. 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. While public input is 
one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during its decision-making 
process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through a voting process, 
nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, municipal or agency 
leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative (comprised 
of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the 
technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly 
reviewing evaluation matrices.  
 
The project is needed because population growth within the central portion 
of Collin County has caused increases in current and forecasted traffic 
volumes that exceed the capacity of US 380 between Coit Road and FM 
1827, leading to increased congestion, reduced mobility, and higher crash 
rates compared to other similar roadways in the region. The purpose of the 
proposed action is to manage congestion, improve east-west mobility, and 
improve safety. More information about the purpose and need for the 
project is available in Section 1.0 of the DEIS starting on page 1-1.  
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2018  4/20/2023 Suzette McKee Voicemail 

Hello my name is Suzette McKee, S-U-Z-E-T-T-E last name McKee, M-C-
(Capital K)-E-E. My address is 2720 Majestic Avenue, McKinney Texas, 
75071 and my phone number is 214-536-0400. My email address is 
earthtripgirl all one word @yahoo.com. I have some questions that I need 
answers to about the proposed segment A um in front of Tucker hill 
community, and the recent shift in the North-South line of the proposed 
segment A right next to tucker hill's community and along side it. Um for us  
to have our neighborhood completely surrounded is a health risk to myself 
and my husband. Tucker Hill has only has one entrance in and out. If there 
needed to be emergency vehicles to come and get us, he has diabetes, I 
have um asthma, severe asthma. How would those vehicles be able to 
reach us? And especially given the 90 degree turn and the very likely traffic 
pile up that would happen most of the time in front of our neighborhood. 
How is that going to be mitigated? Why did txdot choose to do such a thing 
when there was an alternative which was segment B, that was so much 
more attractive from a financial, environmental, and um impact to 
residents standpoint, current residents, people living here now? I needed 
to know why txdot did not choose a more economically, far more 
inexpensive option to the tune of at least 150 million dollars less 
expensive. How is txdot justifying that given the increased cost and the 
increased environmental impact? I have a right to quiet enjoyment of my... 

Your comment is noted. Some of TxDOT's top considerations in choosing 
Segment A over Segment B, because Segment A: 
-Displaces fewer homes in comparison to Segment B  
-Results in fewer impacts to planned future residential homes  
-Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west 
of Custer Road  
-Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment 
-Avoids impact to ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the 
subject of substantial public concern  
-Requires acquisition of less ROW than Segment B  
 
The Preferred Alternative would maintain the two existing entry points to 
Tucker Hill from the existing US 380 at Grassmere Ln. and Tremont Blvd. 
Each is accessible from frontage roads.  
 
In response to concerns from Tucker Hill residents, the roll plots for the 
Public Hearing showed that TxDOT added a connection over the freeway at 
Tremont Blvd. and the future US 380. This at-grade overpass over the 
depressed mainlanes will allow for left in and left out access to Tucker Hill. 
It also means that drivers will have a direct entrance to Tucker Hill instead 
of driving further to U-turn at another interchange.  
 
The design for Segment A meets the criteria outlined in TxDOT's Roadway 
Design Manual, including stopping sight distance. Similar freeway curves 
can be found in the region including President George Bush Turnpike and I-
35 interchange. 
 
The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by 
applicable federal environmental laws for this project are being, or have 
been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum 
of Understanding dated December 9, 2019, and executed by the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) and TxDOT. Under “NEPA Assignment”, 
TxDOT adheres to FHWA policies in accordance with the CEQ’s NEPA 
Implementing Regulations. As described throughout Chapter 3 of the DEIS, 
TxDOT assessed the direct impacts of the project such as clearing 
vegetation, placing fill material within wetlands, displacing homes or 
businesses, traffic noise, etc. and the potential for the alternatives 
considered to induce changes in land use and growth within the Study 
Area. TxDOT also addressed any adverse environmental impacts that 
cannot be avoided, the measures considered to minimize harm and to 
mitigate adverse effects, where applicable; and the steps taken during the 
study to comply with applicable state and federal environmental laws. 
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2019  4/20/2023 Suzette McKee Email (2) 

Dear Ms. Clemens, 
This letter contains questions to which I seek answers and expresses how 
this project will personally impact my and my husband’s quality of life. As a 
McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation 
of Segment A over Segment B is fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers 
costing over $150 million more, applies criteria to support their decision 
inconsistently, and provides numerous biased, false, and inconsistent 
findings in their environmental study. 
 
Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
 
Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

2020  4/20/2023 Suzette McKee Email 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
I am writing to point out the reasons why Segment A as an option for the 
380 bypass should be rejected outright.  I also seek some answers to a few 
questions. I am a resident of the Tucker Hill subdivision, a uniquely 
charming neighborhood which would be most severely impacted by 
Segment A.  However, even if I didn’t live in this neighborhood, I would be 
strongly opposed to pursuing the route defined by Segment A.  Here are the 
fact based economic, engineering/safety and environmental reasons, and 
some very important other reasons why Segment A should be rejected and 
TXDOT should proceed with either Segment B or use the outer loop to 
bypass business 380.  Please tell me why all these facts that 
overwhelmingly show that Segment B is the better option did not result in 
that as the preferred option? 
 
Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
 
Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

2021  4/20/2023 Suzy S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to segment A !!! YES to segment B. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

2022  3/11/2023 Suzy Sumrall Email 

NO to Segment A 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Suzy Sumrall 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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2023  4/20/2023 Sydney S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

2024  4/20/2023 Sylvia W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to Segment A. Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

2025  3/7/2023 T and C Fredricks Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

2026  2/25/2023 T S Online 

I oppose Section C and ask that you reconsider section D for the following 
reasons: 
1) our friends and family who have a horse rescue and multiple young 
children under age 5 will be displaced. 
2) Section C will displace 4X the residents compared to Section D. 
3) section C will displace 4X the businesses compared to Section D. 
4) Section C displaces 7 Community Resources, where Section D displaces 
0. 
5) Section C damages one of the largest remaining forests in Collin County, 
71% more than Section D. 
6) Section C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. 
7) Section C also has worse traffic performance. 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure. Based on TxDOT's 
evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced by either Segment C 
or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be acquired from any 
community facility either. More details about community facilities can be 
found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community facilities are 
defined as a physical feature provided – either by the municipality as a 
public service or by a private entity – within the community for the benefit 
of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, community centers, post 
office, library, etc.). The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on 
cultural resources within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic 
Resources including any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed 
or NRHP-eligible structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, 
including Section 4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would 
be affected by the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More 
information about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the 
DEIS. 
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Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 
2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies that can 
be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-
gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as 
provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on impacts 
to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and fish and 
wildlife species.  TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the 
impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things 
TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, 
the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the 
Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation 
strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections 
to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from 
streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill 
material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation 
credits from stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the USand wetlands.   
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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2027  2/25/2023 
Tama 

Montgomery 
Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass 
from Coit Road to FM 1827. Segment A will be less than 1/2 mile from my 
home, seriously increasing the traffic noise, not to mention the 
construction noise all day long for years while this is being built. Like many 
now, I work from home so this will impact my ability to conduct meetings 
and perform my job, potentially risking my livelihood. I'm also very 
concerned about the high risk Hazardous Materials that will be disturbed 
only 1 mile from my home. Stonebridge, located directly behind my back 
fence will become a main feeder to the highway entrance just up the 
street, ruining my peace and quiet enjoyment in my home, and backyard, 
not to mention dropping my property value. I would have never bought here 
if I knew I was going to be so close to a major highway! If this project is 
approved I will have to move again and as a single senior person that is no 
small task. Please consider alternatives to this proposal. 
Thank you 
Tama Montgomery 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. A traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s 
(Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)–approved) Guidelines for Analysis 
and Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise. Existing 
sound level measurements were collected at noise-sensitive areas, and 
noise modeling software was used to predict what noise levels could be 
expected in 2050. In areas where a noise impact was projected to occur, 
noise barriers were evaluated for feasibility and reasonableness. A detailed 
technical report on the traffic noise analysis that was conducted can be 
found in Appendix R of the DEIS. 
 
TxDOT is proposing the following mitigation as part of the Preferred 
Alternative identified in the draft EIS:   
-building sound barriers (noise walls) that do not exist today,  
-depressing the main lanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch 
neighborhoods to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers, and 
-providing local street crossings over the depressed section to provide 
connectivity between neighborhoods. 
 
The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing 
congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. 
 
Regarding the high risk hazardous materials site one mile from your home, 
refer to Appendix Q of the DEIS, specifically page 40 at the following 
website 
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/APPENDIX%
20Q%20-%20Hazardous%20Materials_0.pdf. It details the proposed next 
steps for TxDOT to take to continue its evaluation of potentially impacted 
hazardous materials sites.   

2028  3/16/2023 Tamas Szabo 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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2029  2/22/2023 Tami Johnston Email 

Dear Mr. Endres,  
I am writing in support of the Proposed Route A-E-C (The Blue Alternative) 
that was presented at the public meeting held on Thursday, February 16, 
2023.   I agree with TXDOT’s findings specifically regarding Segment A.  
Segment A would: 
• Displace fewer homes in comparison to Segment B; 
• Result in fewer impacts to planned future residential homes in Ladera 
and Malabar Hills; 
• Avoid displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west 
of Custer Road; 
• Utilize more of the existing US 380 alignment through Prosper; and 
• Avoid impacting ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, a very 
important and highly-valued provider of services to Veterans and children 
with disabilities. 
Thank you so much for your work on this 380 project. Sincerely, 
Tami Johnston 

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  

2030  4/20/2023 Tamira S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Strongly SUPPORT Segment B. OPOSE Segment A! Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

2031  3/15/2023 
Tammy 

Pennington 
Email (2) 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
Please, please for the love of all that is good... keep alignment A or widen 
380 to alleviate congestion on HWY 380. Please do not punish Prosper for 
McKinney's mistake of not planning for future growth. I hate to hear of any 
neighborhoods being harmed or destroyed by a bypass. I think the most 
kind option is widening 380. Alignment A is the second least harmful 
option if a bypass is mandatory. I am saddened by what seems to be little 
regard for neighborhoods that did not build on a highway being harmed or 
destroyed. Peoples homes are their sanctuary. Be kind to the homeowners 
and the wetlands. A bypass doesn't really align with the Nature part of 
McKinney's Unique by Nature motto. Not to mention the Mayor being a 
developer seems like a conflict of interest when it comes to what is in the 
best interest of it's citizens. Prosper has planned for widening of 380.. 
please don't punish us. Blessings.... I know this has been a challenge. 
Sincerely, 
Tammy Pennington 
Prosper Resident 

Your comment is noted. TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative as its 
Preferred Alternative, which includes Segment A along the existing US 380 
in Prosper. This means that the new location portion of the freeway would 
not diverge from the existing US 380 at Coit Road or into the Town of 
Prosper. 
 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

2032  3/28/2023 
Tania and Peter 

Chevalier 
Email 

Hello, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Thanks, 
Tania and Peter 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

2033  4/20/2023 Tanza S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

My vote for the US 380 Proposed Route. NO TO SEGMENTA, YES TO 
SEGMENT B. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

2034  4/20/2023 Tara C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Strongly oppose Segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

2035  3/16/2023 Tara Khedouri 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

2036  3/15/2023 Tara Lenney Online 

380 Bypass Comments 
Construction Phase Traffic: 
Regarding Segment A vs. Segment B, the comparison used for the 
recommendation is lacking because it 
fails to address the impact to traffic on US 380 during the period of 
construction, which based on the fly 
through video most recently shared, will be substantial.Segment B could be 
built from the NE to the SW, with the it-in to the current 380 taking place 
during the final stage of construction, which would allow traffic to flow 
normally for the majority of the construction project. Contrast that with 
Segment A, which impacts a much larger extent of the existing road, 
creating a substantial impact to road traffic during the construction phase. 
Since the main project objective, as we have been told, is to improve traffic 
on 380, the feasibility comparison cannot be complete without comparing 
the impact of the project’s execution on the end it pursues. The absence of 
this comparison on the draft EIS is substantial grounds to revisit the 

Your comment is noted. During the next phase of project development, 
TxDOT will break the project into different construction projects. Each 
construction project will also develop a detailed traffic control plan or 
construction phasing plan before construction to minimize traffic disruption 
and outline how access will be maintained during construction. TxDOT will 
continue to work with adjacent property owners and stakeholders through 
final design to minimize impacts to adjacent properties and 
neighborhoods, as feasible. More information about construction phase 
impacts can be found in Section 3.17 of the DEIS.  
 
Based on our research of Collin County Appraisal District records, Property 
2689146 is owned by SLC McKinney Partners LP C/O Southern Land 
Company. There is no mention of Collin County ownership or use. The 
majority of this property is outside of the proposed ROW, so direct impacts 
would be limited. Across this property, the Blue Alternative would be 
constructed on bridge, elevated over the floodplain, wetland features, and 
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decision.  
Wildlife habitat: 
Property 2689146 is a county-designated wildlife habitat with an active 
management plan. The area is 
home to a substantial population of coyotes, active songbirds, waterfowl, 
dear, bobcats, and bevers. The 
robust beaver population creates a natural wetland that serves as a 
habitat unique to the area in that it is 
accessible to nature enthusiasts and large enough to support the 
numerous species identified above. The 
wetland ecosystem created naturally in this area is an important flood 
control measure. The EIS is 
performed in the absence of assessing the net impact on watershed due to 
construction on the Wilson 
Creek corridor to the SE of the proposed project. Reducing the wetland 
area in the proposed 
development region will put additional strain on the downstream areas of 
Tucker Hill that are also 
increasingly narrowed and hardened with concrete. AN updated holistic 
floodplain analysis must be 
undertaken to ascertain the feasibility of safely construction this project, 
given development outside of 
its boundaries. 
Tara Lenney 

Wilson Creek. During the development of alignments, TxDOT evaluated the 
property to identify habitats, possible protected species, and water 
features. Because no direct impacts would occur to these features outside 
of the proposed ROW, no additional study was required. The evaluation of 
cumulative effects - the effects of this US 380 project in combination with 
current and reasonably foreseeable future actions – is included in Section 
3.16 of the DEIS. Additional hydraulic modeling may be conducted during 
final design to refine the placement of bridge piers and further minimize 
impacts to the Wilson Creek floodplain. 

2037  2/6/2023 
Tara Royal 
Equestrian 

Segment C 
Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
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mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

2038  4/20/2023 Tara W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A!! Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

2039  2/6/2023 Tarik Algam 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
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span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

2040  4/20/2023 Tauri O 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

The value of my home and my peace will be greatly diminished if the 380 
bypass moves forward with plan A. I do not have the wherewithal to 
relocate. This will be devastating. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. Changes in property 
values are driven by the value associated with site-specific factors such as 
accessibility, safety, noise, visual amenities, proximity to shopping, 
community cohesion, and business productivity. TxDOT cannot reasonably 
foresee how any of these factors will impact property values. 
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2041  3/13/2023 
Ted and Jill 

Kopinski 
Email 

We live on Grassmere Lane and have for almost 6 years.  We fell in love 
with this neighborhood at first sight due to the lovely trees and beautiful 
craftsman homes.  People from all over come year round to take wedding 
and prom/dance pictures and often have cars stop to take pictures and 
leave nice notes regarding looking at Christmas lights etc.  Once we had a 
man propose in our front yard because he wanted pretty pictures. Although 
we have been to meetings, submitted letters and followed the progress of 
the 380 expansion, we are now hearing terrible things.  We were 
encouraged when option B was being considered yet that was squashed 
even though it would cost less which seems crazy.  We then came to terms 
and tried to look at the bright side of option A when we heard it would be 
below ground level.  Now we have learned that it will raise into the sky we 
are told anywhere from 900-1700 feet from our backyard.  This week we 
went and bought a new tree trying to see if that would cover the view of 
this monstrosity from our family room windows even though it would not 
help with noise levels.  If this doesn't help we will be forced to sell at what I 
am sure will be a decreased value from before.  It does seem as if this 
neighborhood is being singled out and discriminated against or sold out as 
it literally wraps around us on more than one side. As I drive the nearby 
area there is so much undeveloped land this crunch seems unnecessary.  I 
have also heard that trees and sound barriers will not be provided.  We 
continue to ask for option B to be considered.  If that is no longer an 
option, I would ask that you consider keeping the road below level as it 
wraps the neighborhood until it has passed the last home to the north 
before it ascends.  I would also ask for plenty of large trees on both sides 
of Tucker hill being affected as well as a sound barrier wall of some sort.  I 
can't imagine our community pool will be very relaxing as we hear the 
highway noise.  We are obviously doing something wrong here since a 
sound barrier is being provided for the other side of the highway only. 
Thank you for you consideration, 
Ted and Jill Kopinski 
Sent from Outlook 

Your comment is noted. The freeway mainlanes remained depressed or 
below grade approximately 30 feet at Grassmere Lane.  
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill. Vegetation such as trees, shrubs and grasses, 
though very natural and attractive in appearance, offer little reduction in 
noise levels. Therefore, it is not considered part of the project. However, for 
beautification purposes, TxDOT does offer green ribbon programs that 
cities can apply for during future phases of the project.   
 
Changes in property values are driven by the value associated with site-
specific factors such as accessibility, safety, noise, visual amenities, 
proximity to shopping, community cohesion, and business productivity. 
TxDOT cannot reasonably foresee how any of these factors will impact 
property values. 

2042  4/20/2023 Terence M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

2043  4/20/2023 Teresa H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Yes to Segment B - NO to segment A regarding Hwy 380 -Segment A is a 
poor choice - do not support for our city or my neighborhood. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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2044  2/24/2023 Teresa M. Gahan Email 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   
Sincerely,  
Teresa M. Gahan 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

2045  3/14/2023 Teri Tallman Email 

Mr. Endres, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX.  I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Teri Tallman 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

2046  3/7/2023 Terri Belanger Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

2047  4/20/2023 Terrie R 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to Segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

2048  2/25/2023 Terrie Rice Email 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   
Terrie Rice 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted.  
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2049  4/20/2023 
Terry and Kathy 

Stephenson 
Email 

Mr Endres, 
I write you once again about my concerns regarding the Segment A impacts 
on Tucker Hill, one of McKinney’s premier neighborhoods. 
I’m sure by now you’ve gotten numerous emails from Tucker Hill Residents 
regarding 
• The fact that Segment B impacts fewer homes 
• The fact that Segment B has less environmental impact that Segment A 
• The fact that Segment B is significantly financially less expensive than 
Segment A 
• TXDot’s putting MainGait’s concerns over the residents of Tucker Hill for 
whatever reason 
• Noise pollution affecting Tucker Hill residents 
• Community impacts affecting Tucker Hill residents 
• Aesthetic impacts affecting Tucker Hill residents 
• TXDots inaccurate traffic analysis 
• Community cohesion 
• Construction air and noise pollution affecting Tucker Hill residents 
• Segment A’s shift closer to Tucker Hill without notice 
• Alleged invalid comments submitted by Bill Darling impersonating Tucker 
Hill residents 
So, since you’ve probably gotten several comments regarding the above, I 
would just like to tell you that my wife and I are elderly and each have 
chronic health issues and our concerns are 
• The apparent lack of studies regarding air quality.  The quality of air we 
breath is very important to our overall health.  I fear that the construction 
while building Segment A and the ongoing air pollution after construction 
will be detrimental to our overall health. 
• The apparent lack of studies regarding noise pollution.  Proper sleep and 
rest is important to us and I fear that the construction noise and the 
bypass traffic noise will be detrimental to our overall health. 
• I really don’t understand the air and sound quality measures used.  Can 
you explain them to me in layman’s terms?  Can you explain to me where 
the monitors were located in Tucker Hill for the studies? 
• Emergency response time during the constructing period.  How will that 
be addressed? 
• What will happen to the overflow parking at Harvard Park when you take 
part of their parking lot?  Will that overflow into Tucker Hill? 
• Please explain to me why TXDot put MainGait’s concerns over the 
residents of Tucker Hill… 
Thank you for listening to my concerns.  I look forward to your responses 
and pray that you will reconsider and NOT build the Segment A bypass. 
Terry & Kathy Stephenson 
7404 Ardmore Street 
McKinney, TX 75071 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions.  
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill. It is important to note that TxDOT is already 
proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by depressing the 
main lanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 
is anticipated to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers compared to not 
depressing the freeway. Details of the traffic noise analysis and location of 
the noise receivers can be found in Appendix R of the DEIS.  The receiver 
locations are on page 76.  
 
The same criteria were used to compare all segments. Specific weights 
were not applied to evaluation criteria. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative 
(comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after 
reviewing the technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, 
and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  One of the many reasons 
that TxDOT evaluated the project by end-to-end alternatives and by 
segment is because there are notable differences in the three focus areas.  
For example, Focus Area 1, which includes Segments A and B, is expected 
to have much more future development particularly residential which will 
likely be built by the time TxDOT is able to construct this project.   
 
Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles 
per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air 
quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is 
consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 
State Implementation Plan (SIP), the North Central Texas Council of 
Governments (NCTCOG) Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). TxDOT modeled carbon 
monoxide concentrations (CO TAQA) and none of the modeled 
concentrations exceeded the Environmental Protection Agency's 1-hour or 
8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. TxDOT 
performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis. The total 
MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43% by 2050 
due to higher combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification 
of the US fleet. More information about the air quality analysis that was 
conducted can be found in the DEIS document in Section 3.12. 
 
During the next phase of project development, TxDOT will break the project 
into different construction projects. Each construction project will also 
develop a detailed traffic control plan or construction phasing plan before 
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construction to minimize traffic disruption and outline how access will be 
maintained during construction. TxDOT will continue to work with adjacent 
property owners and stakeholders through final design to minimize impacts 
to adjacent properties and neighborhoods, as feasible. More information 
about construction phase impacts can be found in Section 3.17 of the 
DEIS.   
 
The current design shows that TxDOT would likely need to acquire the land 
where the last row of parking is for the Harvard Park parking lot. TxDOT 
does not anticipate that additional right-of-way beyond what is described in 
the DEIS will be needed for the project.  If the property owner chooses to 
reconfigure parking due to the TxDOT ROW acquisition, they would have to 
do so on their own property.  During the TxDOT ROW acquisition process, 
TxDOT hires a third party to appraise to and assess any potential damage 
and if the building can still operate with its original purpose.  
 
The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by 
applicable federal environmental laws for this project are being, or have 
been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum 
of Understanding dated December 9, 2019, and executed by the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) and TxDOT. Under “NEPA Assignment”, 
TxDOT adheres to FHWA policies in accordance with the CEQ’s NEPA 
Implementing Regulations. As described throughout Chapter 3 of the DEIS, 
TxDOT assessed the direct impacts of the project such as clearing 
vegetation, placing fill material within wetlands, displacing homes or 
businesses, traffic noise, etc. and the potential for the alternatives 
considered to induce changes in land use and growth within the Study 
Area. TxDOT also addressed any adverse environmental impacts that 
cannot be avoided, the measures considered to minimize harm and to 
mitigate adverse effects, where applicable; and the steps taken during the 
study to comply with applicable state and federal environmental laws. 

2050  4/20/2023 Terry B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment a yes to segment b 380 proposed route Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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2051  3/7/2023 Terry Stephenson Email 

Stephen, 
I am a resident of Tucker Hill.  I have voiced my concerns with you prior to 
Option A being the "preferred option" for TxDot. I'm trying to understand 
why Option A was “preferred” over Option B.  I suppose it’s politics.  Maybe 
and airport? Option A is less expensive and less disruptive for homes and 
businesses.  Is it better to spend more money ($200 million?), destroy 
home values and uproot existing businesses rather than move ManeGait 
horses to a different location?  What an unnecessary tax burden to the 
residents of McKinney.   
Also, why is Billingsly suddenly clearing land (since the announcement of 
Option A being preferred)  close to the new Ridge Road extension to build 
future apartments, therefore pushing the bypass closer to Tucker Hill and 
destroying existing home values and quality of life in one of the premier 
neighborhoods in McKinney?  That doesn’t seem right! If Option A is a go 
forward, how will you address noise pollution and air pollution for Tucker 
Hill and Stonebridge residents?  How will Tucker Hill residents get in and 
out of the neighborhood?  Where’s the promised Stonebridge extension 
and Tucker Hill access to it?  Is that politics as well? 
With an Outer Loop being constructed at this very time, why build a bypass 
or widen 380 at all?  I don’t recall any bypasses to 635, 190 or 121? 
Regarding the widening of 380 from the Option A bypass- how will you 
address the bottlenecks that will surely happen going from 12 lanes back 
down to 6 lanes both eastbound and westbound?  Why widen 380 for just 
2-3 miles creating those future bottlenecks?  Seems like it’ll be worse than 
what exists today. If I’m missing something here, please feel free to reply 
back to me and maybe that will help me understand the logic that went in 
to these, to me, idiotic decisions. 
Terry Stephenson 
Sent from Mail for Windows 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. While public input is 
one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during its decision-making 
process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through a voting process, 
nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, municipal or agency 
leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative (comprised 
of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the 
technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly 
reviewing evaluation matrices. 
 
According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, 
Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B would 
potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially displace 
14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none.  
 
A traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA)–approved) Guidelines for Analysis and 
Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise. Existing 
sound level measurements were collected at noise-sensitive areas, and 
noise modeling software was used to predict what noise levels could be 
expected in 2050. TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible 
mitigation in several areas, including Tucker Hill. A detailed technical report 
on the traffic noise analysis that was conducted can be found in Appendix 
R of the DEIS. 
 
During the next phase of project development, TxDOT will break the project 
into different construction projects. Each construction project will also 
develop a detailed traffic control plan or construction phasing plan before 
construction to minimize traffic disruption and outline how access will be 
maintained during construction. TxDOT will continue to work with adjacent 
property owners and stakeholders through final design to minimize impacts 
to adjacent properties and neighborhoods, as feasible. More information 
about construction phase impacts can be found in Section 3.17 of the 
DEIS.  
 
Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles 
per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air 
quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is 
consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 
State Implementation Plan (SIP), the North Central Texas Council of 
Governments (NCTCOG) Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). TxDOT modeled carbon 
monoxide concentrations (CO TAQA) and none of the modeled 
concentrations exceeded the Environmental Protection Agency's 1-hour or 
8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. TxDOT 
performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis. The total 
MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43% by 2050 
due to higher combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification 
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of the US fleet. More information about the air quality analysis that was 
conducted can be found in the DEIS document in Section 3.12.  
 
TxDOT has found that if we do nothing, existing US 380 will continue to 
experience a failing level of service in the future, even if all the planned 
roadways in Collin County including the Outer Loop, are constructed. 
Therefore, a US 380 freeway is needed to relieve congestion. 
 
In addition to this US 380 EIS project, TxDOT is currently working to 
complete schematic design and environmental review studies for US 380 
through Collin and Denton counties. Information on all of these projects 
can be found via www.Drive380.com.  

2052  3/7/2023 Terry Stephenson Online 

I am a resident of Tucker Hill and have voiced my concerns of Option A 
previously with Steven Andres. 
Option A is less expensive and less disruptive for existing homes and 
businesses.  Is it smarter to spend more money, destroy home values and 
uproot existing businesses rather than address moving Maingate horses? 
Also, why let Billingsly clear land close to Ridge Road to build future 
apartments, therefore squeezing the bypass closer to Tucker Hill destroying 
existing home values and quality of life in one of the premier 
neighborhoods in McKinney? If Option A is a go forward, how will you 
address noise pollution, air pollution and access for Tucker Hill residents to 
get in and out of the neighborhood? With an Outer Loop being constructed, 
why build a bypass?  To my knowledge, there are no bypasses to 635, 190 
or 121. How will you address the future bottlenecks on 380 going from 12 
lanes to 6 lanes both east and west?  Why widen 380 for just 2-3 miles 
creating those bottlenecks? 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. According to Section 
3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, Segment A potentially 
displaces two residences and Segment B would potentially displace four 
residences. Segment A would potentially displace 14 businesses and 
Segment B would potentially displace none. None of the alternatives 
studied in the EIS would bisect any existing subdivisions. 
 
A traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA)–approved) Guidelines for Analysis and 
Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise. A detailed 
technical report on the traffic noise analysis that was conducted can be 
found in Appendix R of the DEIS. 
 
TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential air quality 
impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air quality 
standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is consistent 
with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) State 
Implementation Plan (SIP), the North Central Texas Council of 
Governments (NCTCOG) Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). TxDOT modeled carbon 
monoxide concentrations (CO TAQA) and none of the modeled 
concentrations exceeded the Environmental Protection Agency's 1-hour or 
8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. TxDOT 
performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis. The total 
MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43% by 2050 
due to higher combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification 
of the US fleet. More information about the air quality analysis that was 
conducted can be found in the DEIS document in Section 3.12.  
 
TxDOT has found that if we do nothing, existing US 380 will continue to 
experience a failing level of service in the future, even if all the planned 
roadways in Collin County including the Outer Loop, are constructed. 
Therefore, a US 380 freeway is needed to relieve congestion. 
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The Preferred Alternative would maintain the two existing entry points to 
Tucker Hill from the existing US 380 at Grassmere Ln. and Tremont Blvd. 
Each is accessible from frontage roads. In response to concerns from 
Tucker Hill residents, the roll plots for the Public Hearing showed that 
TxDOT added a connection over the freeway at Tremont Blvd. and the 
future US 380. This at-grade overpass over the depressed mainlanes will 
allow for left in and left out access to Tucker Hill. It also means that drivers 
will have a direct entrance to Tucker Hill instead of driving further to U-turn 
at another interchange.  
 
In addition to this US 380 EIS project, TxDOT is currently working to 
complete schematic design and environmental review studies for US 380 
through Collin and Denton counties. Information on all of these projects 
can be found via www.Drive380.com.  

2053  3/13/2023 Terry Stephenson Email 

I would like to formally request an extension of the comment period as we 
need more time to fully evaluate the impacts and possible mitigation 
measures that can be taken to protect Tucker Hill as well as the other 
communities and businesses affected by Option A. 
Terry Stephenson 

This US 380 Project’s comment period has been longer than most because 
it opened when the DEIS was announced, which was January 13, 2023. 
TxDOT granted two separate 15-day extensions to the comment period to 
close April 20, 2023 instead of March 21, 2023 as advertised at the Public 
Hearing.   
 
Detailed study information is available in the DEIS document posted at 
www.kwww.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. 

2054  4/1/2023 Terry Stephenson Email 

Mr. Endres, 
I am writing to request an additional extension of time to submit comments 
for the EIS as our lives, our homes, our health, and our safety will be 
potentially impacted daily by the actions of TxDOT. Our neighborhood 
leaders were waiting for a meeting with TxDOT engineers and experts to 
clarify some of our outstanding questions to help with our comments and 
after a month of waiting were told by TxDOT the meeting would no longer 
be an option. This has left us trying to sort out our study-related questions 
and hundreds of pages of analysis on our own over the past ten days. We 
have an outstanding list of questions regarding the noise and air pollution 
studies, mitigation, community impacts, traffic data, and the overall 
process. The city of McKinney has agreed to meet with our neighborhood 
leaders to help with our mitigation concerns, but that critical meeting, in 
order for us to submit proper comments, is pending a date that will likely 
not occur until after April 5. Our comments over the past 7 years have 
largely been shaped by what we learn from the TxDOT engineers and 
experts. According to the NEPA process, we know that once the comments 
have been collected, those comments are what help to shape the next 
steps of the FEIS and ROD. While a meeting with TxDOT would still be our 
preference, if we are left to continue to sort this out independently, we 
need more time. We were only given notice that our questions would not be 
answered on March 20, 2023. As the regulation allows for a longer 
comment period if deemed necessary to ensure the public and other 

This US 380 Project’s comment period has been longer than most because 
it opened when the DEIS was announced, which was January 13, 2023. 
TxDOT granted two separate 15-day extensions to the comment period to 
close April 20, 2023 instead of March 21, 2023 as advertised at the Public 
Hearing.  
 
Detailed study information is available in the DEIS document posted at 
www.kwww.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. 
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stakeholders have sufficient time to review and provide meaningful input 
on complex or contentious projects, I hope we as homeowners and 
taxpayers can be afforded this patience and grace as we aim to learn 
more, respond thoughtfully, and protect our families and communities. 
Thank you, 
Terry Stephenson  

2055  2/6/2023 
Terry/ Kimberlee 

Keel 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
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structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

2056  2/6/2023 
Terry/Lori 
Crowder 

Segment C 
Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
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4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

2057  3/16/2023 
Teshia Bilecki-

Blanton 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

2058  1/25/2023 

Texas 
Commission on 
Environmental 
Quality (TCEQ) 

 

Re: Response to Request for TCEQ Environmental Review 
The Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) received a request 
from the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) regarding the 
following project: 
US 380, From Coit Road to FM 1827, Collin County (CSJs: 0135-02-065, 
0135-03-053, 0135-15-002) 
In accordance with the Memorandum of Understanding between TxDOT 
and TCEQ addressing environmental reviews, which is codified in Chapter 
43, Subchapter I of the Texas Administrative Code (TAC) and 30 TAC § 
7.119, TCEQ is responding to your request for review by providing the 
below comments. We are in support of the project. The environmental 
assessment addresses issues related to surface and groundwater quality. 
TxDOT will still need to follow all other applicable laws related to this 
project, including applying for applicable permits. If you have any 
questions, please contact the agency NEPA coordinator at (512) 239-0010 
or NEPA@tceq.texas.gov 

Your comment is noted.  

2059  2/27/2023 
Texas Parks and 

Wildlife 
Department 

Email 

Recommendations from TPWD are listed in the following 5 comments.  The 
letter in its entirety is included on in Section D of the Public Hearing 
Summary.  
Previous Coordination Comments 
1.Please review previous TPWD correspondence in Appendix E of the DEIS 
and consider the recommendations provided, as they remain applicable to 
the project as currently proposed. TPWD also recommends including this 
letter in Appendix E for Agency Coordination.  
2.As indicated in TPWD’s November 23, 2020, scoping letter, TPWD 
recommended utilizing existing roadways to minimize impacts to 
floodplains, streams, wetlands, wildlife and aquatic habitat, as well as, 
reducing habitat fragmentation from new location roads. Further, TPWD 
advised against and discouraged the selection of Segments C and D, as 
both eastern segments would impact the East Fork Trinity River, and TPWD 
also noted that TxDOT should consider Segment D rather than Segment C. 

1. TxDOT has reviewed the previous coordination correspondence. TxDOT’s 
responses remain applicable. This DEIS response letter will be included in 
the FEIS. 
 
2. Natural resource impacts were considered in the alternatives evaluation 
process; however, impacts to other resources were also considered, such 
as those comprising the human environment. The selection of the 
preferred alternative (blue alternative) was made based on consideration 
of a variety of factors, as detailed in the DEIS Figure 2-15 Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix. The proposed project design avoided and minimized 
impacts to natural resources as much as practicable, though the use of 
bridging and other measures. 
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The Preferred Alternative has high impacts to streams, wetlands, 
floodplains, forest, and grassland habitat that are valuable to fish and 
wildlife species. These sensitive areas should be protected to the 
maximum extent possible. TPWD recommends the consideration of 
additional modifications to the road alignment of the Preferred 
Alternative’s eastern segment (Blue Alternative) to further minimize natural 
resource impacts.   

2060  2/27/2023 
Texas Parks and 

Wildlife 
Department 

Email 

Comments on the DEIS 
Recommendation 1: TPWD notes that a newer version of TxDOT’s Form 
“Documentation of Texas Parks and Wildlife Department Best 
Management  
Practices” (TPWD BMP Form in DEIS) with an effective date of April 2022 
can be accessed on TxDOT’s Natural Resources Toolkit Website (see link:  
300-04-frm.docx (live.com)).  TPWD recommends accessing the newer 
version of the TPWD BMP form to document the BMP for the project and  
updating the DEIS.   
Recommendation 2: TPWD recommends that the full language of all 
individual BMP within a category be added to the TPWD BMP Form in the 
DEIS dated on January 21, 2022 (pages 79-81) in Appendix O and 
updating the DEIS.  TPWD understands that this list of project 
commitments made be revised at a later date if a change arises during the 
period between the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process and 
construction phase. The TPWD BMP form is the key document of the DEIS 
for TxDOT to describe all proposed measures to avoid and minimize 
impacts to wildlife and fish species and their habitats prior to, during, and 
after construction for the project.  A full description of the proposed 
measures provides a clear record of commitments to enable the public and 
other local, state, and federal agencies to understand how TxDOT plans to 
avoid and minimize impacts to natural resources from this project.  It is 
important to further clarify and address these measures that will be taken 
by TxDOT to reduce environmental impacts in the DEIS.   

Recommendation 1: TxDOT will update the Best Management Practices 
(BMP) Form. 
 
Recommendation 2: The updated BMP Form will include the full BMP 
language and be included in FEIS where applicable. 

2061  2/27/2023 
Texas Parks and 

Wildlife 
Department 

Email 

Impacts to Veg/Wildlife Habitat 
TPWD recommends using site planning and construction techniques to 
avoid or minimize disturbance to native vegetation and preserve existing 
native trees, shrubs, grasses and forbs, and aquatic and wetland systems. 
Locally adapted native species should be used in landscaping and 
revegetation for vegetation impacted by the project to benefit wildlife. Also, 
where possible, clearing of understory vegetation should be minimized 
because such vegetation provides habitat to many different species of 
wildlife. Natural buffers contiguous to any stream or wetland should remain 
undisturbed to preserve wildlife cover, food sources, and travel corridors if 
possible.  

TxDOT has committed implementation of the Vegetation BMP and the 
Invasive Species BMP (see below). In addition, the DEIS states in section 
3.11.1: “Following construction, landscaping, or seeding of the proposed 
ROW may occur in accordance with EO 13122 (Invasive Species) and 
under the guidance of TxDOT’s Roadside Vegetation Management Manual 
and Landscape and Aesthetics Design Manual (see Section 3.11.3) and 
the Executive Memorandum on Environmentally and Economically 
Beneficial Landscaping (further described in Section 3.11.4).” In addition, 
Section 3.11.2, p. 3-154, states the following (for the Purple Alternative): 
Impacts to fish and wildlife would be minimized through initial project 
design considerations, avoidance and minimization of vegetation removal 
and stream channel disturbance, and implementation of stormwater and 
TPWD beneficial management practices TPWD (BMPs). TPWD BMPs are 
identified in the TPWD BMP form provided in Appendix O and are listed 
below. BMPs would be implemented because of potential impacts to state-
listed species and SGCN. Construction activities would disturb only those 
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areas necessary to construct the proposed project, including minimizing 
disturbance to important microhabitats (e.g., snags, brush piles), if present. 
The removal of native vegetation would be avoided to the greatest extent 
practicable and seeding mixes and planting would be installed to restore 
cleared areas and minimize colonization by invasive species. Section 
3.11.2, p. 3-155, states the following specifically for the Blue (Preferred) 
Alternative:  Impacts to fish and wildlife would be minimized through initial 
project design considerations, avoidance and minimization of vegetation 
removal and stream channel disturbance, and implementation of 
stormwater and TPWD BMPs as described under the Purple Alternative. 
These BMPs are identified in the TPWD BMP form provided in Appendix O. 

2062  2/27/2023 
Texas Parks and 

Wildlife 
Department 

Email 

Water Resources 
TPWD appreciates that TxDOT will incorporate the use of bridges and 
elevated road sections in the project design to span streams and wetlands. 
TPWD continues to recommend the selection of the alignment with the 
least impact to streams and wetlands for the project. Care should be taken 
to avoid multiple crossings of rivers and creeks and therefore removing 
large sections of riparian habitat. River and creek crossings should be 
located in previously disturbed areas and in areas where vegetation 
removal or disturbance can be avoided or minimized to prevent further 
fragmentation of the riparian corridors associated with these waterways.  

Natural resource impacts were considered in the alternatives evaluation 
process; however, impacts to other resources were also considered, such 
as those comprising the human environment. The selection of the 
preferred alternative (blue alternative) was made based on consideration 
of a variety of factors, as detailed in the DEIS Figure 2-15 Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix. The proposed project design avoided and minimized 
impacts to natural resources as much as practicable, though the use of 
bridging and other measures. USACE permits would be obtained and 
mitigation would be implemented for impacted waterbodies as required 
under the Clean Water Act 

2063  2/27/2023 
Texas Parks and 

Wildlife 
Department 

Email 

Invasive Species – Recommendation:  TPWD recommends implementing 
the following  
Invasive Species BMP to prevent the inadvertent transfer of invasive plants 
and animals to and from the project site as outlined in TPWD’s Beneficial 
Management Practices: Avoiding, Minimizing, and Mitigating Impacts of 
Transportation Projects on State Natural Resources (Version September 
17, 2021).  
 • For all work in water bodies designated as ‘infested’ or ‘positive’ for 
invasive zebra (Dreissena polymorpha) or quagga mussels (Dreissena 
bugensis) on http://texasinvasives.org/zebramussels/ as well as waters 
downstream of these lakes, all machinery, equipment, vessels, or vehicles 
coming in contact with such waters should be cleaned prior to leaving the 
site to remove any mud, plants, organisms, or debris, water drained (if 
applicable), and dried completely before use in another water body to 
prevent the potential spread of invasive mussels.  
• Care should be taken to prevent the spread of aquatic and terrestrial 
invasive plants during construction activities.  Educate contractors on how 
to identify common invasive plants and the importance of proper 
equipment cleaning, transport, and disposal of invasive plants in a manner 
and location that prevents spread when invasive plants are removed 
during construction.  
• Care should be taken to avoid the spread of aquatic invasive plants such 

TxDOT will add the Invasive Species Best Management Practices (BMP) to 
the BMP form. Language in the FEIS will be updated and the BMP Form will 
be included in the appropriate appendix.  
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as giant Salvinia (Salvinia molesta), common salvinia (Salvinia minima), 
hydrilla (Hydrilla verticillata), water hyacinth (Eichhornia spp.), Eurasian 
watermilfoil (Myriophyllum spicatum), water lettuce (Pistia stratiotes), and 
alligatorweed (Alternanthera philoxeroides) from infested water bodies into 
areas not currently infested. All machinery, equipment, vessels, boat 
trailers, or vehicles coming in contact with waters containing aquatic 
invasive plant species should be cleaned prior to leaving the site to remove 
all aquatic plant material and dried completely before use on another 
water body to prevent the potential spread of invasive plants. Removed 
plants should be transported for disposal in a secure manner to prevent 
dispersal. Colonization by invasive plants should be actively prevented on 
disturbed sites in terrestrial habitats.  Vegetation management should 
include removing or chemically treating invasive species as soon as 
practical while allowing the existing native plants to revegetate the 
disturbed areas; repeated removal or treatment efforts may be needed. 
Only native or non-invasive plants should be planted. Care should be taken 
to avoid mowing invasive giant reed (Arundo donax), which  
spreads by fragmentation, and to clean equipment if inadvertently mowed 
to prevent spread. If using hay bales for sediment control, use locally grown 
weed-free hay to prevent the spread of invasive species.  Leave the hay 
bales in place and allow them to break down, as this acts as mulch 
assisting in revegetation.   
• Aquatic invasive species (e.g., tilapias (Oreochromis spp., Tilapia zillii), 
suckermouth armored catfish (Hypostomus plecostomus, Pterigoplichthys 
spp.), Asian clams (Corbicula fluminea), zebra mussels (Dreissena 
polymorpha)) or those not native to the subwatershed should not be 
relocated but rather should be dispatched. Invasive mussels attached to 
native mussels should be removed and destroyed or disposed prior to 
relocation of the native mussels. Prohibited aquatic invasive species, 
designated as such in 31 TAC §57.112, should be killed upon possession.  

2064  3/8/2023 Tezarah Reagan Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Thank you for your time, 
Tezarah Reagan  

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

2065  2/25/2023 TFC Email 

As a homeowner very close to segment A and citizen of McKinney, TX., I 
strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and support Segment B in 
the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 
Road to FM 1827.  

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted.  
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2066  2/17/2023 Thaís Swim Online 

I oppose Section C and ask that you reconsider section D for the following 
reasons: 
1) our friends and family who have a horse rescue and multiple young 
children under age 5 will be displaced. 
2) Section C will displace 4X the residents compared to Section D. 
3) section C will displace 4X the businesses compared to Section D. 
4) Section C displaces 7 Community Resources, where Section D displaces 
0. 
5) Section C damages one of the largest remaining forests in Collin County, 
71% more than Section D. 
6) Section C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. 
7) Section C also has worse traffic performance. 
Thank you,  
Thais Swim  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure. Based on TxDOT's 
evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced by either Segment C 
or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be acquired from any 
community facility either. More details about community facilities can be 
found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community facilities are 
defined as a physical feature provided – either by the municipality as a 
public service or by a private entity – within the community for the benefit 
of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, community centers, post 
office, library, etc.). The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on 
cultural resources within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic 
Resources including any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed 
or NRHP-eligible structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, 
including Section 4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would 
be affected by the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More 
information about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the 
DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
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data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 
2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies that can 
be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-
gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as 
provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on impacts 
to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and fish and 
wildlife species.  TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the 
impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things 
TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, 
the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the 
Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation 
strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections 
to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from 
streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill 
material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation 
credits from stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the US and wetlands.   
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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2067  2/6/2023 
The RoseMary 

Barn 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  
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2068  4/3/2023 
The Town Council 

of New Hope 
Written Comment 

Form 

4/3/2023 
New Hope Town Council 
April 3, 2023 
TxDOT Dallas District 
ATTN: Stephen Endres, P.E. 
4777 East US Highway 80 
Mesquite, TX 75150 
Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov 
RE: FM 1827 and Future US 380 Interchange 
Per our April 2, 2022 letter, the Town Council is still in favor of the 
Segment D alignment. New Hope Road is a primary conduit providing 
access to E University drive, and as such, a conduit to Princeton, downtown 
McKinney, Sam Rayburn Tollway and Central Expressway (75) for 
southbound traffic for New Hope residents. In the proposals that we have 
viewed in the February 2023 public hearings, the direct connection 
between New Hope Road and E University Drive will be severed as 
presented in Inset G alternative design. Instead, westbound traffic from 
New Hope Road will need to travel northwest on the proposed US 380 
bypass and then need to use a turn-around to return to access downtown 
McKinney, Sam Rayburn Tollway and Central Expressway (75). 
Alternatively, traffic would need to us FM 2933 and follow a similar path to 
access downtown McKinney, Sam Rayburn Tollway and Central Expressway 
(75). This will create an overwhelming burden on FM 2933 and does not 
provide a significantly better route than the New Hope Rd/proposed US 
380 bypass route. Traffic bound for Princeton would also then naturally 
route through Tarvin Rd/CR 337. Tarvin/337 is a narrow county road and 
not county road and not constructed to be used as a main thoroughfare. 
This solution of severing the direct connection between New Hope Road 
and E University drive is therefore an unacceptable proposal. Please advise 
as to an alternative routing/solution that does not sever the New Hope 
Road / E University Drive connection. Respectfully,  
The Town Council of New Hope 
Collin County, Texas 

Your comment and support of Segment D is noted. The purpose of the 
Alternative Inset G design was to not increase traffic on FM 1827. It was in 
response to early coordination efforts with Town of New Hope 
representatives who did not want additional traffic going through the Town 
of New Hope on FM 1827.  
 
TxDOT will continue to work with the Town of New Hope and consider any 
updated or future comments about the project.  

2069  3/16/2023 Thella James 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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2070  4/20/2023 Therese H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A - Yes to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

2071  3/23/2023 Thomas Bald Email (2) 

I strongly oppose Segment C and support Segment D. There are too many 
environmental concerns with Segment C. Texas Parks and  Wildlife prefers 
Segment D. I’m also concerned that many more residents, businesses and 
community services are affected by Segment C. Once again, I oppose 
Segment C! 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences.  
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway.  
 
TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the impacts 
mentioned in their comments were several of the many things TxDOT had 
to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, the natural 
resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the Preferred 
Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation strategies 
such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections to span 
streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from streams 
and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill material in 
jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation credits from 
stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation for impacts to 
waters of the US and wetlands.   

2072  4/20/2023 Thomas G 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A. Yes to Segment B, please. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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2073  3/7/2023 Thomas George Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Best regards, 
Thomas George 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

2074  4/20/2023 Thomas H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A. It is hard to understand why segment A would be picked 
over segment B given the added destruction and cost. By looking at a map 
of the two options it is obvious all traffic wanting to access segment E will 
be driving much further by using segment A instead of segment B wasting 
gasoline, diesel fuel, electricity and time for decades to come. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

2075  4/20/2023 Thomas H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

The choice should be Segment B through Prosper, not Segment A through 
Mckinney. It will cost less and not damage as much existing properties in 
Mckinney. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

2076  3/28/2023 Thomas L Titus Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly oppose the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden, destroy fewer businesses and 
homes.  I would expect an office in our state government to not make 
decisions that cost the taxpayers more money. I strongly urge you to 
implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from 
Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Thomas L Titus  

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

2077  4/20/2023 Thomas M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Go with most cost efficient route. Don\'t acquiesce to special interests that 
end up costing tax payers more. 

Your comment is noted. The preliminary cost estimate for each segment is 
one of the many factors TxDOT considered when determining the Preferred 
Alternative, as shown in Figure 2-13 of the DEIS. As final design continues, 
cost estimates will be updated, and will factor in the costs of right-of-way 
acquisition. Impacts to future developments will also be re-evaluated. It is 
important to note that these costs are high-level estimates, using the 
information available now.  
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2078  3/8/2023 Thomas Mitchell Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Thomas Mitchell 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

2079  4/20/2023 Thomas S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

A is too disruptive to mckinney’s current and planned development. Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

2080  4/20/2023 Thomas S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Option B is a much better decision financially. Option A will decimate the 
value of houses in Tucker Hill, and add an unreasonable amount of 
exhaust pollution and noise pollution. Unless McKinney is prepared to pay 
each homeowner in Tucker Hill for property value losses, and add walls to 
mitigate noise and exhaust pollution, Option A should be eliminated. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A and support of Segment B is 
noted. Changes in property values are driven by the value associated with 
site-specific factors such as accessibility, safety, noise, visual amenities, 
proximity to shopping, community cohesion, and business productivity. 
TxDOT cannot reasonably foresee how any of these factors will impact 
property values. TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible 
mitigation in several areas, including Tucker Hill. It is important to note that 
TxDOT is already proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative 
by depressing the mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge 
Ranch neighborhoods to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers.  

2081  3/7/2023 
Thomas 

Vandenbush 
Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Regards 
Thomas Vandenbush 
6100 Belle court 
McKinney Texas 75072 
972-922-3533 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

2082  4/20/2023 Thomas W 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
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2083  4/20/2023 Tiffani L 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

It isn’t logical to pick the more expensive route while displacing so many 
businesses that are valuable tax revenue that would help pay for the 
bypass. Why would you choose the route that costs more and causes the 
most disruption to businesses and residences. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

2084  2/17/2023 Tiffany Hand Online 

I oppose route C, and prefer section D as the alternative.  Our friends and 
family are going to lose their home and ranch.  They have young children 
and will be homeless.  These are people that have lived in McKinney for 
several decades or their whole lives and contribute tirelessly to our 
community.  They host bible studies, provide therapeutic visits for children, 
especially those with special needs. We appreciate you seeking out our 
feedback and hope and pray that our voices are heard.  Section D would 
potentially displace far less residents and businesses. I implore you to 
base your decision on the value that will be added to the entire McKinney 
community in the long run rather than the most base economical option. 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.   
 
All right-of-way acquisition would be completed in accordance with the 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 
1970, as amended. Brochures, including two booklets titled “The Purchase 
of Right of Way,” and “Relocation Assistance,” are available on the project 
website. These booklets contain detailed information to inform property 
owners of their rights and provide information about the TxDOT right-of-way 
acquisition process. Property owners are entitled to fair market value 
compensation and relocation assistance, among other services. 

2085  2/16/2023 Tiffany Nayar Online 

For all the reasons txdot decided to keep the bypass out of prosper are the 
same reasons 380 should be kept on 380. Do not go back on your decision 
to expand 380 through McKinney. Prosper should not have to have 380 
cut through areas such as Mane Gate, the new developing senior living 
area, and drastically alter areas around PISD schools and Foundations 
private academy. 380 needs to stay on 380!  

Your comment is noted. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative as its Preferred 
Alternative. The freeway would stay along the existing US 380 through the 
Town of Prosper.  
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2086  2/27/2023 
Tim and Melody 

Easterwood 
Email 

Good afternoon, 
This email is written to ask you to please do your research and consider 
how the proposed Route C negatively affects so many areas.  My sister has 
had her ranch (above address) for years and has poured her life and soul 
into this place.  It is beautiful and important.  So many homes, businesses 
and community resources will be negatively impacted if the proposed 
highway proceeds with the Route C plan.  There are clearly other options 
that have way less impact on the community and the beauty of this area. 
Please do your job and do it well by considering your constituents and 
voting NO to the Route C plan.  This is not just a highway....it is people's 
lives and future.  Thank you for your consideration and I am praying that 
you make the right choice. Sincerely, 
Tim & Melody Easterwood 

Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted. Detailed information 
can be found in the DEIS document and multiple appendices posted at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. An EIS is a multi-year 
environmental review process, guided by State and Federal requirements, 
that provides the most rigorous analysis conducted by TxDOT of proposed 
alternatives and their environmental impacts. Any TxDOT environmental 
document, such as the one created for this study, must meet standards 
required by TxDOT policy to comply with Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) NEPA compliance procedures and Title 43, Chapter 2 of the Texas 
Administrative Code. More information about the necessary steps to 
identify and address community impacts on a TxDOT project can be found 
at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/710-01-gui.pdf. The 
project team analyzed the areas around Segments C and D through 
multiple in-person field visits where Right of Entry (ROE) was granted, use 
of aerial imagery/maps, and existing databases including Collin County 
Appraisal District listings.  
 
According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D (with the 
Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 businesses, 
while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would potentially 
displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace seven 
residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 residences.  

2087  3/15/2023 Tim Himes Online 

Proposed Plan "A" is a horrible plan...wasted tax payers money plus 
disrupting over 350 homeowners needlessly.  This was a last minute 
change based only on who was going to profit the most, not on the current 
homeowners or taxpayers in general. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

2088  2/26/2023 Tim Leeth Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   
Thank you 
Tim Leeth 
7708 Rockdale Road  
McKinney TX 75071 
214-425-7656 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. 

2089  2/25/2023 Tim Siemers Email 

Hi Stephen, 
As a homeowner in Stonebridge Ranch, McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE 
the construction of Segment A and instead support Segment B proposed by 
TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Segment A 
would dramatically lower our home property values and destroy the 
peaceful environment we all currently enjoy. Thank you, 
Tim Siemers 
414 Treeline Drive 
McKinney, TX 75072  

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. Changes in property values are driven by the value associated with 
site-specific factors such as accessibility, safety, noise, visual amenities, 
proximity to shopping, community cohesion, and business productivity. 
TxDOT cannot reasonably foresee how any of these factors will impact 
property values. 
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2090  4/20/2023 Tim Skowronski Email 

Stephen,  
I hope you are well.  I am a resident of the Tucker Hill community north of 
380 just east of Stonebridge Road.  I am writing because I am concerned.  
I am concerned about safety and quality of life.  I am concerned about 
environmental impact and cost.  I am concerned about the short and long 
term impacts of the project that seems to have many unanswered 
questions. I do not believe the best interest of McKinney, including our 
neighborhood, has been fully considered for the acceptance of Segment A 
in the 380 bypass project.  Our neighborhood has pulled together a 
document that I implore you to spend time reviewing and responding to 
while considering this project. Thank you. 
Tim Skowronski 
7204 Cheltenham Ave 
313-598-9799 
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. 
 
Attached letter and its response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

2091  3/30/2023 Tim Snow Email 

Dear Texas Department of Transportation, McKinney, and Prosper, 
I am writing to express my concern about the proposed 380 Bypass 
highway project, specifically the portion that will span the cities of 
McKinney and Prosper known as route A and Route B. According to the TX 
DOT, the purpose of this project is to manage congestion, improve traffic 
flow, and enhance safety. However, it has come to my attention that there 
are two plans for the end of the highway, and it is painfully obvious to any 
reasonable person that Plan A is not the best option for the Texas tax payer 
and residence. Plan A would require the highway to go through just one 
city, at a higher expense to the tax payer, and would not bypass as much of 
the major roadway. This plan would force the road to run from north to 
south, which is not ideal for alleviating traffic from east to west. Plan B, on 
the other hand, is the most cost-effective plan as it would go mostly 
through McKinney and run through Plano for about a mile. Plan B would 
bypass highway 380, avoid cutting off the entire community of Tucker Hill 
from the city, and displace only an additional 3 residences, a horse farm, 
and "planned" communities, a minimal impact considering the scope of the 
project and future implication for efficiency and safety. It is concerning to 
hear that special interests in Prosper are putting pressure on the 
government to build the more expensive and inefficient highway, despite 
the fact that its residents will also benefit from the bypass. It is unethical 
for Prosper to insist that it does not bear any land annexation when its 
residents will enjoy traffic relief as well. Plan A reduces the efficacy of every 
major stated goal of the DOT . As taxpayers and residents, we must look at 
the long-term benefits and costs of each plan. Plan B is the best option as 
it is more cost-effective and better meets the need for bypassing highway 
380, improving east-west traffic flow, and enhancing safety. We must 
consider the impact that the project will have on the community and the 
environment for decades to come. Therefore, I urge the Texas Department 
of Transportation, McKinney, and Prosper to build Plan B. Furthermore, I 
suggest that if the taxpayers of Prosper want to build a more expensive 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A, is 
noted. The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, 
indicates that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of 
managing congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety.  
 
According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, 
Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B would 
potentially displace four residences. Segment A also results in fewer 
impacts to planned future residential homes.  
-Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west 
of Custer Road  
-Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment 
-Avoids impact to ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the 
subject of substantial public concern  
-Requires acquisition of less ROW than Segment B  
 
While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during 
its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through 
a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, 
municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue 
Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  
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roadway to their advantage, then their taxpayers should bear the expense. 
This is a fair and just approach that ensures that each city bears the cost 
of their respective projects. 
Thank you for considering my concerns. Sincerely, 
Timothy Snow 

2092  3/16/2023 Tim Thompson 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

2093  3/29/2023 
Timothy 

Montgomery 
Email 

Dear Mr. Enders, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, Texas, I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely,  
Timothy Montgomery  
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

2094  4/20/2023 Timothy S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I strongly oppose Segment A as it will DESTROY OUR PEACEFUL 
COMMUNITY!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
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2095  2/28/2023 Todd Huthmaker Email 

Hi Stephen, 
If you are still considering input, my vote is NO to Segment A, YES to 
Segment B. As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly 
OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue 
Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to 
FM 1827. Segment A would very negatively impact the area where I live. 
Thanks for your consideration. 
Todd Huthmaker 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

2096  4/20/2023 Todd P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

2097  3/7/2023 Todd Pegram Email (2) 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Todd Pegram 
865-399-9309 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

2098  4/20/2023 Todd Z 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to segment A. Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
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2099  2/25/2023 
Tom and Carolyn 

Fredricks 
Email 

Comment: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B As a homeowner and 
citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A 
and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for 
the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Tom and Carolyn Fredricks 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

2100  4/20/2023 Tom F 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A yes to segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

2101  3/8/2023 Tom Keenan Online 

Section E was decided before the population density of the Timber Creek, 
and Erwin farms development increased. Now both developments have 
section E, essentially running into their backyards. Residents can expect, 
pollution, noise, and property prices to drop. Even the fly through videos do 
not show the extent of these two developments. EPA doc: EPA-420-F-14-
044 states many health issues living in proximity to freeways,including 
pulmonary issues in children. Move section E  north, use land in Erwin 
Park. Environmental impact to people and their families needs to be 
addressed. Building larger roads, just attracts more traffic. There is almost 
no public transport in McKinney, no rail lines to Dallas . A frequent shuttle 
service to downtown McKinney would reduce traffic, and benefit business . 
Give companies who allow McKinney residents to work remote tax breaks, 
reduce commuter traffic. Zoning plans should include essential services 
like groceries stores, within apprx 5 miles. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment E is noted. TxDOT has been in 
coordination with the City of McKinney regarding future development plans. 
All developments that have secured a building permit will be considered in 
a final noise analysis that will be conducted by TxDOT before the end of the 
project.  
 
In regards to your comment about Erwin Park, Section 4(f) of the 
Department of Transportation Act stipulates that TxDOT cannot approve 
the use of land from publicly owned parks or recreational areas, wildlife 
and waterfowl refuges or public and private historic sites unless the 
following conditions apply: 
-There is no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative to the use of that 
land; and the action includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the 
property resulting from such use; or  
-TxDOT determines that the use of the property will have a de minimis 
impact 
 
According to Section 2.1.6 of the DEIS, transit as a standalone alternative 
would not satisfy the identified needs of this project.  

2102  4/20/2023 Tom P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I strongly urge TXDOT the following, No to Segment A. Yes to Segment B. It 
saves money and my taxpayer funds. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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2103  2/17/2023 Tom Potter Online 

Regarding "C" versus "D", either will be an absolute catastrophe' for all 
involved. Neither C nor D should exist at all! The two bypasses (McKinney 
and Princeton) should connect without rejoining the existing right of way.  
Creating the short segment between the bypasses is an active decision to 
build a nightmare of a bottleneck with little to have gained from doing so. 
Further once the bottleneck is created and inescapably accidents or issues 
occur in the short segment - there are absolutely no reasonable alternate 
routes so the effect will be severe. Granted there is no alternate route 
today, but after spending millions if not billions why not have an 
improvement as opposed to making it worse. The effect on me personally 
is farther East in the Princeton bypass (near CR 406) but whether it affects 
me directly or not - the idea of TWO bypasses when ONE WILL DO is not 
reasonable to my thinking. 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. The project is needed 
because population growth within the central portion of Collin County has 
caused increases in current and forecasted traffic volumes that exceed the 
capacity of US 380 between Coit Road and FM 1827, leading to increased 
congestion, reduced mobility, and higher crash rates compared to other 
similar roadways in the region. The purpose of the proposed action is to 
manage congestion, improve east-west mobility, and improve safety. More 
information about the purpose and need for the project is available in 
Section 1.0 of the DEIS starting on page 1-1.  
 
Even if all the planned roadways in Collin County, including the Outer Loop, 
are built, existing US 380 will continue to experience a failing level of 
service in the future. The regional model shows that both east to west 
freeways are needed to relieve congestion. 

2104  2/19/2023 Tom Weslocky Email 

Dear Mr. Endres 
I am writing to express my concern for the Highway 380 Bypass Route C 
option. It will be catastrophic. Not only would this option destroy many, 
many beloved homes and businesses, but human beings, livestock, and 
other domestic animals, not to mention the surrounding wildlife and 
beautiful nature that the community enjoys so much. There are historic 
hundred year old peach, pecan, and plum trees in this section. Hay is 
grown and cut here for rescue animals who live on this land. We live in a 
fast-paced world, and it is so wonderful to have an escape as close as 
McKinney to enjoy. Folks from all over north Texas enjoy what McKinney 
and the McKinney countryside has to offer. Route C will forever change 
this, and these communities will suffer, particularly in the areas of Route C 
containing sections 416, 417, 418, 419, 420, and 421.  Many residents 
from McKinney and other surrounding communities enjoy the ranch life, 
and families, at-risk youth, and church ministries alike love to learn about 
nature, wildlife preservation, agriculture, biology, equine management, and 
more in these areas. Please consider Route D as an alternative to Route C. 
The environmental impact assessments have already been completed for 
Route D, which is no easy, quick, or cheap task.  There are also 
substantially less homes and businesses which are affected through Route 
D.  Six community recourses will be affected by Route C, whereas none will 
be affected by Route D. I certainly hope the right decision will be made, 
trusting that you are smart, good stewards of the trust and confidence that 
has been placed in you as representatives of the people, and that you care 
deeply about the community of McKinney and its surrounding areas. Thank 
you for your time and consideration. Remember - "C=CATASTROPHIC, 
D=DECENT." Sincerely, 
Tom Weslocky 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. The EIS 
evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources within 
the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including any 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
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the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  

2105  4/20/2023 Tommy L 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

2106  3/8/2023 Toni Jenkins Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from Mail for Windows 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

2107  3/15/2023 Toni Portmann Email 

ON THE ISSUE OF 380 BYPASS ROUTE C & D;   
PLEASE OPPOSE ROUTE C 100%  !!! 
Here is why: 
• Severely damages one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin 
County 
• Destroy 71% more acres of forests and woodlands 
• Destroys 141% more acres of grassland and prairie  
• Disturbs the wetland that serve as refuge for wildlife including beavers, 
river otters, turtles, migratory and non-migratory water and forest birds, 
frogs, etc. 
• Eliminates a large area of suitable habitat for endangered/threatened 
species. 
• Affects and displaces 383% more of homes ( 29 versus 6), 300% more 
businesses ( 6 versus 4) 
• Affects and displaces more community resources 
• Strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife 
Please OPPOSE 380 BYPASS ROUTE C!                                                                     

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be 
displaced by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would 
not be acquired from any community facility either. No NRHP-eligible 
historic resources would be affected by the Blue Preferred Alternative 
(Segments A, E, and C). More information about cultural resources can be 
found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
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Here is why! 
toni portmann 
possibilitarian  
toni.portmann@live.com 
mobile:   972.342.2482   
home:     6507 westgate drive • dallas, tx • 75254 
       

River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the impacts 
mentioned in their comments were several of the many things TxDOT had 
to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, the natural 
resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the Preferred 
Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation strategies 
such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections to span 
streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from streams 
and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill material in 
jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation credits from 
stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation for impacts to 
waters of the US and wetlands.   
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2108  3/15/2023 Tonya Riggs Email 

Good Morning Stephen,  
As a Realtor, I’ve had dozens of people ask my advice and thoughts in the 
bypass options. I’ve looked at several maps online and tried to zoom in to 
see the proximity to: 
Tucker Hill McKinney 
Whitley Place Prosper  
Timber Creek McKInney  
Auburn Hills McKInney 
Painted Tree McKinney 
Do you have a like to a map where you can really zoom in to see those 
above and even streets within those above? Would you be able to provide 
an approx ballpark date of construction start and completion would be 
appreciated. Thank you! 
Texas Real Estate Commission Information About Brokerage Services:  
 972-658-2588 
Visit My Website!    Check out client reviews! 
GRI, SRES, ABR, ePRO, Cert. Negotiations Expert 
+200M SOLD & D Magazine's BEST-15 YEARS 
Ebby Halliday Realtors       
 
  

An interactive map is available on the Public Hearing website at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. 
   
The conceptual timeline shared at the Public Hearing indicates that a 
Record of Decision for the EIS is anticipated to be issued in the fall of 
2023. The next phase of project development is final design, ROW 
acquisition, and utilities coordination. This phase is estimated to take 2-4 
years, putting the Ready to Let date sometime in 2027. Currently this 
project is not fully funded. Phased construction can only begin once full 
project funding is identified and secured for US 380. 
 
This anticipated timeline is subject to change pending coordination, public 
involvement, technical analysis, and identification of funding. 
 
 
 
  

2109  4/20/2023 Toria C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I adamantly oppose segment A. Yes for segment B. The bypass will be 
extremely close to our subdivision & we’re not in the position to move. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

2110  3/28/2023 Town of Prosper Email 

On behalf of Mayor Bristol for the Town of Prosper, please see the attached 
letter and supporting documents to be included in the public comments 
regarding the preferred alignment for the future expansion of U.S. Highway 
380. Thank you. 
 
The full letter can be seen in Section D of the Public Hearing Summary. 

TxDOT has treated all three parks (Rutherford Park, Wandering Creek Park, 
and Ladera Park) as Section 4(f) resources in our analysis. The omission of 
these three parks on the map in Appendix M was the result of an 
inadvertent clerical error and did not affect our analysis, as all three parks 
were discussed in Section 3.9 of the DEIS and shown on the map 
contained in the body of the DEIS at Figure 3-40.  In the FEIS, Appendix M 
has been updated to show all three parks consistent with the map 
contained in the body of the FEIS.  
 
It is not necessary for TxDOT to make a determination regarding whether 
use of Wandering Creek Park and Ladera Park would or would not be in 
compliance with Section 4(f) and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)’s 
implementing regulations at 23 CFR Part 744 because the preferred Blue 
Alternative does not use either of those parks.  As explained in Section 3.9 
of the FEIS, the Blue Alternative would require right-of-way from Rutherford 
Park; however, that would be the case with respect to any of the 
reasonable alternatives evaluated in the FEIS. TxDOT will evaluate 
Rutherford Park under Section 4(f). 
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2111  4/5/2023 
Town of Prosper 

Resolution 
Email 

TOWN OF PROSPER, TEXAS 
RESOLUTION NO. 2023-27 
A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN COUCIL OF THE TOWN OF PROSPER, TEXAS, 
SUPPORTING U.S. HIGHWAY 380 BEING A CONTROLLED ACCESS HIGHWAY 
WITHIN THE CORPORATE LIMITS OF THE TOWN OF PROSPER, IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH RECOMMENDATIONS BY THE TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION IN ITS DECEMBER 2022 DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT STATEMENT FOR U.S. HIGHWAY 380 FROM COIT ROAD TO FM 
1827, AND JANUARY 2023 DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR 
U.S. HIGHWAY 380 FROM TEEL PARKWAY TO LAKEWOOD DRIVE, AS MORE 
FULLY DESCRIBED HEREIN; ACKNOWLEDGING THE PREFERRED 
ALIGHMENT OF THE FUTURE EXPANSION OF U.S. HIGHWAY 380 WITHIN 
THE CORPORATE LIMITS OF THE TOWN IS CONSISTENT WITH THE TOWN'S 
THOUROUGHFARE PLAN; REQUESTING THAT THE TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION'S FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT REFLECT THE ALIGHMENT OF U.S. 
HIGHWAY 380 WITHIN THE CORPORATE LIMITS OF THE TOWN OF 
PROSPER AS RECOMMENDED; MAKING FINDINGS; AUTHORIZING THE 
MAYOR TO SUBMIT COMMENTS TO THE TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
AND/OR DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT; AND PROVIDING FOR AN 
EFFECTIVE DATE. 
WHEREAS, the Town Council of the Town of Prosper has consistently 
supported improving the U.S. Highway 380 corridor to improve mobility for 
the region; and WHEREAS, the Town Council of the Town of Prosper also 
has consistently supported U.S. Highway 380 being a controlled access 
highway within the corporate limits of the Town; and WHEREAS, the Texas 
Department of Transportation ("TxDOT") has determined its preferred 
alighment of U.S. Highway 380 from Coit Road to FM 1827 - the Blue 
Preferred Alighment, as reflected in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement dated December 2022, with such location described and 
depicted in Exhibit A, attached hereto; and WHEREAS, TxDOT also has 
determined its preferred alignment of U.S. Highway 380 from Teel Parkway 
to Lakewood Drive, as reflected in the Draft Environmental Assessment 
dated January 2023, with such location described and depicted in Exhibit 
B, attached hereto; and WHEREAS, the Town Council agrees that TxDOT's 
preferred alignments of U.S. Highway 380 in the Town - the Blue Preferred 
Alignment for the Coit Road to FM 1827 project, and the preferred 
alignment for the Teel Parkway to Lakewood Drive project, as reflected in 
the December 2022 Draft Enviormental Impact Statement and January 
2023 Draft Environmental Assessment, respectively, are beneficial to the 
Town as well as its residents and businesses; and WHEREAS, the Town 
Council hereby desires to express its strong support of the preferred 
alignments of U.S. Highway 380 in the Town, as described and depicted in 
attached Exhibit A and Exhibit B; and WHEREAS, the Town Coouncil further 
requests that TxDOT's Final Environmental Impact Statement and Final 
Enviornmental Assessment reflect the alignment of U.S. Highway 380 
within the corporate limits of the Town of Prosper as recommended and 

Town of Prosper support of the Preferred Alternative is noted. 
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referenced herein. NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE TOWN 
COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF PROSPER, TEXAS, THAT: 
SECTION 1 
The findings set forth above are incorporated into the body of this 
Resolution as if fully set forth herein. 
SECTION 2 
The Town Council of the Town of Prosper, Texas, hereby storngly supports 
U.S. Highway 380 being a controlled access highway within the corporate 
limits of the Town in accordance with TxDOT's preferred alignment of U.S. 
Highway 380 - the Blue Preferred Alignment for the Coit Road to FM 1827 
project, and the preferred alignment for the Teel Parkway to Lakewood 
Drive project, as reflected in the Draft Enviornmental Impact Statment and 
Draft Environmental Assessment referenced in the Preamble to this 
Resolution. 
SECTION 3 
The Mayor of the Town of Prosper is hereby authorized to submit 
comments to TxDOT regarding on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement and/or Draft Enviornmental Assessment referenced in the 
Preamble to this Resolution. 
SECTION 4 
The Town Council hereby directs Town staff to promptly forward a copy of 
this Resolution to the Texas Department of Transportation. 
SECTION 5 
Any and all resolutions, rules, regulations, policies, or provisions in conflict 
with the provisions of this Resolution are hereby repealed and rescinded to 
the extent of any conflict herewith. 
SECTION 6 
This Resolution shall be effective from and after its passage by the Town 
Council. 
DULY PASSED AND APPROVED BY THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF 
PROSPER, TEXAS, ON THIS 28TH DAY OF MARCH, 2023. 
David F. Bristol, Mayor 
ATTEST: 
Michelle Lewis Sirianni, Town Secretary 
APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGALITY: 
Terrence S. Welch, Town Attorney 

2112  2/6/2023 TR Kno 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
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by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

2113  4/20/2023 Tracey P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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2114  4/20/2023 Traci Holcomb Email 

Stephen, 
I am a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer. I live in the sought after front 
porch community of Tucker Hill. It saddens me to think of what will become 
of our community if segment A is chosen over Segment B.  Segment B is 
not only fiscally better but displaces fewer homes and businesses. I am 
seriously concerned about our access to the community when construction 
starts…as well as the access of first responders and school buses. What is 
being done to extend Stonebriar to provide another entrance and exit? 
What are you doing to combat the noise and air pollution? Please consider 
keeping the highway from encroaching any further west into Tucker Hill. We 
have worked hard to present a welcoming entrance and don’t want a 
highway in our front yard. Please do what is fiscally sound and impacts the 
fewest residents of McKinney. 
Best 
Traci Holcomb 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
 
The Preferred Alternative would maintain the two existing entry points to 
Tucker Hill from the existing US 380 at Grassmere Ln. and Tremont Blvd. 
Each is accessible from frontage roads.  
 
In response to concerns from Tucker Hill residents, the roll plots for the 
Public Hearing showed that TxDOT added a connection over the freeway at 
Tremont Blvd. and the future US 380. This at-grade overpass over the 
depressed mainlanes will allow for left in and left out access to Tucker Hill. 
It also means that drivers will have a direct entrance to Tucker Hill instead 
of driving further to U-turn at another interchange.  
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several 
areas, including Tucker Hill. It is important to note that TxDOT is already 
proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by depressing the 
mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 
to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers.  
 
Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles 
per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air 
quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is 
consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 
State Implementation Plan (SIP), the NCTCOG’s Mobility 2045 Update, as 
well as the 2023 -- 2026 TIP. TxDOT modeled carbon monoxide 
concentrations and none of the modeled concentrations exceeded the 1-
hour or 8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon 
monoxide. TxDOT performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) 
analysis. The total MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by 
approximately 43 % by 2050 due to higher combustion efficiencies of 
vehicle engines and electrification of the US fleet. 

2115  3/9/2023 
TRACK ID 

288426/ Brian 
de la Houssaye 

Online 

Case Subject         Roadway Project Issue 
ID                            288426 
Description            Dear Governor Abbott, I am writing to ask you to 
investigate the decision process recently used by TXDOT to decide on 
Segment A versus             Segment B for the proposed US380 Bypass. First 
and foremost, no one truly understands why it took TXDOT such a long time 
to decide on activity when 30 years ago it was evident DFW growth was 
northward and the ONLY potential east-west route to the far north was 
US380 because of Lake Louisville. After input from a number of parties 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. Detailed information 
can be found in the DEIS document and multiple appendices posted at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. An EIS is a multi-year 
environmental review process, guided by State and Federal requirements, 
that provides the most rigorous analysis conducted by TxDOT of proposed 
alternatives and their environmental impacts. Any TxDOT environmental 
document, such as the one created for this study, must meet standards 
required by TxDOT policy to comply with Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) NEPA compliance procedures and Title 43, Chapter 2 of the Texas 
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TXDOT decided on Section A, which means virtually the entire bypass will 
go through McKinney, including much of McKinney that is already 
developed. This means the citizens of McKinney will have to absorb 
millions of unbudgeted dollars for traffic, of which in excess of 90% 
originates and terminates elsewhere. Instead of having a small portion of 
the bypass go through undeveloped sections of Prosper, virtually all of it 
will go through developed sections of McKinney. By TXDOT's own admission 
Section A is more expensive, longer and constitutes a less timely commute 
time than Section B, which would run through largely undeveloped land in 
both Prosper and McKinney. The disparity is even greater when taking into 
account TXDOT used very aggressive estimates for POTENTIAL relocation of 
major utilities. A major note of exception listed by TXDOT is that Section B 
would have passed close to ManeGait, a therapeutic horse center for 
children run by the Darling family on property contiguous to their 
homestead. Section B would require some of the Darling’s property so the 
Darlings made an issue, claiming the bypass would create a deteriorated 
atmosphere for children riding nearby. I grew up on horses. I rode 
everywhere. Often on roadways. Traffic noise is a constant of the modern 
world. I am certain the Darling family is unhappy with Section B, but does 
that justify destroying businesses with Section A so they can preserve the 
peacefulness of their homestead? Does the potential future development 
of Proper property justify the destruction of existing developed property in 
McKinney? Section A costs the taxpayers of McKinney and of Texas as a 
whole more than Section B. There is simply no justification for this decision 
unless there were factors opaque to the general public. Please reverse or 
investigate this decision. 
Date of Occurrence  
Complaint Location Notes  
Contact              Brian de la Houssaye 
Issue Type         Projects 
Case Type         Complaint 

Administrative Code.  
 
TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative, which is a combination of Segments A, 
E, and C, as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, 
considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing 
evaluation matrices. The decision is informed by both a qualitative and 
quantitative analysis. While public input is one of the many factors 
considered by TxDOT during its decision-making process, a Preferred 
Alternative is not selected through a voting process, nor is it selected solely 
based on input from the public, municipal or agency leaders, or elected 
officials. Refer to Section 2.4 in the DEIS for an explanation of why the Blue 
Alternative was selected over the other Build Alternatives.  
 
For more information, please reference the Alternatives Analysis Matrix in 
the DEIS in Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. You may also view the Segment 
Analysis Matrix on the Public Hearing website at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  

2116  4/20/2023 TraeAnn J 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Segment B is a much better option!!! Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

2117  3/28/2023 Travis Bryant Email 

As a long time homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX, I strongly OPPOSE 
the construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  We appreciate Main Gate - let's find them a place where they 
are not crowded out by businesses and subdivisions. I strongly urge you to 
implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from 
Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Travis Bryant 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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2118  3/16/2023 Travis J Reinert Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Travis J Reinert 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

2119  2/22/2023 Tricia Standish Email 

I, and many others, find it curious that the more logical alignment, being 
the one that runs through Prosper, and that crosses Custer Rd north of 
380, was not chosen for the expansion. The original Alternative B. It is 
much cheaper, and impacts far fewer properties. I read that the City of 
McKinney offered to move the Mane Gait riding facility at no charge, but 
that offer was declined. The road would pass north of them, not through 
the stable. Stables are easily relocated. Houses are not. I hope that TXDOT 
will reconsider, and do the right thing. Please make the Prosper B 
alignment  the chosen route. Not the blue alternative which will adversely 
impact Walnut Grove Estates and businesses, and Stonebridge Ranch etc. 
with massive noise pollution. 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. 

2120  2/23/2023 Tricia Standish Email 

In addition to my original comment, I should like to add that the present 
preferred alignment will cause massive drops in property values to the 
homes closest to 380 at Walnut Grove Estates. Not only that, the purchase 
of a replacement home for seniors would come with a massive hike in 
property taxes which are based on the value of any new property. AND for a 
home owner who happens to be single, divorced or widowed  rather than 
married, the federal taxes on profits over $500,000 is double than for a 
married couple. Since most of the affected residents along 380 bought 
years ago when 380 was a quiet two lane road, it will affect a single 
person, unmarried or widowed, twice as much as a couple, since a 
replacement residence would ( all things being equal) cost the same to 
purchase. Please go with the original alignment through Prosper, north of 
Mane Gait. In addition, I notice that section C that is being protested, is 
more expensive than D. Since the original Prosper alignment is cheaper 
than the preferred blue alignment, surely that savings could go towards 
switching C to D with no adverse affect on financing. 

Your additional comment is noted. Changes in property values are driven 
by the value associated with site-specific factors such as accessibility, 
safety, noise, visual amenities, proximity to shopping, community cohesion, 
and business productivity. TxDOT cannot reasonably foresee how any of 
these factors will impact property values. 

2121  4/20/2023 Trish A 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Oppose! Oppose! Oppose! Terrible idea! Your comment is noted.  
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2122  4/20/2023 Troy H 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to Segment A!!! Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

2123  4/20/2023 Tyler J 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO to segment A. YES to segment B. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

2124  3/30/2023 Tyler Williamson Email 

Oppose C and Support D 
Reasons: 
• C severely damages one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin 
County 
• C destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodlands and 141% more 
acres of grassland and prairie. 
• C disturbs the wetland that serve as refuge for wildlife, including 
beavers, river otters, turtles, migratory and non-migratory water and forest 
birds, frogs, etc. 
• C eliminates a large area of suitable habitat for endangered/ threatened 
species. 
• C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife (prefers Segment D). 
• C affects and displaces 383% more homes (29 vs. 6), 300% more 
businesses (16 vs. 4), and more community resources. 
Because of TXDOT's calculation methodology, there are double the number 
of homes impacted as any home 100 feet or more from the road is 
considered "not impacted." Respectfully, 
Tyler Williamson  
972-741-4618 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be 
displaced by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would 
not be acquired from any community facility either. More details about 
community facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
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TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the impacts 
mentioned in their comments were several of the many things TxDOT had 
to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, the natural 
resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the Preferred 
Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation strategies 
such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections to span 
streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from streams 
and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill material in 
jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation credits from 
stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation for impacts to 
waters of the US and wetlands.   

2125  1/17/2023 Unidentified Online 

If this were moved north to run along where FM1461 currently stands, 
literally all problems would be solved. People are willing to drive 3 minutes 
to get there. It’s the obvious solution. 

Your comment is noted. There would be similar impacts challenges in 
constructing a freeway along FM 1461 and anywhere north of Bloomdale 
Road/Prosper Trail. Initial traffic analysis conducted during the US 380 
Collin County Feasibility Study indicated that locating an alternative further 
north did not address US 380 congestion and would not satisfy regional 
travel demands.  

2126  2/22/2023 Unknown Online 

We don't want this. You are destroying our beautiful community. Stay out! Your comment and opposition of the project is noted.  

2127  2/16/2023 Unknown Online 

no to segment C!!!! Catastrophic, stupid, nonsensical. do the right thing Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted.  

2128  2/17/2023 Unknown Online 

Please do not build this freeway.  This is going to destroy all of the natural 
animal habitats behind our house.  There does not need to be another 
highway built.  We moved to McKinney because it's "about nature" but what 
you are doing is destroying McKinney's slogan.  You are endangering the 
habitat of hawks, rabbits, skunks, etc etc etc. We do not want your 
highway!!!   

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. The project is needed 
because population growth within the central portion of Collin County has 
caused increases in current and forecasted traffic volumes that exceed the 
capacity of US 380 between Coit Road and FM 1827, leading to increased 
congestion, reduced mobility, and higher crash rates compared to other 
similar roadways in the region. The purpose of the proposed action is to 
manage congestion, improve east-west mobility, and improve safety. More 
information about the purpose and need for the project is available in 
Section 1.0 of the DEIS starting on page 1-1.  
 
Even if all the planned roadways in Collin County, including the Outer Loop, 
are built, existing US 380 will continue to experience a failing level of 
service in the future. The regional model shows that both east to west 
freeways are needed to relieve congestion. 
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2129  2/17/2023 Unknown Online 

I am opposed to segment c. It cuts thru our property next to our new house 
destroying our homestead. We were told the segment D was the route Tex 
DOT would use. Now they lie  about a fesability study rather than going with 
the initial assesment approved by Texas Parks and Wildlife and the people 
who live in the community.  This segment will destroy a wildlife habitat and 
multiple homesteads. Please don't lgo with segment  C 

Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted. TxDOT’s 
Recommended Alignment, which included a conceptual Segment D 
section, was based on the data collected during the Feasibility Study. 
Throughout the subsequent NEPA process, TxDOT has gathered more 
detailed information, and will continue to work with stakeholders to gather 
information. 

2130  2/17/2023 Unknown Online 

Segment C affects a much greater number of residents and has a major 
impact to one of the largest forested area in central Collin County. 
According to the TxDOT presentation, Segment A was selected due to its 
minimal impact to residences and future development.  Segment D should 
be selected for the same reasons. 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, the Blue Alternative 
(including Segment C) would impact approximately 589 acres of land that 
consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, floodplain/riparian forest 
and herbaceous habitats, native invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards 
Plateau woodlands/savanna grassland, row crops, and some open water 
based on Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological 
Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) data. The Purple Alternative (including 
Segment D) would impact approximately 626 acres of the same general 
habitats. The Alternatives Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the 
Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 
acres of riparian and upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the 
proposed ROW not in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple 
Alternative. 

2131  2/16/2023 Unknown Paper form 

No to Route C! Displaces too many Large Ranches. Go with Route D Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted.  

2132  2/25/2023 Unknown Online 

380 needs to stay on 380 through Prosper. Our town has planned for this 
and made the adjustments for this plan. It is not fair to change our plans 
because other cities did not plan accordingly. 380 staying on 380 is what 
is best for Prosper and surrounding areas.  

Your comment is noted. TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative as its 
Preferred Alternative, which includes Segment A along the existing US 380 
in Prosper. This means that the new location portion of the freeway would 
not diverge from the existing US 380 at Coit Road or into the Town of 
Prosper. 



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

2133  

2/17/2023 
2/22/2023 
2/25/2023 
3/10/2023 

Unknown Online (6) 

"I oppose Section C and ask that you reconsider section D for the following 
reasons: 
1) our friends and family who have a horse rescue and multiple young 
children under age 5 will be displaced. 
2) Section C will displace 4X the residents compared to Section D. 
3) section C will displace 4X the businesses compared to Section D. 
4) Section C displaces 7 Community Resources, where Section D displaces 
0. 
5) Section C damages one of the largest remaining forests in Collin County, 
71% more than Section D. 
6) Section C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. 
7) Section C also has worse traffic performance. 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure. Based on TxDOT's 
evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced by either Segment C 
or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be acquired from any 
community facility either. More details about community facilities can be 
found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community facilities are 
defined as a physical feature provided – either by the municipality as a 
public service or by a private entity – within the community for the benefit 
of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, community centers, post 
office, library, etc.). The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on 
cultural resources within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic 
Resources including any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed 
or NRHP-eligible structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, 
including Section 4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would 
be affected by the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More 
information about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the 
DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
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data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 
2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies that can 
be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-
gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as 
provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on impacts 
to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and fish and 
wildlife species.  TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the 
impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things 
TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, 
the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the 
Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation 
strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections 
to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from 
streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill 
material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation 
credits from stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the US and wetlands.   
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

2134  3/16/2023 Unknown Email 

I would like to formally request an extension of the comment period as we 
need more time to fully evaluate the impacts and possible mitigation 
measures that can be taken to protect Tucker Hill as well as the other 
communities and businesses affected by Option A.  
Sent from my iPhone 

This US 380 Project’s comment period has been longer than most because 
it opened when the DEIS was announced, which was January 13, 2023. 
TxDOT granted two separate 15-day extensions to the comment period to 
close April 20, 2023 instead of March 21, 2023 as advertised at the Public 
Hearing.   
 
Detailed study information is available in the DEIS document posted at 
www.kwww.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. 
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2135  3/26/2023 Unknown Online 

Segment A is a disaster and will make living in the La Cima neighborhood a 
nightmare. Officials at the meeting table completely disregarded any of the 
valid concerns we had, but also could not provide any benefits specifically 
to those living in La Cima. Right now it takes 9 minutes to drive to Costco 
on a good day. With this, my calculation (based on the provided plans) puts 
that same drive at 23 minutes on a good day. This is supposed to alleviate 
time spent on 380, not add to it for residents of La Cima, who specifically 
chose this neighborhood for its proximity to 380. The impact 
tE1201:E1203o property values surely would not be positive, and if our 
neighborhood group webpage is to be believed, protests for compensation 
are not out of the question. Leave La Cima out of this. Why not build a few 
miles up along fm1468? It’s a straightshot up there and virtually nobody 
would be impacted. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. The future US 380 
freeway will provide better future travel times than if the project wasn't 
built.  
 
Changes in property values are driven by the value associated with site-
specific factors such as accessibility, safety, noise, visual amenities, 
proximity to shopping, community cohesion, and business productivity. 
TxDOT cannot reasonably foresee how any of these factors will impact 
property values. 
 
There are also impacts and challenges in constructing a freeway north of 
Bloomdale Road/Prosper Trail, or along FM 1461. Initial traffic analysis 
conducted during the US 380 Collin County Feasibility Study indicated that 
locating an alternative further north did not address US 380 congestion 
and would not satisfy regional travel demands. 

2136  3/29/2023 Unknown Email 

Please support plan D for the bypass on the East side of McKinney, this will 
be the best for so many more people lives. Please vote for this route it will 
not disrupt so many lives.  

Your comment and support of Segment D is noted. While public input is 
one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during its decision-making 
process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through a voting process, 
nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, municipal or agency 
leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative (comprised 
of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the 
technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly 
reviewing evaluation matrices. 

2137  3/29/2023 Unknown Online 

What happened with 380 staying on 380? I think the proposal is not great 
for the envoy and would increase polution in residential areas 

Your comment is noted. The Green Alternative, or Segment F, from Coit 
Road to FM 1827 (also referred to as "keeping 380 on 380" or expanding 
the existing US 380 to a freeway), was identified during the Feasibility 
Study, but ultimately was not carried forward for further analysis after 
because it would have displaced more than 30 residents and 200 
businesses including Raytheon. 
 
Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles 
per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air 
quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is 
consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 
State Implementation Plan (SIP), the North Central Texas Council of 
Governments (NCTCOG) Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). TxDOT modeled carbon 
monoxide concentrations (CO TAQA) and none of the modeled 
concentrations exceeded the Environmental Protection Agency's 1-hour or 
8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. TxDOT 
performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis. The total 
MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43% by 2050 
due to higher combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification 
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of the US fleet. More information about the air quality analysis that was 
conducted can be found in the DEIS document in Section 3.12.  

2138  4/3/2023 Unknown 
Written Comment 

Form 

-Nxt yr 
-Only you 

Your comment is noted.  

2139  4/3/2023 Unknown 
Written Comment 

Form 

Do NoT buiLd SEg A!!! BuiLd SEg B!!! Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

2140  4/3/2023 Unknown 
Written Comment 

Form 

Do NOT BUILD SEG. "A"!! BUILD SEG. "B"!!! Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

2141  2/17/2023 Unknown Online 

No 2 C  Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted.  

2142  2/17/2023 Unknown Online 

No to “c”. Too many homes. Option D Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted.  
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2143  2/18/2023 Unknown Online 

No to section c Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted.  

2144  2/22/2023 Unknown Online 

I am strictly opposed to C. Looking at both plans, it makes absolutely no 
sense at all to execute on plan C. Wake up! Think! How about just give a 
darn about the communities and environment that children can enjoy. 
Please reconsider and move forward with the D plan. It is just too much like 
right. DO THE RIGHT THING AND DO IT NOW. 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted.  

2145  2/22/2023 Unknown Online 

Alternative C makes no sense - more people displaced and business 
impacted.  I vote for Alternative D.  OPPOSE C!  SUPPORT D! Why are there 
no displays discussing Segment D?   

Your comment, opposition of Segment C and support of Segment D is 
noted. While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT 
during its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected 
through a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the 
public, municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the 
Blue Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices. Multiple 
displays were not provided for Segment D because it was not included in 
TxDOT's Preferred Alternative.  Detailed information, including information 
about Segment D, can be found in the DEIS document and multiple 
appendices posted at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. An EIS is a 
multi-year environmental review process, guided by State and Federal 
requirements, that provides rigorous analysis of proposed alternatives and 
their environmental impacts. There are three categories of analysis that 
TxDOT can complete as part of NEPA, of which an EIS is the most rigorous.  

2146  2/22/2023 Unknown Online 

I live on 2933 it's #420 on insert E.  Why can't you shift the bypass to 
across the street where there is nothing?  200 acres of an absentee owner 
and it's just used for rental pasture?  Why are you destroying 5 ranches on 
on side when you would not destroy anything on the other side?  this 
makes no sense.  Look at the human side of things.   

Your comment is noted. The proposed alignment adjacent to property ID 
#420 depicted in the public hearing schematic serves multiple purposes. 
Firstly, it aims to provide an optimal alignment that intersects the railroad 
at a right angle while minimizing any negative effects on inhabited 
structures. Secondly, it seeks to maximize the existing right-of-way from FM 
2933 and maintain consistent drainage outfall conditions downstream. 
Thirdly, the proposed alignment attempts to minimize direct impact on 
local businesses along CR 332. Finally, by minimizing the number of 
horizontal curves and providing larger than minimum radii within the 
freeway's alignment, the intention is to decrease the overall number of 
accidents along the corridor. Shifting the alignment and or adding 
additional curves to impact an absentee owner in order to avoid ranch 
properties will likely minimize the effectiveness of the purposes listed 
above.  

2147  2/17/2023 Unknown Online 

No to C as it will affect more home owners and businesses.  Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted. 
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2148  4/18/2023 Unknown Email 

As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s 
recommendation of Segment A over Segment B is fiscally irresponsible to 
the taxpayers costing over $150 million more, applies criteria to support 
their decision inconsistently, and provides numerous biased, false, and 
inconsistent findings in their environmental study. Furthermore, there is 
objective evidence of political maneuvering, campaigning, and rezoning 
efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed 
TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn these actions as unethical and 
improper. 
  
Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during 
its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through 
a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, 
municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue 
Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  
 
Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

2149  4/20/2023 Unknown 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

NO TO SEGMENT A yes TO b Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

2150  4/20/2023 Unknown 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

STRONGLY OPPOSE the construction of segment A and STONGLY SUPPORT 
the segment B construction option. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

2151  4/20/2023 Unknown 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I oppose segment A. Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
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2152  3/23/2023 
US Army Corps of 

Engineers 
(USACE) 

Email 

Mr. Endres, 
Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for the US 380 McKinney Coit Road to FM 1827 project 
developed to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 
These comments are provided under the provisions of Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act with the Corps acting as a cooperating agency. I misread 
the deadline for comments thinking it was today but wanted to make sure 
you received these since they are critical to the permitting path of the 
proposed action. The EIS and appendices indicate that all impacts to 
waters of the United States qualify for authorization under the provisions of 
Nationwide Permit (NWP) 14. There is inadequate detail to allow a 
confirmation of that conclusion. Concern exists relative to:• The amount of 
impacts reflected in the document primarily associated with a target area 
of Segment C near and between stations 1880+00 thru 1940+00 (East 
Fork Trinity River and Clemons Creek - delineation polygons generally 287 
thru 299). There is conflicting information between the delineation report 
in the DEIS Appendix N maps (i.e., Figure 8-18 which shows no wetlands 
surrounding Clemons Ck - delineation ID # 293) and the 60% schematic 
sheet (Roll 15 of 42) from Appendix B which reflects a large wetland 
feature for the same area.• An in-office review of the delineation 
information for this area reveals that there appear to be multiple wetland 
polygons not identified which brings into question the accuracy of impacts 
to occur with this section of the project.• The DEIS does not specify how 
the impact to more than 4+ acres of forested wetlands in this reach (as 
well other areas) are classified as temporary rather than permanent.• 
Although not a defined concern, the DEIS does not indicate whether the 
proposed project will implement a design-build approach to development. 
Such an approach can generate additional concerns and issues relative to 
impacts and permit type applicability. These items require more 
explanation and clarification to support the conclusion that the overall 
project qualifies for NWP coverage. A site visit is needed to confirm the 
accuracy of the delineation for this reach, as well as other sites, associated 
with the corridor. Initial coordination with TXDOT staff has occurred on this 
but was being held until evaluation of the DEIS was completed. Scheduling 
of a site visit will occur shortly. Given the above, it is believed that the 
project will require a Standard Individual Permit (IP). The following 
comments are provided in light of that view to ensure that Corps concerns 
are identified during the allotted comment period on the DEIS. As details 
are refined and if it is demonstrated that only NWPs are required, the 
comments related to an appendix, the need and purpose, and the 
alternatives analysis would become inapplicable. 
Specific Comments 
To adequately address the 404 permit process and not interfere with the 
format of the EIS, it is recommended that the development of a 404(b)(1) 
Appendix be accomplished since substantial additional information is 
needed to address these regulations. Such an appendix is a common 
strategy that eliminates interference with the format and flow of the lead 
agency’s EIS by avoiding the conflict that can arise between the 404(b)(1)s 

Your comments are noted. The 60% Schematic shows the section from 
station 1880+00 through 1940+00 as bridged over the creek, associated 
wetlands, and floodplain areas. The 60% schematics also used an older 
background aerial and earlier photo interpreted features. All features were 
photo interpreted before conducting field delineations where property 
access was granted. After the completion of field delineations, delineated 
features were updated for the properties where access was obtained. For 
properties where access was not granted, additional photo interpretation 
was conducted based on the context of adjacent features that were field 
delineated or by looking across the fence (from public rights-of-way) to get 
a better understanding of what was shown on the aerials and other 
referenced datasets. Water Features 287-291, 193, and 297 were field 
delineated. Water features 292*, 294*-296*, 298*, and 299* were 
photo interpreted (indicated by the *) based on review of digital datasets 
and context clues from field work on adjacent properties. The 95% 
Schematics to be included in the FEIS will show the water features as 
indicated in the Water Features Delineation Report (Appendix N). 
 
As mentioned above, areas where access was not granted were photo 
interpreted by reviewing multiple datasets and updated using information 
gained from looking at those areas from public rights-of-way or adjacent 
property lines. Additionally, delineation of similar nearby areas improved 
our understanding of signatures that stand out on an aerial. Once TxDOT 
has acquired the properties and prior to starting the permitting process, 
the photo interpreted areas will be field delineated in accordance with the 
1987 Delineation Manual and Great Plains Regional Supplement 
guidelines. As discovered by conducting field delineations for this project 
and others in the DFW area, many of the flooded areas and large NWI 
mapped features associated with Honey Creek, Clemons Creek, and the 
East Fork Trinity River are not wetlands and many of the stream channels 
are deeply incised. These stream reaches occasionally flood out of their 
banks but the water quickly recedes and does not create anerobic soil 
conditions for 14 or more days. Also, flooding takes place more often over 
the winter months and as often during the growing season. 
 
Discussion of permanent vs functional loss impacts and applicable 
mitigation will be added to Section 3.10.1 of the FEIS. A water feature-
specific mitigation trigger table will also be included in support of that 
discussion. Item 3 of the mitigation list will be removed.  
 
At this time, TxDOT intends to implement the US 380 McKinney project 
through a traditional design-bid-build process. 
 
As noted previously, not all properties were accessible at the time the field 
delineations were conducted, and additional rights-of-entry won’t be 
obtained by TxDOT until the ROW is acquired. TxDOT will need to verify that 
access is still granted for the previously accessed properties prior to 
conducting the site visit which could be conducted during final design. 
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limitations and NEPA evaluations. It also provides an efficient and targeted 
review for those entities interested in 404 resources and issues.  
Need and Purpose 
Section 1.4 – For an IP evaluation, the purpose statement on page 1-7 is 
considered to be too general in relation to the proposal needing a permit. It 
appears to portray the overarching objective of the US 380 Collin County 
Feasibility Study (CCFS) as well as the “Study Area” of that effort rather 
than the particular portion of the 380 corridor, between Coit Road and FM 
1827, which is the subject of the DEIS. This issue was generally noted in 
the Corps’ December 16, 2022 comments on the Spur 399 Extension 
DEIS. The CCFS evaluation is a “high-level” effort conducted to “identify a 
recommended corridor and appropriate roadway type” that “would need to 
accommodate the projected east-west travel demand and provide a safe 
and accessible facility to support east-west mobility across Collin County in 
the year 2045 and beyond.” The CCFS addresses broader considerations 
and geographic areas than what the current proposal is focused on. This 
can create incongruities in the application or straight transference of the 
CCFS purpose to the current project in light of the 404(b)(1) guidelines and 
the evaluation of alternatives under an IP. The Corps is unaware of a 
programmatic or broader NEPA document that accompanies the CCFS 
which would allow for tiering (40 CFR 1502.20 and 28) to the current 
proposal. The Corps, for evaluation of the permit action under the 
404(b)(1) guidelines, would define the overall project purpose as “To safely 
accommodate current and projected traffic volumes on US 380 between 
Coit Rd and Farm to Mark (FM) Road 1827.”  While some of the data and 
information in the CCFS would be used to support this definition, its use is 
not an all-embracing acceptance of the CCFS for our permit evaluation 
purposes because the CCFS includes considerations beyond the needs 
associated with the target reach and it was not formulated to ensure 
compliance with the 404(b)(1)s.  
Alternatives 
Section 2.0, page 2-1 – The analysis of alternatives is not adequate to 
address the requirements of the 404(b)(1) guidelines. The CCFS, which the 
DEIS relies upon to identify and reduce initial options to the recommended 
alignments in the DEIS, as well as the screening of alternatives in the DEIS, 
do not contain adequate detail supporting the referenced screens, do not 
specify how alternatives were eliminated in light of said screens, and 
incorporate factors/screens or determinations that do not comport with the 
404(b)(1) guidelines. This prohibits the determination under the 404(b)(1)s 
that the proposed action (Blue Alternative) is the Least Environmentally 
Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA). Additionally, the information 
displayed in the DEIS final alternatives comparison of impacts to waters of 
the US (Figures 2-15 and 3-46) demonstrates that the preferred alternative 
is not the LEDPA. It is noted that comments were not provided on the 
previous information concerning alternatives screening efforts because the 
Corps was anticipating the project would only involve NWPs based on 
statements previously provided to us. It is recommended that to most 
efficiently address the 404(b)(1) screening process to identify the LEDPA is 

TxDOT intends to continue to avoid/minimize impacts to water features by 
bridging such features and floodplains to the extent practicable and 
feasible. 
 
To keep the FEIS-ROD development on schedule, TxDOT will address the 
possible need for a Standard Individual Permit (IP) and provide information 
to support the USACE’s review of the proposed project under Section 
404(b)(1) guidelines during the final design process as design 
modifications could be considered to further refine the Blue Alternative. As 
noted previously, additional properties will need to be accessed and field 
delineations conducted to complete the assessment of project impacts 
along with monitoring of the changing regulatory environment during the 
final design phase. 
 
This McKinney project is one of five projects of independent utility 
identified as part of the Recommended Alignment in the US 380 Collin 
County Feasibility Study (CCFS). No broad or programmatic NEPA 
documentation was prepared for the Recommended Alignment prior to 
TxDOT initiating separate and independent NEPA evaluations for each of 
the five projects. The “Study Area” for the US 380 McKinney project is 
bounded by Coit Road on the west, FM 1827 on the east, the northern 
boundary of Erwin Park on the north, and existing US 380 on the south 
(see definition on page 3-2 of the DEIS). The purpose statement, although 
similar to that of the CCFS, is applicable to this specific US 380 project. 
The needs describe the more specific issues within this Study Area – the 
effects of population growth (with McKinney and Prosper seeing the most 
historic growth) and increasing traffic congestion through McKinney that 
are exacerbated by growth across the county; reduced mobility, primarily 
due to the lack of other east-west regional arterials (US 380 is the only 
arterial across Collin County and traveling through the heart of McKinney); 
and high crash rates along existing US 380 through McKinney caused by 
high traffic congestion. 
 
The CCFS screened more than 100 alignments (most crossing through the 
US 380 McKinney Study Area) to recommend a contiguous alignment 
across Collin County. For the US 380 McKinney project (Coit Road to FM 
1827), alignments previously studied and removed during the CCFS were 
brought back for consideration during the NEPA process with some 
modification as Segments B and C; and other alignments were considered 
in making minor modifications to Segments A, E, and D. TxDOT considered 
more than water features in making the decision to select a preferred 
alternative, including making decisions on where bridged sections are used 
versus earthen embankment to not only avoid/minimize impacts to all type 
of resources but to also provide a balance between impacts and project 
costs. Improving existing US 380 was the initial focus of the CCFS, but 
because of numerous constraints along the section through McKinney and 
the resulting impacts of considering an 8-lane freeway and frontage roads 
between Coit Road and FM 1827 that would remove more than 200 
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to focus on impacts to waters of the US rather than practicability screening, 
starting with the original universe of options in the CCFS and continuing 
through the DEIS options (Figure 2-1). The attached white paper outlines 
the evaluation process and the ability to consider either prong (waters 
impacts OR practicability) in the screening of options. It is noted that 
practicability screens and determinations do not include factors such as 
economics (compared to costs) and noise. Statements such as “best meet” 
are also problematic in satisfying the LEDPA analysis in determining 
practicability. Additionally, many of the factors listed in Figure 2-13 also do 
not affect the practicability of alternatives or the Least Environmentally 
Damaging requirement. Lastly, if effects/impacts to other natural resource 
factors are proposed to be used as part of the alternatives analysis for 
404(b)(1) compliance, those can be effective if they rise to the level of 
significance and are applied and considered normally after the 
identification of the LEDPA. A couple of examples of statements in the 
CCFS that lack adequate support or detail include:• For the “Initial 
Alignments” in section 5.1, there is no specific information included to 
support the reduction in options. Just a bulletized list exists and a 
statement relative to the options “did not address the problems identified 
in Section 3.0 if they were deemed too negatively impactful.”• For the 
“Viable Alignments” and their refinement (Sections 5.2 and 5.3), specific 
information is needed based on the TDM runs (section 5.1.1 - Figure 5-2) 
as well as the “Other Analysis” (section 5.1.1.1) efforts. The results of the 
modeling with an explanation of the distances away from the existing 
alignment that were determined to be “too far” needs to be included. How 
did each alignment address any established screening criteria to 
determine they were not practicable or resulted in greater or comparable 
impacts to water features? It is re-emphasized that for the purposes of the 
404(b)(1) analysis, if an alternative is practicable in light of the overall 
project purpose, then it needs to be carried forward in the evaluation, 
unless it would have greater impacts to waters of the United States. This 
requirement of evaluating options in light of the overall project purpose 
creates some concern relative to the difference in the purposes between 
the CCFS and the current project as alluded to in the previous comments 
concerning Need and Purpose. It is recommended for the 404(b)(1) 
analysis that the options contained in the CCFS be evaluated in light of the 
more general CCFS purpose (as supported by the objective of that 
document) and then those remaining alternatives carried from the CCFS 
screening be evaluated in light of the more refined purpose identified 
above for the Coit Rd – FM 1827 overall purpose. Section 2.3.2, page 2-
32, top of page (Figure 3-43, page 3-133, and other locations in the DEIS) 
– If an IP is required for the project, references to NWP 14 should be 
scrubbed from the document and appendices. Section 2.4, page 2-38 
states: The Blue Alternative (A+E+C) is recommended as the Preferred 
Alternative and has been developed to a higher level of detail than the 
other reasonable alternatives to facilitate the development of mitigation 
measures and concurrent compliance with other applicable laws. Please 
describe how and where the impacts of the preferred alternative were 

businesses and 40 residences, new location alignments were focused on 
around McKinney in the CCSF. For these reasons, improving existing US 
380 between Coit Road and FM 1827 was not studied further and 
removed from consideration in the DEIS.  
 
TxDOT does not anticipate the need for a Standard Individual Permit (IP). 
As noted previously, additional field delineations need to be completed 
once TxDOT has acquired the ROW, final design is anticipated to take at 
least two years through which minor modifications could be made to the 
design that could further minimize or avoid impacts to potentially 
jurisdictional water features, and TxDOT will continue to monitor the 
regulatory changes to determine the best path forward. If during final 
design it is determined that an IP is needed, compliance with EPA’s Section 
404(b)(1) Guidelines would be confirmed prior to submittal of the 
Individual Standard Permit. 
 
Under each section of the DEIS, the “Preferred Alternative” description 
indicates additional details and findings specific to the Blue Alternative. 
The FEIS will capture additional analyses and refined impacts for the Blue 
Alternative reflecting the iterative process of developing further design 
details (additional ROW needs and design changes) as will be depicted in 
the 95% Schematic. The discrepancy between the values presented on 
page 3-84 for the Blue Alternative (and in Figure 2-15 Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix, page 2-36 of the DEIS), is that the wetland feature 
types have been summed to present the permanent and temporary impact 
totals, instead of by water feature type. Figure 3-46 in the FEIS will be 
revised to sum the permanent and temporary impacts for each water 
feature type group (e.g., streams, wetlands, ponds).  
 
Changes to impacts due to alignment shifts or incorporation of different 
design would be described in the FEIS for the Blue (Preferred) Alternative. 
 
TxDOT places the responsibility on the contractor to select, evaluate, and 
obtain appropriate clearances and permits for borrow/source material 
sites. If additional cultural resources or water feature surveys are needed 
for such sites, TxDOT will coordinate the completion of those with the 
contractor. 
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refined in contrast to the other options. Impacts are shown in Figures 2-15, 
3-46 and a Table in Appendix N. Page 3-133 states that an initial impact 
assessment was completed and refers to the Table in Appendix N. (It is 
noted that page 3-84 lists impacts to water features and refers to Figure 3-
46 yet the numbers in the text do not match what is in the Figure. This 
figure cites the Impact Table in Appendix N but has higher totals than what 
is in Figure 2-15). Impact totals in Figure 2-15 are lower than those 
reflected in Figure 3-46 which indicates that all alternatives may have been 
refined. However, that does not comport with the above statement on page 
2-38. Please specifically identify in the DEIS what the additional refinement 
of the Blue Alternative involved, where in relation to the alternatives 
analysis the refinement occurred, and what the total impacts are 
anticipated to be. It is urged that a compilation table of the impacts to 
waters were at the varying levels of analysis be provided rather than having 
to look at 3 locations in the EIS with differing totals. It is important for the 
alternatives analysis screening process, based on impacts to waters, to 
use the same methods and degrees of refinement at each level and that 
consideration of more refined data not be utilized at coarser level screens. 
It also noted that based on the summary numbers in Figures 2-15 and/or 
3-46, the preferred alternative is not the LEDPA.  
Impacts, Mitigation and Other Items 
Please provide a refined description as to how the acreage and linear feet 
of impacts to wetlands and waters were calculated and what activities are 
involved in the assessment. This also needs to be accomplished for the 
classification of the impacts being temporary vs. permanent for each 
feature as reflected in Figures 2-15 and 3-46 and broken out in Appendix 
N. Areas of permanent vs. temporary effects should be shown on plans 
that have been provided and thoroughly described. Any avoidance and 
minimization actions taken with the alignments also need to be detailed. 
As described in the DEIS, the identification of waters was accomplished in 
the environmental footprint with a narrower Project Area/ROW. Therefore, 
alignment shifts, incorporation of differing project designs, and other 
actions taken to reduce impacts in relation to specific impact areas and 
water feature polygons need to be described (similar to what is described 
at the top of page 2-32). 
Page 1-135. The listing of mitigation being required for various reasons 
needs to be deleted from the DEIS if an IP is required and reference to the 
mitigation rule (33 CFR 332 and 40 CFR 230.90 thru 98) added. If the 
project qualifies for NWP coverage then the listing should remain except for 
item 3) which needs to be removed. There is no numerical limitation set 
relative to a minimum acreage level for mitigation. Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) Compliance – The Corps fully 
recognizes TxDOT as the lead Federal agency to ensure compliance with 
this statutory responsibility. Due to current personnel limitations and 
workload, the DEIS for this specific resource area has not been reviewed 
relative to this statutory responsibility. It is our intention to defer as much 
as possible to the efforts of TxDOT. No comments are provided relative to 
information concerning the Endangered Species Act (ESA) contained in the 



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

DEIS. 
The DEIS does not identify or include the source area for materials 
associated with the project. This is a required item associated with a 
permit application as required at 33 CFR 325.1(d) which states:• All 
activities which the applicant plans to undertake which are reasonably 
related to the same project and for which a DA permit would be required 
should be included in the same permit application.• If the activity would 
include the discharge of dredged or fill material into the waters of the 
United States or the transportation of dredged material for the purpose of 
disposing of it in ocean waters the application must include the source of 
the material. Source material sites can involve ESA and Section 106 of the 
NHPA compliance responsibilities as well as other requirements. Because 
TxDOT is the lead agency for the project and applicable statutes, the Corps 
wants to avoid having to potentially undertake workload for such 
responsibilities. It is recommended that a proposed source area be 
identified and evaluated in the DEIS. If the source site location changes as 
the project develops then such changes can be addressed by the lead 
agency. The Corps appreciates the opportunity provide comments on the 
DEIS, please contact me if there are questions concerning these comments 
and the 404 regulatory process. 
Chandler J. Peter 
Regulatory Technical Specialist 
Regulatory Division, Fort Worth District 
817-886-1736 

2153  2/25/2023 VA Hansen Online 

I support the Preferred Alignment (A+E+C) chosen by TxDOT. Two slides 
captured the specifics very well: 
* Least amount of new ROW 
* Not displace community facilities 
* Least impactful on floodplains 
* Lower potential impacts to planned future residential homes 
* Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction 
west of Custer Road 
* Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment 
* Avoids impact to ManeGait property 
* Meets the project purpose and need 
TxDOT also acknowledges that Segment B conflicts with the land use and 
thoroughfare plans of Prosper. Maintaining 380 on the current location 
through Prosper is the appropriate course of action, as Prosper has been 
very diligent and specific with their thoroughfare planning for 380 
expansion through town, and has proper setbacks for most of the 
alignment. The numerous developments west of Custer should not be 
needlessly destroyed/impacted by Segment B. 
     

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  

2154  4/20/2023 Val M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A, Yes to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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2155  3/9/2023 Val Potash Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from Mail for Windows 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

2156  3/7/2023 
Valerie 

McClintock 
Email 

Stephen, 
I'm a resident of Stonebridge and I strongly oppose the construction of 
segment A. The correct decision would be to use Segment B, which is 
cheaper and will lessen the tax burden for McKinney residents. Segment B 
would also destroy less businesses and homes! I STRONGLY urge you to 
implement Segment B. Thank you, 
Valerie McClintock 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

2157  2/24/2023 Valerie Potash Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, Texas, I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Valerie Potash 
Sent from my iPad 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

2158  3/7/2023 Valerie Potash Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. PLEASE!!!  You 
personally will not be affected, WE WILL!!!! Regards, 
Valerie Potash 
Sent from my iPhone 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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2159  2/17/2023 Valinda Bruce Online 

I totally opposed the recommended section C of the proposed route.  It will 
destroy many more homes, farms, ranches and businesses not to mention 
destroying more forest and wetland.  The alternative D had very little to no 
public opposition and utilizes mostly flood plain and farm land making it 
much less disruptive to the community.  While D might cost more to build, 
it disrupts far fewer humans and less irreplaceable forest land.  Please 
choose people over dollars!! 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. Public input is an important factor but it is not the only factor that 
TxDOT must consider under NEPA. There are multiple reasons why TxDOT 
has identified the Blue Alternative (Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative.  This reasoning is detailed in Section 2.4 of the DEIS.  
 
According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D (with the 
Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 businesses, 
while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would potentially 
displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace seven 
residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 residences. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  

2160  4/20/2023 Vanessa B 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A, YES to segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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2161  2/24/2023 Vanessa Beattie Email 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted.  

2162  4/3/2023 Vanessa Beattie 
Written Comment 

Form 

to txDot: 
WHY SPEND MORE MONEY, DiSRUPt LiFE QUALitY OF MORE 
HOUSEOWNERS AND DEStROY MORE BUSiNESSES WHEN OPtiON B iS tHE 
MOSt EFFiCiENt OPtiON. I SAY NO to OPtioN A! BE A GOOD StWARD OF 
WHAT HAS BEEN ENTRUSTED YOU. YOU KNOW OPtiON A MAKES NO 
SENSE.  
VANESSA BEATTiE 
VANESSAMBEATTiE@GMAiL.Com 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. According to Section 
3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, Segment A potentially 
displaces two residences and Segment B would potentially displace four 
residences. Segment A would potentially displace 14 businesses and 
Segment B would potentially displace none. Detailed information can be 
found in the DEIS document and multiple appendices posted at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. An EIS is a multi-year 
environmental review process, guided by State and Federal requirements, 
that provides the most rigorous analysis conducted by TxDOT of proposed 
alternatives and their environmental impacts.  

2163  3/16/2023 Vanessa Beattie 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

2164  2/25/2023 Vanessa Walls Online 

I am very much in favor of the Blue Line option.   Your comment and support of the project is noted.  
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2165  3/31/2023 Varnika Email 

Dear Texas Department of Transportation, McKinney, and Prosper, 
I am writing to express my concerns about the proposed 380 Bypass 
highway project, specifically the portion that will span the cities of 
McKinney and Prosper known as route A and Route B. While I understand 
that the purpose of this project is to manage congestion, improve traffic 
flow, and enhance safety, I would like to bring to your attention the issues 
with Plan A and the advantages of Plan B. As it currently stands, Plan A 
would require the highway to go through just one city, resulting in a higher 
expense to the taxpayers and would not bypass as much of the major 
roadway. This plan would force the road to run from north to south, which 
is not optimal for relieving traffic from east to west. Furthermore, Plan A 
would cut off the entire community of Tucker Hill from the city and displace 
more residences, which would have a significant impact on the community 
and environment. In contrast, Plan B would mostly go through McKinney 
and run through Plano for about a mile. Plan B would bypass highway 380, 
avoid cutting off the entire community of Tucker Hill from the city, and 
displace only a minimal number of residences, a horse farm, and some 
planned communities. Plan B is the most cost-effective plan and better 
meets the need for bypassing highway 380, improving east-west traffic 
flow, and enhancing safety. Plan B would also have less of an impact on 
the community and environment compared to Plan A. It is concerning to 
hear that special interests in Prosper are putting pressure on the 
government to build the more expensive and inefficient highway, despite 
the fact that its residents will also benefit from the bypass. It is unethical 
for Prosper to insist that it does not bear any land annexation when its 
residents will enjoy traffic relief as well. As taxpayers and residents, we 
must look at the long-term benefits and costs of each plan. Plan B is the 
best option as it is more cost-effective and better meets the need for 
bypassing highway 380, improving east-west traffic flow, and enhancing 
safety. We must consider the impact that the project will have on the 
community and the environment for decades to come. 
Therefore, I urge the Texas Department of Transportation, McKinney, and 
Prosper to build Plan B. Furthermore, I suggest that if the taxpayers of 
Prosper want to build a more expensive roadway to their advantage, then 
their taxpayers should bear the expense. This is a fair and just approach 
that ensures that each city bears the cost of their respective projects. 
Thank you for taking the time to consider my concerns. I look forward to 
hearing back from you on this important matter. Sincerely, 
Varnika 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, 
indicates that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of 
managing congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety.  
 
According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, 
Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B would 
potentially displace four residences. Segment A also results in fewer 
impacts to planned future residential homes.  
-Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west 
of Custer Road  
-Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment 
-Avoids impact to ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the 
subject of substantial public concern  
-Requires acquisition of less ROW than Segment B  
 
While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during 
its decision-making process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through 
a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input from the public, 
municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue 
Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 
Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 
stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  

2166  4/20/2023 Vee G 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Yes to B Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  
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2167  2/21/2023 Vee Miller Email 

I do not support plan C of the 380 bypass.  It’s ridiculous. Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted.  

2168  1/20/2023 
Venkata 
Amilineni 

Email 

Hello, 
I own 2 homes in the area: 
600 Falcon, Prosper ( Lakes of La Cima) 
12005 Beckton, McKinney ( Prestwyck community) Please let me know if 
these homes are likely to be displaced by the proposed construction. 
Thanks 
Venkata Amilineni 
Janakivallabh, LLC 
 
  

Email response from TxDOT on 1/20/2023: 
 
They are not in the proposed right of way. They will not be displaced as 
shown. 

2169  2/22/2023 
Venkata Nitin 

Chilukuri 
Online 

Need for the Sound barriers at the junction of Roll 4 and Roll 5 as these 
are very close to the residences that are existing with little children's. There 
is a need for barriers such as the fences  at the junction of Roll 4 and roll 5 
to prevent crime and illegal foot traffic and secure the existing residences 
that are currently habituated.  
The introduction of the freeway also brings in lot of inconvenience to the 
current residents as it becomes difficult to get in and get out of the 
community. There is a substantial increase in the noise level as the closer 
proximity of the freeway will bring more vehicular traffic and the engines 
roar shall disturb the residents.  

Your comment and concern about traffic noise is noted. A traffic noise 
analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA)–approved) Guidelines for Analysis and Abatement 
of Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise. Existing sound level 
measurements were collected at noise-sensitive areas, and noise modeling 
software was used to predict what noise levels could be expected in 2050. 
In areas where a noise impact was projected to occur, noise barriers were 
evaluated for feasibility and reasonableness. TxDOT's evaluation shows the 
Heatherwood neighborhood currently has a brick privacy wall or barrier of 
some type that would reduce noise, therefore making the area unable to 
meet feasibility and reasonableness requirements.  
 
During the next phase of project development, TxDOT will develop a 
detailed traffic control plan before construction to minimize traffic 
disruption and outline how access will be maintained during and after 
construction completion.    

2170  4/20/2023 Veronica D 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No on Segment A It will destroy and ruin hundreds of businesses and 
communities. A fat NO. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

2171  4/20/2023 Veronica K 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I vote No to A. Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
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2172  4/20/2023 Vicki F 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Our Neighborshoods will be filled with Noise & Congestion due to Plan A 
…Plan B is the lesser of 2 evils!!!! We happened to like the country 
environment when we bought our home!! All that is lost with a Major 
freeway running thru our neighborhood!!!! Plus the animals needlessly 
killed from All the Major Construction!!!!!!!! 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

2173  4/20/2023 Vicki P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

2174  4/20/2023 Vicki S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

dropping down at Segment A still leaves much of 380 with congestion. It 
seems to make more sense to extend the re-entry down further. Segment B 
just makes more sense. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

2175  3/6/2023 Vicki Yue Email 

Hi Stephen, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Vicki Yue 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

2176  4/20/2023 Victor D 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

YES to Segment B only Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

2177  3/28/2023 Victoria Gorpin Email 

Senator Paxton, Representative Leach, and Mr. Endres: 
I strongly oppose Segment C and support Segment D due to the lower 
environmental impact and less homes, businesses, and community 
services affected. Thank you,  
Victoria Gorpin  

Your comment, opposition of Segment C, and support of Segment D is 
noted.  
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2178  3/15/2023 Victoria Kleckner Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Victoria Kleckner 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

2179  3/8/2023 Virgil Renz Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Best Regards, 
Virgil Renz 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

2180  3/7/2023 
Virginia Ann 

Dover 
Email 

To TxDOT: 
NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Please consider 
this option over Segment A.  Segment A will destroy more businesses, cost 
many millions more to build, and cause greater disruption.  Thank you for 
your time. Sincerely, 
Virginia Ann Dover 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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2181  4/19/2023 W W Online 

Thank you for receiving comments. As a concerned citizen for our local 
community in Prosper, I believe the blue route proposal to be best. Projects 
to keep traffic flow optimum have been done over the years in Prosper with 
the most recent being the widening of Custer. It’s time for McKinney to own 
their poor planning and support the 380 traffic congestion that occurs in 
McKinney. This could and should have been a consideration prior to 
allowing the multiple businesses to open that constrict lane expansion. Let 
them enjoy the tax dollars AND the blue route. I would hate to see areas, 
such as Mane Gait, disrupted because of the considered alternatives. 
Thank you. 

Your comment and support of the project is noted.  

2182  3/7/2023 
Walt and Cheryl 

True 
Email 

As a homeowner and citizens of McKinney, TX for the last 20 years, I 
strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass 
from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an 
existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on 
McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in 
less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and 
thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to 
implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from 
Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Walt & Cheryl True 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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2183  4/18/2023 
Walt and Jenny 

Boyko 
Email 

Mr. Enders, 
My wife and I are in our mid-70’s and live in Tucker Hill and are very 
concerned about the 380 bypass and the impact it will have on our golden 
years of retirement. We both feel that Segment B would have been the best 
choice for our front porch community and the least disruptive. The 
meetings we’ve attended left us with more questions than answers. How 
can Tx Dot with a clear conscience justify spending $150 million more for 
option A when our country’s in debt up tp their ears??? Our concerns are in 
regard to the Noise Pollutants study which we feel are inadequate since 
we’ll be 900 feet from the bypass. Also, our safety coming to and from our 
home during the construction period is of the most importance. We ask 
that you please reconsider the decision you’ve made in selecting Option A. 
Regards, 
Walt and Jenny Boyko 
7309 Stanhope st. 
McKinney, Texas 
75071 
Sent from my iPad 

Your comment and support of Segment B is noted. The preliminary cost 
estimate for each segment is one of the many factors TxDOT considered 
when determining the Preferred Alternative, as shown in Figure 2-13 of the 
DEIS. As final design continues, cost estimates will be updated, and will 
factor in the costs of right-of-way acquisition. Impacts to future 
developments will also be re-evaluated. It is important to note that these 
costs are high-level estimates, using the information available now.  
 
Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles 
per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air 
quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is 
consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 
State Implementation Plan (SIP), the North Central Texas Council of 
Governments (NCTCOG) Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). TxDOT modeled carbon 
monoxide concentrations (CO TAQA) and none of the modeled 
concentrations exceeded the Environmental Protection Agency's 1-hour or 
8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. TxDOT 
performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis. The total 
MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43% by 2050 
due to higher combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification 
of the US fleet. More information about the air quality analysis that was 
conducted can be found in the DEIS document in Section 3.12.  

2184  3/16/2023 Wanye Wells 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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2185  3/16/2023 Warren Chase 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

2186  2/6/2023 Warren Nelson 
Segment C 

Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
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The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

2187  3/6/2023 Wayne Browder Comment Form 

Public Hearing - US 380 from Coit Rd. to FM 1827 
Concern - routing of Segment C vs D in Area 3 of of from Hwy 5 to FM 1827 
connection on East side reconnection to Hwy 380 
Comments: 
1. Has anyone in the TxDot considered the tremendous traffic on Hwy 380 
East of this proposed connection at FM 1827. To correct the problem with 
Hwy 380 traffic flow; this area from McKinney to Princeton would neexcd to 
be addressed. Your plan does not correct this growing concern. 
2. As to your choice between proposed segment C or D for the routing from 
HWY 380 to Hwy 5. It is obvious that segment D would be the better choice 
when consideration of affected homes & businesses is considered. By your 
own map (page 3 defining propsed routes) 60+ homes and businesses 
would be impacted on segment C: where as 15 would be affected on 
segment D. 
3. In addition, selecting segment C would require rerouting of water and 
Utility service this many homes & businesses. 
4. Apparently, by the map (page 3) there has not be made any provisions 
for the proposed Wilmeth Rd extension to East from its present ending at 
Hwy 5 from the West. 
5. Routing by segment D would also alleviate the traffic concerns better 
with the proposed new McKinney airport entrance from the North that to 
use segment C. All of these factors should be considered, not just what 
would be the least cost initially. 
Wayne Browder 

Your comment, opposition of Segment C and support of Segment D is 
noted. TxDOT is also conducting a schematic design and environmental 
study for US 380 in Princeton. Routes being considered include a new 
location freeway to the north of Princeton. More information about that 
project can be found at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/projects/us-
highways/us-380-from-fm-1827-to-cr-560-princeton-area.  
 
According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D (with the 
Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 businesses, 
while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would potentially 
displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace seven 
residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 residences.  
 
All segments and alternatives considered by TxDOT would impact utilities.  
 
TxDOT has been coordinating regularly with the City of McKinney on 
connections to local existing and future roadways and plans for the 
McKinney National Airport.  
 
Cost is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during its decision-
making process. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative (comprised of 
Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the 
technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly 
reviewing evaluation matrices.  
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2188  3/16/2023 Wayne De Villers 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

2189  4/20/2023 Wayne G 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

From point a to b on segment B is shorter than than A Also not as sharp of 
a curve for safety reasons . So to me this is a no brainer looking at it from 
an engineering aspect. COST, SAFETY, and consideration for the people 
and businesses it will hurt. NO TO A. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. The traffic and safety 
analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates that the Preferred 
Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing congestion, improving 
east-west mobility, and improving safety. If constructed, the project would 
adhere to current design standards and address existing deficiencies in the 
system where feasible. The freeway design eliminates direct access to the 
mainlanes from driveways and other roadways, and opportunities for left 
turns or U-turns will only be available at signalized intersections on cross 
streets, thereby reducing the number of conflict points. 

2190  4/3/2023 Wayne Wells 
Written Comment 

Form 

I support option "B" 
Wayne Wells 
204 Riviera Drive 
McKinney 75072 

Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

2191  3/7/2023 Wendell Gilbert Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sent from my iPad 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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2192  4/20/2023 Wendell M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Please do not crowed the 380/stone bridge drive areas any further. Move 
the loop west on 380 toward prosper area and develop around that area. 
Huge highways in stone bridge area is not a wise idea. 

Your comment is noted.  

2193  2/25/2023 Wendy Correa Email 

Good evening,   
I would like to voice my strong opposition to Segment A, and adamant YES 
for segment B. I am a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, Texas. Please 
consider the below comments: 
I strongly oppose construction of segment A because it will cost taxpayers 
$98.8 MILLION more and impact 57% more natural wetlands and wildlife. 
Also, there will be negative impacts on the Tucker Hill, Stonebridge Ranch, 
and Ridgecrest neighborhoods.  
I STRONGLY support segment B in the blue alternative because it will 
require 73% fewer businesses and residential displacements and avoids 
reconstruction of the 380 & Custer intersection.  
My neighbor has an entrance/exit on 380 and I work in McKinney. I drive 
380 multiple times every single day. I understand the need for an 
alternative due to congestion, traffic, and overall growth. However, it is 
common sense based on the numbers that segment B is the most 
appropriate choice. Numbers never lie and the costs and impact of 
segment A far outweigh its benefit. Please choose segment B. Thank you, 
Wendy Correa 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any subdivisions. 

2194  4/19/2023 Wendy Dickerson Email 

To whom it may concern: 
I have lived in McKinney since 1992 and I have seen an amazing amount 
of change and growth to our city. Some of it has been beneficial, some not. 
Four years ago my husband and I moved to Tucker Hill. We fell in love with 
the charm and peacefulness that this neighborhood provided. We have 
grown to love this community and its uniqueness. I am incredibly 
concerned about the possibility of 380 segment A going forward. I truly feel 
that it will be a detriment to the living experience within my neighborhood. I 
live in the part of Tucker Hill that is close to 380. I am very worried about 
the increased noise pollution that will result with a highway of this size, 
even if the lanes are sunken. What is TXDOT prepared to do to make sure 
that our neighborhood is not affected at all by highway noise? Will you be 
installing some type of sound barrier? Is it true that segment A would 
completely cut our neighborhood off from the rest of McKinney? 
  
Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 

Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. TxDOT continues to 
evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several areas, including 
Tucker Hill. It is important to note that TxDOT is already proposing 
mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by depressing the mainlanes 
between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods to 
decrease traffic noise and visual barriers.  
 
The design for the Preferred Alternative still allows for multiple ways to 
access areas to the east in the City of McKinney.  
 
Full comment and response can be found in Section A2 of the Public 
Hearing Summary. 
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2195  3/16/2023 Wendy Hoffman 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

2196  4/20/2023 Wendy P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

II am against segment A for the US 380 Proposed Route and for Segment 
B. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

2197  4/20/2023 Wendy P 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to segment A and yes to Segment B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

2198  3/8/2023 Wendy Perrott Email 

Mr. Endres, 
I'm a homeowner in Mckinney, TX and I strongly oppose the construction of 
Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Rd. to FM 1827. I do support 
the TXDOT existing option, Segment B, which will result in less overall 
disruption to the 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 
others in McKinney. Segment B will cost less and reduce my city tax 
burden. Please implement Segment B for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 
Road to FM 1827. Thank you, 
Wendy Perrott 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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2199  3/16/2023 Wendy Tabraham 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

2200  4/20/2023 Wes C 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to Segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

2201  2/6/2023 
White Horse 
Ranch, LLC 

Segment C 
Petition 

Petition from residents and businesses in opposition of Segment C - TxDOT 
US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives 
Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternative) 
2. Why do you support Segment D? 
I agree that Segment D is the best option for the community for the 
following reasons:  
 - it affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than 
other alternatives 
 - it protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other 
environmental and ecological assets 
 - it avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued 
by the community 
 - it better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily 
traffic, offering shorter travel times, and providing faster travel speeds than 
other alternatives.  

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences. In order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT 
used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially 
acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, 
residence type and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or 
covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count. 
Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed 
ROW physically intersects the existing structure.  
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. 
 
Based on TxDOT's evaluation, no community facilities would be displaced 
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by either Segment C or D.  Additionally, new right-of-way would not be 
acquired from any community facility either. More details about community 
facilities can be found in Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community 
facilities are defined as a physical feature provided – either by the 
municipality as a public service or by a private entity – within the 
community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, 
community centers, post office, library, etc.).  
 
The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources including 
any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-eligible 
structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including Section 
4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be affected by 
the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More information 
about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the DEIS. 
 
Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis.  

2202  3/7/2023 Whitney Carrillo Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX, I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Thank you for 
your time.  
Whitney Carrillo  

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

2203  4/20/2023 Whitney K 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

As a citizen of McKinney, TX., living in the Kensington subdivision of 
Stonebridge Ranch, I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for 
the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Segment A directly 
impacts me, my family, and my neighborhood in a negative way. 
Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that 
will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer 
businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 
Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. In addition, 
\"segment A alternate design\" will more NEGATIVELY IMPACT MY 
COMMUNITY and the Tucker Hill community as the alternate design puts 
the bypass closer to both communities, which will cause greater noise, 
construction debris, traffic delays, and decrease the safety in my 
subdivision. Please consider the THOUSANDS OF CURRENT RESIDENTS 
and tax payers in these communities that will be NEGATIVELY IMPACTED as 
opposed to giving the benefit to an upcoming apartment complex that has 
yet to be built in the path of the current proposed 380 segment A plans. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
 
The Segment A shift that was presented as a possible alternative design at 
the Public Hearing did not shift the proposed right-of-way for the freeway 
along the existing US 380 to the south of Tucker Hill. The freeway proposed 
right-of-way was shifted on the curve on the east side of Tucker Hill by 
approximately zero to 115 feet to the north and west. This is approximately 
a minimum of 800 feet from any Tucker Hill residence. 
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2204  3/9/2023 Whitney Vaughn Email 

Hello, 
I know all of you have many important affairs to attend to, so I will keep 
this brief and greatly appreciate you taking time to consider the following. I 
keep my horse at Tara Royal, one of the business that will be affected by 
Segment C of the US 380 Bypass NE McKinney. Segment C will adversely 
affect the serenity and safety of the 40+ horse owners that keep their 
horses at Tara Royal, as well as the horses. Loud noises from construction 
and the increased traffic create a huge safety risk while riding a horse, not 
to mention the added pollution and disruption of attempting to visit our 
horses. It is one of the last boarding barns in all of North Texas that has the 
amount of pasture turnout for horses that they do. Pasture turnout is 
integral to a horse's physical and mental health, keeping a horse in a 
12x12 stall all the time is not fair to them. Most of us already drive from 
quite far away to have a peaceful, safe, and healthy place for our horses, a 
place where they can enjoy time in the pasture and not stuck in a stall. 
Even the McKinney Mounted Patrol keeps their horses at Tara Royal and 
we should all be concerned about the safety of those officers and their 
horses that perform an important, integral civic duty. Please don't take our 
peace and safety away. Please don't affect the health and safety of so 
many animals, horses and wildlife. Please consider Segment D. Not just for 
all of us at Tara Royal, not just for the horses, but also because: 
•    C severely damages one of the largest remaining forests in central 
Collin County 
•    C destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodlands and 141% more 
acres of grassland and prairie. 
•    C disturbs the wetland that serve as refuge for wildlife, including 
beavers, river otters, turtles, migratory and non-migratory water and forest 
birds, frogs, etc. 
•    C eliminates a large area of suitable habitat for endangered/ 
threatened species. 
•    C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife (prefers Segment D). 
•    C affects and displaces 383% more homes (29 vs. 6), 300% more 
businesses (16 vs. 4), and more community resources. 
Thank you kindly for your time and consideration. 
Whitney Vaughn 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. During the next phase of project development, TxDOT will break the 
project into different construction projects. Each construction project will 
also develop a detailed traffic control plan or construction phasing plan 
before construction to minimize traffic disruption and outline how access 
will be maintained during construction. TxDOT will continue to work with 
adjacent property owners and stakeholders through final design to 
minimize impacts to adjacent properties and neighborhoods, as feasible. 
More information about construction phase impacts can be found in 
Section 3.17 of the DEIS.  
 
According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D (with the 
Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 businesses, 
while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would potentially 
displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace seven 
residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 residences. In 
order to determine the number of displacements, TxDOT used Collin County 
Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each potentially acquired parcel 
and anticipated displacement to determine the address, residence type 
and appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or covered parking 
structures are not included in the displacement count. Buildings are 
considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed ROW 
physically intersects the existing structure. Based on TxDOT's evaluation, 
no community facilities would be displaced by either Segment C or D.  
Additionally, new right-of-way would not be acquired from any community 
facility either. More details about community facilities can be found in 
Section 3.4 of Appendix K in the DEIS. Community facilities are defined as 
a physical feature provided – either by the municipality as a public service 
or by a private entity – within the community for the benefit of the public 
(e.g., schools, places of worship, community centers, post office, library, 
etc.). The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed action on cultural 
resources within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources 
including any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or NRHP-
eligible structures, landscapes, districts, or archeological sites, including 
Section 4(f) properties. No NRHP-eligible historic resources would be 
affected by the Blue Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, and C). More 
information about cultural resources can be found in Section 3.8 of the 
DEIS. 
 
Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C 
would impact more jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies 
and grasslands. Segment D would impact more floodplain and regulatory 
floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity 
River floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third 
of the acreage of floodplain and regulatory floodway impacted by Segment 
D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use bridges to 
span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, 
including bridge bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and 
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the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway alignment outside of the 
mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would 
require fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing 
anticipated construction costs. As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, 
the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact approximately 
589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, 
floodplain/riparian forest and herbaceous habitats, native 
invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau woodlands/savanna 
grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 
data. The Purple Alternative (including Segment D) would impact 
approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including 
Segment C) would impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and 
upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the proposed ROW not 
in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  
 
TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 
2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies that can 
be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/300-02-
gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as 
provide TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on impacts 
to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest, grassland habitat, and fish and 
wildlife species.  TPWD comments have been considered and, in fact, the 
impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things 
TxDOT had to consider when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, 
the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason behind the 
Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation 
strategies such as the construction of bridges and elevated road sections 
to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the clearing of vegetation from 
streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill 
material in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation 
credits from stream and wetland banks within service area as mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the US and wetlands.   

2205  3/7/2023 Will Huffman Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Thank you, 
Will Huffman 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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2206  3/31/2023 
William and 
Judith Shutt 

Email 

As homeowners and citizens of McKinney, TX, we STRONGLY OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore we understand that TxDOT has an existing option, 
Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney 
residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and reduce overall 
disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 
citizens throughout McKinney. We strongly urge you to implement Segment 
B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Sincerely, 
William and Judith Shutt 
6509 Spring Wagon Drive 
McKinney TX 75071 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

2207  2/17/2023 William Campbell Online 

Build the North Collin County Bypass NOW and scale back this Proposal to 
needed improvements to 380 and avoid the serious impact to Residents 
and Businesses along the proposed route.  We do not need an 8 lane 
Interstate style Highway feet from family homes in established 
communities. Many of the commercial and private vehicles on this road 
use 380 as a primary route East and West between I-35 in Denton and I20 
near Greenville. The future proposed Northern Collin County bypass similar 
to 121 is the best solution now rather than this proposal.  Many currently 
drive miles to reach the Dallas North Tollway to avoid congestion on local 
roads when driving North or South to or from Frisco, Plano, and Dallas    
Thus the argument that drivers will not drive a few miles out of their way to 
use a dedicated Bypass with no traffic lights and local congestion falls flat. 
Unfortunately in this proposal everyone loses and Taxpayers are only left 
with a Political or Legal solution. 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted. The traffic and safety 
analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates that the Preferred 
Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing congestion, improving 
east-west mobility, and improving safety. More information about the 
purpose and need for the project is available in Section 1.0 of the DEIS 
starting on page 1-1.  
 
Our analysis also shows us that even if all the planned roadways in Collin 
County, including the Outer Loop, are built, existing US 380 will continue to 
experience a failing level of service in the future. The regional model shows 
that both east to west freeways are needed to relieve congestion. 

2208  2/21/2023 William Dauria Online 

no c affects more people and farm land  Your comment and opposition of Segment C is noted.  

2209  4/20/2023 William E 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

no to segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

2210  4/3/2023 William E. Gross Email 

Dear Mr. Andres, 
I have reviewed your Draft Environmental Impact Statement for US 380 
from Coit Road to FM 1827 dated December 2022. This is a very thorough 
and well documented engineering thesis on the study of the various 
alignment alternatives that were considered! You have chosen the Blue 
Alignment as your Preferred Route. After reviewing your detailed report and 
all of the Alternatives that you discussed and after examining your 
Alternative Comparison Matrix, I have come to the conclusion that the 
Brown Alignment is the best alignment that you have discussed. My 
reasons for choosing the Brown Alignment are as follows: 
• It is the lowest cost. 
• It is the shortest length of roadway to build. 
• By my count, your Alternative Comparison Matrix shows that the Brown 
Alignment scores better than the Blue Alignment 19 times.  Whereas, the 

Your comment, support of the Brown Alternative, and opposition of the 
Blue Alternative is noted.  While public input is one of the many factors 
considered by TxDOT during its decision-making process, a Preferred 
Alternative is not selected through a voting process, nor is it selected solely 
based on input from the public, municipal or agency leaders, or elected 
officials. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, 
and C) as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, 
considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing 
evaluation matrices.  
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Blue Alignment only scores better than the Brown Alignment 9 times. 
• The Blue Alignment displaces 35 established businesses as opposed to 
the 21 business displacements by the Brown Alignment. 
• The Brown Alignment provides a much smoother alignment for traffic 
flow than does the Blue Alignment which contains  2 ‘doglegs’. 
Regarding your comments that the Blue Alignment had more public 
support at the last Town Hall meetings, I offer the following observations.  
The Prosper Town Council has been vehemently opposed to any US 380 
Alignment - from the very beginning - that did not stay along the existing US 
380 route.  Prosper’s attitude is “not in my backyard!”  Prosper certainly 
has the right to voice their opinion.  To that end, the Town of Prosper 
mounted a huge Public Relations effort to solicit and garner the maximum 
support possible for the Blue Alignment. I believe that if you look at the 
demographics of the responses that you got for support of the Blue 
Alignment, that you will find that the overwhelming number of those 
responses came from folks who reside in Prosper.  Of course Prosper 
residents don’t want the 380 Bypass coming through their town and 
neighborhood. They would much prefer the Bypass be in McKinney!  The 
Engineering and Financial considerations of the project are irrelevant to 
the Town of Prosper as long as the Bypass stays out of Prosper. To me, it 
appears that you have done a thorough job of investigating and 
documenting the various Route Alignments. To me, your analysis and 
engineering findings are clear:  the Brown Route should be the Preferred 
Alignment. My firm belief is that TxDot should be able to stay above the 
political fray and make its decisions on analysis of the facts and prudent 
engineering analysis.  You have certainly done an outstanding job of 
analyzing and presenting the facts.  Unfortunately, it appears that you have 
succumbed to political pressure with your decision to choose the Blue 
Alignment as the Preferred Alternative. I continue to believe that the Brown 
Alignment is the Best Alignment that you have identified and discussed. 
Very truly yours, 
William E. Gross, P.E. 
4879 Geren Trail 
McKinney, Texas  75071 
bill@wegross.net 
214-415-9220  
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2211  3/21/2023 William Essington Email 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   
William Essington 
1916 Cortez Ln 
McKinney, TX 75072 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

2212  4/20/2023 William Harrell Online 

This construction would greatly affect my family’s small restaurant, cutting 
off parking and bringing a highway right in front of a peaceful neighbor and 
quiet restaurant. Please think of the community and the people this 
affects. 

Your comment and opposition of the project is noted.  

2213  3/16/2023 William Howard 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

2214  4/20/2023 William M 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Please use Segment B to save MUCH more money, homes and businesses. 
Come on guys - It makes more sense! 

Your comment and support of Segment B is noted. According to Section 
3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, Segment A potentially 
displaces two residences and Segment B would potentially displace four 
residences. Segment A would potentially displace 14 businesses, including 
business being built at the time of EIS drafting, and Segment B would 
potentially displace none.  

2215  4/20/2023 William S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

My wife and I say NO to Segment A and YES to Segment B. Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 
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2216  4/20/2023 William S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

No to A, Yes to B Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

2217  4/20/2023 William S 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

I strongly oppose construction of Segment A for the US 380 bypass. I 
strongly urge TXDOT to implement Segment B as the preferred option. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. 

2218  4/20/2023 William Sano Email 

Begin forwarded message: 
After reading many of the comments and concerns about the 380 bypass, I 
have not yet seen an explanation of why TXDOT might choose to spend 
$150M more dollars on a bypass route over the less expensive one.  By the 
time the project is started the costs will soar even more as new commercial 
and residential projects are being added even now.  I can’t help but wonder 
what back room deals have taken place in order for a route to be drawn 
with such a sharp S-curve that is bound to cause some major accidents in 
due time. The less expensive route has a reasonable, gradual curve that 
would be safer and TXDOT engineers know this!  It’s so obvious!  So how do 
you explain Segment A over B when it comes to safety and the cost to 
taxpayers? If Bypass Segment A is approved, another crucial safety 
concern will impact the residents of Tucker Hill.  TH residents’ only 
entrance and egress into their community would be from Highway 380 
while it is under construction. That is also the only route available to first 
responders. As a former firefighter and paramedic, I can personally attest 
to the fact that seconds matter when it comes to life or death emergencies. 
At this point in time, there seems to be no alternative route for emergency 
responders and we have all been delayed in traffic due to construction. 
How will TXDOT address this concern? I read also about environmental 
impact, a worthy consideration especially with our dwindling green spaces 
and the encroachment on wildlife. Yet, little consideration is given to the 
impact on the quality of human life. 
William Sano 
7421 Ardmore St 
McKinney, TX 75071 
210-262-4884 
Sent from my iPhone 

The design for Segment A meets the criteria outlined in TxDOT's Roadway 
Design Manual, including stopping sight distance. Similar freeway curves 
can be found in the region including President George Bush Turnpike and I-
35 interchange. 
 
The preliminary cost estimate for each segment is one of the many factors 
TxDOT considered when determining the Preferred Alternative, as shown in 
Figure 2-13 of the DEIS. As final design continues, cost estimates will be 
updated, and will factor in the costs of right-of-way acquisition. Impacts to 
future developments will also be re-evaluated. It is important to note that 
these costs are high-level estimates, using the information available now. 
 
The Preferred Alternative would maintain the two existing entry points to 
Tucker Hill from the existing US 380 at Grassmere Ln. and Tremont Blvd. 
Each is accessible from frontage roads. 
According to Section 3.6.3.3 of the DEIS, TxDOT will coordinate with 
emergency responders to prevent disruptions in service during phased 
construction of the proposed project and will develop a traffic management 
plan as discussed further in Section 3.17. The proposed grade separated 
interchanges and intersection improvements (including U-turns) along the 
proposed frontage roads would reduce congestion at major cross-streets 
allowing emergency vehicles to bypass traffic lights, shortening transit 
times through the Study Area. 

2219  3/7/2023 William Shelt Email 

Dear sir, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment 
B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Thank you. 
William Shelt 
214-585-2375 

2220  2/26/2023 
William Vane 

Martin, Jr 
Email 

I Strongly OPPOSE Segment A, SUPPORT Segment B of Project of 380 
Bypass Project. My name is William Vane Martin, Jr and i am owner and 
resident of property at 1529 Landon Lane, Wren Creek Addition, Phase II-
B, Block C, Lot 2, Stonebridge Ranch Addition, McKinney, Texas 75071. I 
am a Trustee of 2015 Martin Family Revocable Living Trust to which the 
property is registered. I strongly OPPOSE Segment A of Project 380 Bypass 
Project for reasons including but not limited by ;  
1) Stonebridge Dr will be one of three major feeder arteries to the bypass,  
2) increased traffic on Stonebridge Dr will result in decreased traffic safety,  
3) will result in increased noise and pollution of the adjacent residential 
neighborhood,  
4) property values will be impacted negatively,  
5) endangers an elementary school,  
6) Segment A costs  more than Segment B,  
7) creates overpass over Custer and Stonebridge Dr,  
8) cause large interchange above Kensington Village.  
I have attached a pdf file confirming the above comments and including 12 
photographs of Stonebridge Drive 1500 block, 1600 block, 1800 block, 
Watch Hill and Lake LaCima which illustrate the residential environment of 
Stonebridge Drive. I Strongly Oppose Segment A. 
William V Martin, Jr 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted. The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, 
indicates that the Preferred Alternative effectively meets the criteria of 
managing congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. 
Results of traffic analysis can be found in Appendix I of the DEIS and on the 
Segment Analysis Matrix.  
 
A traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA)–approved) Guidelines for Analysis and 
Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise. Existing 
sound level measurements were collected at noise-sensitive areas, and 
noise modeling software was used to predict what noise levels could be 
expected in 2050.  
 
Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles 
per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air 
quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is 
consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 
State Implementation Plan (SIP), the North Central Texas Council of 
Governments (NCTCOG) Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). TxDOT modeled carbon 
monoxide concentrations (CO TAQA) and none of the modeled 
concentrations exceeded the Environmental Protection Agency's 1-hour or 
8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. TxDOT 
performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis. The total 
MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43% by 2050 
due to higher combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification 
of the US fleet. More information about the air quality analysis that was 
conducted can be found in the DEIS document in Section 3.12.  
 
Changes in property values are driven by the value associated with site-
specific factors such as accessibility, safety, noise, visual amenities, 
proximity to shopping, community cohesion, and business productivity. 
TxDOT cannot reasonably foresee how any of these factors will impact 
property values. 
 
The Preferred Alternative will not require right-of-way from any existing or 
planned school property that TxDOT was made aware of as of March 2023.   
 
The proposed interchange near the Kensington neighborhood will not be 
above any existing homes. This includes any ramps, bridges, or flyovers. 
The interchange is a two-level interchange similar to the interchange at the 
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existing US 75 and US 380. It does not have multiple levels like the 
interchange at US 75 and Sam Rayburn Tollway.  
  

2221  4/20/2023 William Y 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Vote proposal B Your comment and support of Segment B is noted.  

2222  3/16/2023 Xueying W. 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

2223  4/20/2023 Yoko N 
Stonebridge 

Ranch Petition 

Not to segment A Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  

2224  2/25/2023 Yvonne Lambeth Online 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted.  

2225  2/25/2023 Zachary Hope Online 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   

Your comment, support of Segment B, and opposition of Segment A is 
noted.  



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

2226  3/14/2023 Zachary Hope Email 

Hi, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely, 
Zachary Hope 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 

2227  2/21/2023 Zark Hopkins Online 

I just moved to willow wood community. we have a peaceful quiet and safe 
neighborhood. The new high segment C is a terrible plan. The amount of 
businesses and houses this plan goes through. the noise next to so many 
people homes, the pollution to farm lands and animals this road runs 
through. Making decisions like this and the interruption in so many peoples 
lives should not be taken lightly. The people in our community are working 
hard for their money, the housing and business market are already very 
tough these days and to put so many people out in the same city we all live 
in. I choose SEGMENT D  
Please take action and change our city for the better not the worse! 

Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is 
noted. According to the addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D 
(with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially displace 20 
businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would 
potentially displace 19 businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 
seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 
residences.  
 
The proposed US 380 project could influence future land use changes 
within the Area of Influence (AOI) (defined in Section 3.15.2 of the DEIS); 
however, new and planned residential developments are more likely to 
influence changes in land use patterns, changes in land cover, and induce 
growth within the AOI than construction of any of the roadway segments. 
According to input from the City of McKinney, the proposed project would 
support future commercial and industrial development around Segment C; 
however, the proposed project would not be the primary factor considered 
in making land use decisions in the area. 
 
Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles 
per day in 2045, TxDOT performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and federal air 
quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is 
consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 
State Implementation Plan (SIP), the North Central Texas Council of 
Governments (NCTCOG) Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). TxDOT modeled carbon 
monoxide concentrations (CO TAQA) and none of the modeled 
concentrations exceeded the Environmental Protection Agency's 1-hour or 
8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. TxDOT 
performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis. The total 
MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43% by 2050 
due to higher combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification 
of the US fleet. More information about the air quality analysis that was 
conducted can be found in the DEIS document in Section 3.12.  



Commenter 
Number 

Date 
Received 

Commenter 
Name 

Source Comment Topic Comment Response 

2228  3/16/2023 Zoie Dearden 
Stonebridge 

Petition 

NO to Segment A 
March 16, 2023 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 
that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 
fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 
36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to Implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is 
noted. According to Section 3.6 and the addendum in Appendix K of the 
DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment B 
would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 
displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any existing 
subdivisions. 
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A2.1 Amy Limas 
To whom it may it concern, 
While many points you will find below are shared amongst residents, I ask that you address the 
specific points for each and every comment and question individually, as there are stated 
differences that apply only to my family and me. 
 
I adamantly oppose TxDOT’s current preferred alignment (Segment A) because: 1) it is fiscally 
irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150 million more than the alternative B, 2) TxDOT 
applied criteria to support their decision inconsistently, and 3) TxDOT provided numerous 
omissions, biases, false, and inconsistent findings in their environmental study. Furthermore, 
there is objective evidence of political maneuvering, campaigning, and rezoning efforts by the City 
of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn 
these actions as unethical and improper. 
 
I believe that by selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do harm to a significant 
percentage of McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant fiscal irresponsibility. This 
decision is made more egregious with the existence of a viable lower impact alternative. It 
appears irrefutable that Segment B is the better alternative and that there are serious flaws in 
the conclusions reached by TxDOT and in the underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS). 
 
The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021), decisions on an alignment must be based 
on what is practical and feasible from a technical and economic standpoint, rather than what is 
desirable from the standpoint of the agency (i.e, TxDOT). 
 
Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all designs and pollutants that 
cause harm to humans and a rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current and 
future impacts. The pollution appendices are missing critical analyses and portions are invalid as 
presented. This project should not proceed until those egregious omissions and errors are 
corrected. 
 
There is unequivocal scientific evidence showing that highway design as well as traffic air, noise, 
and other pollutants are associated with human harm. Because current environmental and 
related laws may not require TxDOT to complete certain analyses DOES NOT remove TxDOT's 
moral culpability from making decisions that may put humans in harm’s way. 
 
I reside in Tucker Hill with my husband and our son, who has disabilities, that will be impacted by 
the construction of the 380 bypass, option A. My son, along with many special needs residents, 
were not identified in the study, while great significance was given to the demographic ManeGait 
serves periodically, and by choice, since their services are paid. My son and neighbors will be 
forced to live their everyday lives with significant impacts to their health and safety. In the EIS, the 
demographics for Tucker Hill were not identified nor studied. This shows bias towards one 
organization (ManeGait) that was studied in great detail versus the well-established Tucker Hill 
Community that was not studied to the same degree and will be much more significantly impacted 
on both the south and east sides by both noise and air pollution than ManeGait. 



 

 

The following comments and concerns support the above assertions. These comments are not a 
complete list of errors or omissions in the EIS study, but they are those that I had time to uncover 
given time restraints and without extensive expert consultation. 

 
Per the required processes, I respectfully request that TxDOT address each individual comment, 
concern, issue and request mentioned below, which are organized and embedded within 14 
main topics. In addition, please answer each specific question posed under each main topic. 

 
I. The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A 
Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes 2 versus 5. However, segment A is one mile 
longer, has 6 new interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential major utility conflicts versus 
just two for Segment B and displaces 15 businesses versus zero businesses for Segment B. 

Segment B would have less of an environmental impact. Segment A would encroach on twice the 
wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and streams and more acreage of forests, 
prairies and grasslands than Segment B. Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage 
trees, aged over 150 years. Finally, there would be no hazardous material sites impacted on 
Segment B and TXDOT has identified 2 with Segment A. 
Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to the taxpayers is that 
the estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M more than Segment B. 
Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 Highway increasing the 
risk of work zone accidents and disrupting existing traffic patterns. Additionally, the requirement to 
lower the existing grade in bedrock and cantilever local lanes in a restricted ROW width, while 
preferred for the long-term, will significantly increase the construction time, safety risk and 
disruption compared to route B. Priority has not been given to safety and the increased risk of 
fatal accidents, including those induced by a change in grade and, not one, but two 90 degree 
turns. 
 

TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned future residential 
homes. It appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of unidentified future residents, property 
investors or developers over the impact of existing McKinney residents. The voices of the current 
residents should be a priority over unidentified future residents. 
TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under 
construction west of Custer Road. Once again, this appears to accrue to the benefit of future 
residents or current investors, not the current residents of McKinney. 

 
TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship 
property, the subject of substantial public concern”. In fact, there is no great “public concern” 
over ManeGait. The facility does serve a noble purpose, but that purpose is nowhere near the 
public concern of the impact to the existing residents of Tucker Hill who include retired veterans, 
disabled residents (both young and old), seniors 55+ and countless children. More concerning to 
members of Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney community is that TxDOT calls out the 
impact of the ROW to the property belonging to the founder of ManeGait. The founder of 
ManeGait is no ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill Darling, a former real estate developer and home 
builder who stands to gain personally by the selection of Segment A over B. In particular, Bill 
Darling and/or other associates of the Darling company, leveraged ownership of 43 Tucker Hill 



 

 

lots to submit comments against Segment B in favor of Segment A – essentially impersonated 
residents of Tucker Hill. TxDOT’s own findings indicate that the continued emphasis on ManeGait 
is unwarranted and has stated Segment B “would not make the ManeGait inaccessible to 
persons with disabilities and would not violate the Americans with Disabilities Act.” Furthermore 
and perhaps most egregious is that ManeGait stated and TxDOT perpetuated the false claim that 
ManeGait provides “essential” services to protected citizens, which was a misrepresentation and 
may have swayed public opinion. I personally addressed this issue in writing and in person with 
TxDOT and requested that TxDOT make a public statement correcting the misleading information 
about the protected groups of individuals. To date, I am not aware of any corrective measures. 
 
Based on the facts above and in direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT still concluded 
Segment A was the preferred route option. 

 
Questions: 

 

● Explain in detail, based on the above and in layman’s terms, how TxDOT concluded 
segment A is the optimal choice. If factors other than those listed here and in the matrix were 
used in the decision, please list them, including political persuasion. 
● Explain why TxDOT did not publicly correct any public statements that could have misled 
the public in thinking that ManeGait provides “essential” services to individuals with special 
needs. 
● Explain why there are discrepancies in the use of the criteria used to choose segment C vs D 
compared to segment A vs B. Noted differences C mentions the cost being less than D, but the 
cost of B being less expensive than A is not considered. Segment B also affects less major 
utilities (2) than A (7) but was provided as a rationale for choosing C (2) over D (6). The same is 
true for residential impacts. It states that B impacts more homes (2) than A (5), yet C impacts 10 
homes and D, 7. Additionally, throughout the entire study bias is shown toward future 
development over existing development. 

 
“The Gold Alternative (B+E+D) results in substantial impacts to existing and planned 
infrastructure including major utilities, and planned developments; creates a more substantial 
physical and visual barrier between neighborhoods already separated by existing US 380 and 
Bloomdale Road; potentially displaces 22 residences (W/Spur and W/O Spur) and 20 
businesses (22 businesses W/Spur); permanently impacts 1.36 acres of wetlands and 6,167 
LF of streams W/O Spur (1.36 acres and 6,783 LF W/Spur); temporarily impacts 
14.95 acres of wetlands and 9,010 LF of streams W/O and W/Spur; crosses 267 acres of 100-
year floodplain W/O Spur (273 acres W/Spur); and results in 395 receptors impacted by traffic 
noise (includes future residences to be constructed and occupied before the ROD) and with 303 
of the receptors experiencing a substantial increase in noise. The Gold Alternative would include 
construction of six noise barriers.” 
. Simply stating that “many factors” are used or referring me back to documents to 
read is unacceptable. Provide explanations in layman’s terms. 

 
II. Noise Pollution 
The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased. The importance of this is 



 

 

underscored by the existing scientific literature showing the association between traffic and 
related noise on physical and mental health. The study evaluated only a single barrier south of the 
community. It appears the study was biased toward providing more data around ManeGait, a 
facility with transient guests, then Tucker Hill, a community of over 380 homes with plans for over 
600. Additionally, it appears that there has been no regard taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous 
veteran residents, elderly residents or our residents with disabilities – collectively, who likely 
outnumber ManeGait’s transient guests. In fact, Tucker Hill was classified, by TxDOT, as a 
standard residential area with an acceptable NAC level of 67 and precluded from participating in 
any future noise studies. This is both incorrect and unacceptable. Tucker Hill is a “front porch” 
community and every home is designed with a front porch that encourages outdoor activities and 
interactions between neighbors. Tucker Hill should be reclassified as Category A to preserve the 
essence of the neighborhood and the neighborhood should be included in any future noise 
abatement studies. 

 
The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise on the 
community. Yet, TxDOT, while proposing to surround the neighborhood on both the south and east 
side with a highway, believes the noise impact to be acceptable. TxDOT has not met their burden in 
any way, and moving forward with flawed data will cause irreparable harm to the residents of 
Tucker Hill, especially the young, elderly and disabled who do not regularly leave the neighborhood. 
A new noise study must be conducted with more receptors and sound barriers across both the 
south and east side of the neighborhood must be included in any Segment A option. Finally, it 
appears untenable that TxDOT could make any conclusion about the noise impact on Tucker Hill 
without fully understanding the impact of their proposed Segment A shift on the east side of the 
neighborhood. 
 
Noise Pollution Facts: 

Only one barrier on the south side (west of the entrance) of Tucker Hill was evaluated and the cost 
was deemed too high (Barrier A03). Barriers were not studied on the East side or Loop North of 
Tucker Hill. 
 

Studies performed around ManeGait seem to demonstrate bias compared to those around 
Tucker Hill given the proximities. 
 

 
Tucker Hill - Not properly addressed in the study nor invited to future noise studies by TxDOT per 
the Noise Barrier Analysis slide, although Tucker Hill is surrounded on both the south and east 
side by option A. 

 
 

Tucker Hill was labeled as standard residential with an acceptable NAC level of 67. Tucker Hill is 
not a standard residential community by design. 
 

 
Special Needs children and adults, veterans, and elderly living in Tucker Hill were not considered 
impacted in the study 



 

 

 
 
Evidence: 
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1vV7NCKGdaKaBcbhbvd02LKuKzMMmrKRkk3y0UIuyeiE/e
dit?usp=shari ng 
 

Barrier Info: 
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1MtUwXw4JSixnNIL9xAE6sfzCy6YfjDwPj0l272DEFjM/edit?
usp=sharing 
 

Video from our resident noise expert : https://youtu.be/rdXIXvtXVA4 

 

Questions: 
• In layman’s terms explain the methods and result of the noise study, including weakness of 

the study. 

• Where were the sound receptors placed in the original noise study. 

• Was the proposed highway along the south and east of Tucker Hill assessed and used 
in the predictive sound models models? 

• Were the demographics (e.g., age, disabilities) of residents potentially susceptible to 
noise in Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch identified / studied? If so, please provide 
that data. If not assessed explain why not. 

• Explain in layman’s terms the validation study used within the noise study. 

• Why was only 1 day of data used to validate the noise study predictions? What time of 
day was the data for the validation study collected and what was the time frame of 
sampling (e.g., 10 minutes, 60 minutes)? 

• Why wasn’t Tucker Hill classified as a Category A community? 
• Explain how potential harm to a human outweighs the costs of sound barriers. 
• What are the possible harms associated with traffic noise as outlined in the current 

scientific literature? 

• Did the DEIS noise study take into account the shift of the alignment closer to Tucker Hill 
on the east side of Tucker Hill? 

• What is the rational for making the alignment shift closer to Tucker Hill and away 
from Billingsley’s property? 

 

III. Community Impacts 

TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park and the Tucker Hill Community Center in their 
community impact study as the only community spaces and without identifying the population they 
serve. First, Tucker Hill houses a community center, two town squares, two community parks, a 
community pool, a dog park, two fire pits, an amphitheater and a rooftop event space in the 
Harvard Park commercial area. The community spaces can be found filled with residents on almost 
any sunny day. 

 
Tucker Hill hosts many little league practices from Prosper and McKinney in our neighborhood 



 

 

parks and is a Christmas Holiday destination for people all across the region to visit our lighted 
homes. Large groups of High School students regularly come to take photos in our parks during 
special events (e.g., prom, homecoming). Furthermore, the community has a long history of 
events supporting organizations like Ethan for Autism, 29 Acres and the Down Syndrome Guild of 
Dallas. TxDOT has not demonstrated that they have completed any research into the impacted 
population (including children of all ages, elderly, seniors 55+, veterans and residents with 
disabilities) that use these facilities. Once again, this is an egregious omission and appears to 
show substantial bias for ManeGait, not yet built parks in Prosper, and other facilities that serve 
guests as opposed to residents. 

 
Evidence - Page 12 
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/APPENDIX%20K%20- 

%20Community%20Impacts_0.pdf 
 

Tucker Hill - Community Spaces and Ammenities https://tuckerhilltx.com/parks-trails-open-spaces/ 
 

Turkey Trot - https://tuckerhilltx.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/2017-Turkey-Trot.2.jpg 
 

Questions: 
Were the demographics (e.g., age, disabilities) of residents and community visitors who use tucker 
Hill facilities and participate in events been identified / studied? If so, please provide that data. If 
not assessed explain why not. 
 
IV. Aesthetic Impacts 
TxDOT has not completed the required aesthetic impact analysis for the whole project including 
portions of the preferred alignment that surround Tucker Hill on the South and East sides as well 
as other neighborhoods. 
 

Questions: 

• Why was the aesthetic impact around Tucker Hill, Billingsley property, and the West 
Grove retail and cultural development not assessed? 

• What are the aesthetic impacts (positive and negative) of the A alignment noted above. 
 
 

V. Traffic Analysis 
TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed. TxDOT’s original traffic projection methodology was 
deemed to be incomplete and inconsistent by the Texas A&M Transportation Institute (TTI) in 
September of 2020. In March 2021, TTI noted that they still had not been provided traffic data 
for the “No Build vs Build scenarios”. At that time, TTI deemed that the growth rates used in the 
revised study were acceptable for “short-term growth (from 2020 to the pivot year of 2040)”. 
Unfortunately, TxDOT has not addressed how their growth rate calculation using linear regression 
analyses could be acceptable if the baseline year for traffic growth is 2020. In every commercial 
or municipal environment, 2020 is seen as a data anomaly because of the impact of the 
pandemic and an unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes of any kind. TxDOT’s traffic 
analysis continues to be flawed and incomplete. 



 

 

 
Questions: 

• Has an updated traffic analysis been completed using a valid baseline year? If so, 
present the results including a side by side comparison of the original results using the 
invalid year with results from the updated model. 

• Are TxDOT’s population growth estimates consistent with other government 
agencies? If not, why not. Please validate your population estimates and report 
validation methodologies and results. 

VI. Two 90 degree curves 
More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a horizontal curve, and the average 
crash rate for horizontal curves is about three times that of other types of highway segments 
(https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/). In 2022 the United 
States Department of Transportation released their National Roadway Safety Strategy, which 
endorsed zero fatalities as the national goal and promotes building safety into the design of roads. 
TxDOT did not compare the safety risks including injury and fatality based on the highway designs 
of alternatives A and B. Segment A (the current preferred alignment) has two 90 degree curves. It 
also does not appear that TxDOT considered this safety risk in their decision. 

 
As such, TxDOT must include an analysis that compares alternatives A and B on the probability of 
accidents, injury, and fatalities. In addition, TxDOT must justify why they would choose a more 
dangerous alignment and one that goes against the US Department of Transportation’s strategy. 

 
Questions: 

• What is the increased risk of accidents for the two 90 degree curves designed into 
alignment A studied when compared to the risk of alignment B, which has no sharp 
curves? 

• Why didn’t TxDOT study this issue? 
• What is the expected speed decrease required for the 90 degree curves? 

• What is the projected increase in noise and pollution impacts caused by rapid 
deceleration and acceleration caused by the two 90 degree curves? 

 
VII. Community Cohesion 
TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to Tucker Hill with 
Segment A and that there appears to be existing cohesion between Whitley Place, Mansions of 
Prosper, Luxe Prosper and Walnut Grove due to school districting once again is incorrect and 
appears to show a bias or, simply, a failure to conduct proper research. 

 
Segment A will effectively sever Tucker Hill on both the south and eastern sides of the 
neighborhood from McKinney. This is atypical and will leave Tucker Hill, established within the city 
limits of McKinney in 2008, as the only established subdivision completely blocked off from 
McKinney on two sides of the neighborhood. In fact, the highway will sever Tucker Hill from the 
districted school, Reeves Elementary in Auburn Hills. It will also impact and, possibly, imperil the 
plans to connect Tucker Hill to both the school and the hike and bike trail system already in the 
city’s plans. The City of McKinney has noted in their planning documents and as Mayor Fuller 
reiterated in his email to Ceason Clemons and TxDOT staff dated February 26th, 2023, Tucker Hill 



 

 

is a significant asset to the city. 

 
What may be most troubling, though, is TxDOT’s conclusion that somehow there is no cohesion 
impact when cutting Tucker Hill off from Reeves Elementary, but there appears to be an impact 
to the Prosper neighborhoods due to school zoning. However, the Walnut Grove neighborhood is 
not districted for Prosper ISD. The Mansions of Prosper neighborhood and the Luxe Prosper 
neighborhood are districted for different elementary and high schools than the Whitley Place 
neighborhood. In fact, Mansions of Prosper and Luxe Prosper share school zoning with Tucker 
Hill. The correct conclusion here should have been that given the shared school zoning between 
these neighborhoods (Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper, Tucker Hill and Auburn Hills) and the 
fact that Tucker Hill would become the only established subdivision to be severed from McKinney 
by the highway on two sides, with respect to community cohesion, Segment B is clearly the better 
alternative. 

 
Concluding that the current HWY 380 is already a severing barrier; therefore, the new alignment 
will not have a negative community and cultural impact is incorrect. Me, my family, and many 
residents cross Hwy 380 on bike or foot regularly to enjoy the Stonebridge Ranch trials or walk to 
restaurants and stores about a ½ mile away (e.g., Fuzzy’s Taco, EJ Willis Pub, Circle K). We are 
also looking forward to the ability to walk to the new Whole Foods grocery store and 
entertainment and dining venues of West Grove less than a mile away. This will be impossible for 
anyone living on the North side of alignment A if it is chosen. 

Evidence: 3.6.4 Community Cohesion page 3-57 of the 
DEIS 
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/0
135-02- 
065%20APPROVED%20US380%20MCKINNEY%20DEIS%20202
3-01-02.pdf 
 

Prosper ISD Zoning Map https://www.prosper- 
isd.net/cms/lib5/TX01918217/Centricity/ModuleInstance/60718/Attendance%20Zones%20Ele
mentary%2022_ 23.pdf 
https://www.prosper- 
isd.net/cms/lib5/TX01918217/Centricity/ModuleInstance/60718/Attendance%20Zones%20Hig
h%2022_23.pdf 
 

McKinney GIS Subdivision Map - 
https://www.mckinneytexas.org/DocumentCenter/View/15198/Sub
divisions?bidId= 
 

Email from Fuller to TxDOT 2/26/23 
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1_w3yY5eMwLdD8UVI1OPz7yTuxQu2PL6B33usLFGvqkE/e
dit?usp=sha ring 
 

Questions: 



 

 

• Explain how residents living north of 380 will be able to walk or bike across 380 to enjoy 
the walking paths, shops, restaurants, and stores if segment A is built? 

• How is TxDOT going to address the school district issues as described above. 
 
VIII. Construction and Noise Pollution 
TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to construction and noise pollution. According 
to the TxDOT handbook this is incorrect and TxDOT must also include: 
 

“Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This section of the EA must identify and explain 
any impacts associated with construction activities. This includes light pollution; impacts 
associated with physical construction activity, temporary lane, road or bridge closures (including 
detours); and other traffic disruptions. Include the expected duration of any construction impacts, 
and explain any BMPs or other strategies that will be used to mitigate such impacts.” 

 
TxDOT must outline and detail all potential impacts during construction for both proposed 
Segments A and B and appropriately evaluate those impacts as part of the study. Importantly, 
TxDOT should provide all impacts and mitigation strategies related to construction prior to 
proceeding. Critically, with respect to Tucker Hill and the surrounding neighborhoods, what are 
the plans for egress to the neighborhood during construction and how will those plans impact the 
response time of emergency vehicles to points within the neighborhood? Seconds matter in an 
emergency. 

 
Questions: 

• How much longer will it take for EMS to get into Tucker Hill and other neighborhoods and 
deliver someone to the Baylor Scott & White Hospital 1 mile away during construction 
and after the alignment A is built. 

• Will the noise and air pollution during construction put someone at risk for health 
problems? If TxDOT’s positions is no, then please prove this position with valid 
data. 

• Was construction and noise pollution for both the south and east portions of the 
alignment that surround Tucker Hill considered? If so, please describe in layman’s 
terms how it was analyzed and what the results were. 

• Did TxDOT assess the number of residents that would be affected by construction 
disruptions as well as delayed EMS services that have a pre-existing health condition? 
If so, please present the data. If not, why not? 

 
IX. Shift Closer to Tucker Hill 
TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the already flawed 
analysis that produced a preference for Segment A creates an unfair burden on the residents of 
Tucker Hill. Once again, TxDOT appears to be showing a callous bias toward ‘future development’ 
rather than a commitment to current residents. It is impossible to fully understand the additional 
noise pollution, air pollution and other effects without additional study. It’s important to note that 
even with this new shifted Segment A, the cost to construct Segment B would be $100M less than 
Segment A. TxDOT’s actions are placing the residents of Tucker Hill in an untenable position and are 
knowingly causing irreparable harm to the community in favor of future development. I strongly 



 

 

object to the proposed shift of the A alignment. 
 

Questions: 
• Why was this shift made? Include information about it’s impact on Billingsley’s property. 

• Are the analyses in current DEIS based on this shift? If so, list all analyses that took this 
shift into account (e.g., air & noise pollution, aesthetic impact, environmental impact). 

 
 
X. Air Pollution 

Air pollution is a documented public health emergency, and can affect every organ in the body, 
including cognition. Children and the elderly are disproportionately vulnerable to air pollution, 
specifically PM2.5, and more so if they live in close proximity to a highway. Air pollution can cause 
a multitude of diseases in adults, including heart disease, and can breach the placental barrier 
during pregnancy, causing miscarriages and birth defects. These impacts are well documented in 
the scientific literature. TxDOT should not proceed with this project until they have conducted a 
full study of existing and future air pollution on this highway, both at the regional scale and 
immediately adjacent to the highway. TxDOT must be compliant with EPA’s health-based National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill neighborhood on the South and East 
sides. Winds in McKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-East meaning that for 
more days than not air pollution will be blown into and settle on the residents of Tucker Hill. 
It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT utilized an airspeed of 1 MPH. 
The average wind speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH, and the prevailing winds are from the 
south and south-east. It appears that an additional study must be completed to correctly 
understand what the adverse effects of air pollution would be on the Tucker Hill population. 
Additionally, if Segment A is selected, monitoring devices must be installed to monitor air quality 
before, during and after construction. 

 
The DEIS fails to address air pollution from traffic beyond tailpipe emissions. A growing body of 
academic research cites brake wear and tire friction as primary pollutants from traffic. The DEIS 
has not addressed either of these sources of pollutants, nor does it address benzene or Volatile 
Organic Compounds (VOCs). We request that TxDOT complete detailed analyses of each of these 
pollutants, and compare pollutant levels on 380 (for each pollutant) to expected levels during and 
after construction Segment A. 
 
The DEIS notes in several places that expected proliferation of electric vehicles (EVs) should 
improve air pollution in this corridor. This is not only abdicating responsibility for mitigating air 
pollution, but a misrepresentation of electric vehicles and their environmental benefits. While EVs 
do reduce tailpipe emissions from internal combustion engines (ICEs), they do nothing to reduce 
pollution from non-tailpipe sources including brake dust and tire friction. Pollution from tire friction 
may worsen in EVs due to increases in vehicle weight from electric batteries. Further, Texas’ 
electric grid is far from clean, and EVs that source their energy from unclean sources are, 
therefore, unclean themselves. 
The Mobile Source Air Toxins analysis in the DEIS is lacking and includes only a qualitative 
analysis. The DEIS claims that MSAT will decrease with time because of improved federal 
standards. We argue that this is an outsourcing of responsibility to mitigate air pollution in the 380 



 

 

corridor, and request that TxDOT complete a quantitative MSAT analysis and a health impact 
assessment for all criteria pollutants. 
 
Questions: 
Even if not required to be measured by TxDOT, what are the currently known traffic air pollutants 
considered toxic that may pose a risk to humans? 
Why was 1 mile an hour wind used in the air pollution models versus the actual average wind 
speed in McKinney? 
Was air pollution modeled taking into account the south and east portions of the proposed Hwy that 
surrounds McKinney? 
Was wind direction taken into account in the predictive models? If not, why not? 

XII. Quality of Comments Collected 
As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in soliciting 
comments. In addition to submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill residents, comments 
were solicited via Facebook with no links to the underlying studies or segment alternatives. TxDOT 
must vet all of the comments collected during the scoping project fully and determine that they 
were legitimately provided by residents. If the comments were not legitimate, they should be 
stricken from the project record. 

 
Questions: 

• Did TxDOT vet comments for validity? 

• Why were invalid comments not stricken from the record and the public 
was not made aware? Why was the evidence submitted to TXDOT not 
considered? 

 
Evidence - From Zach Schnider’s - Darling’s son in law’s IP address 
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1f0Jo01FNsV7a1xBHJhWYLlSwmES6oRBdUZJ4DRjAya
4/edit?usp= sharing 

 

XIII. NEPA 
Paraphrasing from The Council on Environmental Quality (2021), TxDOT is obligated to evaluate 
feasible alternatives in enough detail so that a reader can compare and contrast the environmental 
effects of the various alternatives. Of note, NEPA reasonable alternatives include those that are 
practical or feasible from the technical and economic standpoint, rather than simply desirable from 
the standpoint of TxDOT. 

 
“NEPA is About People and Places” 
 
"Impacts include ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health impacts, 
whether adverse or beneficial. It is important to note that human beings are part of the 
environment (indeed, that is why Congress used the phrase “human environment” in NEPA), so 
when an EIS is prepared and economic or social and natural or physical environmental effects are 
interrelated, the EIS should discuss all of these effects." 
 



 

 

It is clear that TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst, unsavory. I ask 
that TxDOT respond to each of the issues discussed. As it stands, if TxDOT proceeds with their 
preferred Segment A they will be irreparably harming the residents of Tucker Hill, unfairly seizing the 
residents’ ability to enjoy their neighborhood, severing them from their broader community and, 
potentially, justifying it with a fatally flawed Environmental Impact Study. 
 
XIV. In order to ensure resolution and the creation of the best project possible, I 
request that: TxDOT issue a second draft of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in 
the current draft EIS. 
Ensure that any Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) has a 90-day review period, with an 
official public comment period, and that the FEIS be unbundled from the Record of Decision 
 
It was brought to my attention that the water supply cannot meet the growth demand projected in 
this study. Why are you not taking the water supply into account when planning to build a highway 
for unsustainable demand. 
 
Sincerely, Amy Limas 

See attached link for more details and evidence 
 
https://acrobat.adobe.com/link/track?uri=urn:aaid:scds:US:d6ca52c0-03e6-483a-a189-
d8b2538789c1 



 

A2.1 Amy Limas Response 
Your comment and opposition of the project is noted.  An EIS is a rigorous, multi-year environmental 

review process, guided by federal and state requirements, to disclose the impacts of the proposed 

project on the human and natural environment.  

The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by applicable federal environmental 

laws for this project are being, or have been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a 

Memorandum of Understanding dated December 9, 2019, and executed by the Federal Highway 

Administration (FHWA) and TxDOT. Under “NEPA Assignment”, TxDOT adheres to FHWA policies in 

accordance with the CEQ’s NEPA Implementing Regulations. As described throughout Chapter 3 of the 

DEIS, TxDOT assessed the direct impacts of the project such as clearing vegetation, placing fill material 

within wetlands, displacing homes or businesses, traffic noise, etc. and the potential for the alternatives 

considered to induce changes in land use and growth within the Study Area. TxDOT also addressed any 

adverse environmental impacts that cannot be avoided, the measures considered to minimize harm and 

to mitigate adverse effects, where applicable; and the steps taken during the study to comply with 

applicable state and federal environmental laws. 

While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during its decision-making process, a 

Preferred Alternative is not selected through a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input 

from the public, municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative 

(comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, 

considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices. The reasoning 

for selection of the Preferred Alternative is detailed in Section 2.4 of the DEIS. 

The same criteria were used to compare all segments. Specific weights were not applied to evaluation 

criteria. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 

Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly 

reviewing evaluation matrices. One of the many reasons that TxDOT evaluated the project by end-to-end 

alternatives and by segment is because there are notable differences in the three focus areas.   

Regarding future developments, there are both residential and commercial developments under 

construction and being planned along Segments A and B. Those that TxDOT was made aware of prior to 

the Public Hearing are shown on the Segment Analysis Matrix with their development status and the 

development heat map exhibit available on the Public Hearing website. Many future homes that are 

currently under construction in the Ladera residential development would have been directly impacted by 

Segment B. Due to the rapidly changing nature of developments as they go through local planning 

processes, TxDOT only classified a development as future displacements if the development is expected 

to be occupied by the anticipated ROD date. 

By far the issue that TxDOT has heard about the most from the public and stakeholders on the US 380 

Collin County Feasibility Study and this EIS project has been direct and indirect impacts to ManeGait. 

Based on that, it was one of the many things that TxDOT considered.  The numerous other considerations 

can be found on the Segment Analysis Matrix.  

TxDOT conducted a traffic noise analysis in accordance with TxDOT’s (FHWA–approved) Guidelines for 

Analysis and Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise, described in Section 3.14 and 

Appendix R of the DEIS. Existing sound level measurements were collected at areas of frequent human 

activity associated with adjacent noise-sensitive land uses, and FHWA-approved noise modeling software 



 

 

was used to predict what noise levels could be expected in 2050. Noise levels were predicted to 500 feet 

from the edge of the proposed right-of-way. The locations of noise receptors are included in Appendix R, 

Figures A-5 and A-7 (pages 74 and 76).  

Noise measurements are performed as part of the validation study.  A validation study is performed in 

order to verify that the existing Traffic Noise Model accurately predicts existing traffic noise based on 

current conditions and to ensure that traffic noise is the main source of noise.  Model validation 

compares field-collected sound level measurements to traffic noise levels calculated in an existing 

condition model that used field-collected traffic parameters. The Existing Noise Validation Study is 

located in Appendix C (p. 427) of the Noise Report. The field measurement identification for the Tucker 

Hill neighborhood is ML-5 (p. 447). 

Ambient noise measurements were collected on December 14 and 16, 2021. The Noise Study was 

completed in November 2022. The sound level meter used for ambient measurements was a Larson 

Davis 824 (Type 1 precision integrating sound level meter) with a Larson Davis microphone/preamp and 

calibrator.  The ambient measurements were collected on December 14, 2021, during a 30-minute time 

period from 11:26 am through 11:55 am. The ambient measurements are used for model validation and 

calibration; not to establish existing or future noise levels. FHWA must approve land use as Noise 

Abatement Criteria (NAC) Activity Category A. Category A is applied to wilderness areas and other similar 

land uses.  

To support the further development of the Preferred Alternative including the alignment shift presented at 

the Public Hearing, additional noise analyses will be conducted focused on the Preferred Alternative and 

presented in the FEIS. Before any abatement measure can be proposed for incorporation into the project, 

it must be both feasible and reasonable. Feasibility and reasonableness considerations include 

constructability, the predicted acoustic reductions provided by an abatement measure, a cost allowance, 

and whether the adjacent receptors desire abatement. Receptors associated with an abatement 

measure that achieve a noise reduction of five dB(A) or greater are called benefited receptors. In order to 

be "feasible," the abatement measure must benefit a minimum of two impacted receptors AND reduce 

the predicted noise level by at least five dB(A) at greater than 50 percent of first-row impacted receptors. 

Engineering considerations, such as access, drainage and utility locations, are also factored in the 

feasibility assessment of a potential noise barrier. In order to be "reasonable," the abatement measure 

must also reduce the predicted noise level by at least seven dB(A) for at least one benefited receptor 

(noise reduction design goal) and not exceed the standard barrier cost of 1,500 square feet per 

benefited receptor. In addition, an abatement measure may not be reasonable if the construction costs 

are unreasonably high due to site constraints, as determined through an alternate barrier cost 

assessment. 

TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several areas, including Tucker Hill. It 

is important to note that TxDOT is already proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by 



 

 

depressing the mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods to decrease 

traffic noise and visual barriers. 

The design for Segment A meets the criteria outlined in TxDOT's Roadway Design Manual, including 

stopping sight distance. Similar freeway curves can be found in the region including President George 

Bush Turnpike and I-35 interchange. The freeway design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from 

driveways and other roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be available at 

signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of conflict points. TxDOT provides 

a summary of fatal and injury crashes by alternative on page 2-33 of the DEIS. 

The Segment A shift that was presented as a possible alternative design at the Public Hearing did not 

shift the proposed right-of-way for the freeway along the existing US 380 to the south of Tucker Hill. The 

freeway proposed right-of-way was shifted on the curve on the east side of Tucker Hill by approximately 

zero to 115 feet to the north and west. This is approximately a minimum of 800 feet from any Tucker Hill 

residence. 

TxDOT recognizes there are numerous public gathering and recreational facilities within neighborhoods, 

owned and managed by a homeowners’ association for the benefit of residents. No ROW is proposed to 

impact these facilities. The properties noted are more than 500 feet outside of the proposed right-of-way 

(for noise modeling purposes) and were not identified or modeled in accordance with TxDOT Noise Policy.   

Landscaping and other treatments are generally coordinated with cities during the final design 

development. TxDOT does offer green ribbon programs that cities can apply for also during future phases 

of the project. Visual and aesthetic impacts can be seen in Section 3.7 of the DEIS.    

The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates that the Preferred Alternative 

effectively meets the criteria of managing congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. 

The traffic methodology was revised and updated in mid-November 2021. If constructed, the project 

would adhere to current design standards and address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. 

Access to Tucker Hill would be maintained along the Preferred Alternative including an at-grade 

connection at Tremont Boulevard over the depressed section of the new freeway and a connection to 

existing US 380 east of Tucker Hill which would allow school buses and parents to access Reeves 

Elementary School via Auburn Hills Parkway and future Ridge Road.  

Impacts from construction and implementation of the proposed project are included in each resource 

section of the DEIS. Section 3.17 outlines the anticipated phased construction of each of the build 

alternatives considered by segment, describing how the frontage roads and mainlane sections would be 

built. The anticipated impacts on traffic, noise, air quality, biological and water resources, hazardous 

materials, and cultural resources resulting from construction are also described in Section 3.17.1 

through 3.17.7. As described under the Preferred Blue Alternative in Section 3.17, a Traffic Management 



 

 

Plan would be developed and implemented outlining the phasing, maintaining property and 

neighborhood access during construction. The timing of construction and identification of detours will be 

defined during final design. 

According to Section 3.6.3.3 of the DEIS, TxDOT will coordinate with emergency responders to prevent 

disruptions in service during phased construction of the proposed project and will develop a traffic 

management plan as discussed further in Section 3.17. The proposed grade separated interchanges and 

intersection improvements (including U-turns) along the proposed frontage roads would reduce 

congestion at major cross-streets allowing emergency vehicles to bypass traffic lights, shortening transit 

times through the Study Area. 

The Preferred Alternative would maintain the two existing entry points to Tucker Hill from the existing US 

380 at Grassmere Ln. and Tremont Blvd. Each is accessible from frontage roads. 

In response to concerns from Tucker Hill residents, the roll plots for the Public Hearing showed that 

TxDOT added a connection over the freeway at Tremont Blvd. and the future US 380. This at-grade 

overpass over the depressed mainlanes will allow for left in and left out access to Tucker Hill. It also 

means that drivers will have a direct entrance to Tucker Hill instead of driving further to U-turn at another 

interchange. 

Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles per day in 2045, TxDOT 

performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with 

regional and federal air quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. TxDOT conducted a quantitative 

mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis including benzene and VOCs (Section 3.12.3 of the DEIS), and a 

Carbon Monoxide Traffic Air Quality analysis (CO TAQA - Section 3.12.2 of the DEIS), included in Appendix 

P of the DEIS. None of the modeled carbon monoxide concentrations exceeded the Environmental 

Protection Agency's 1-hour or 8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. The 

CAL3QHC air dispersion model parameters used in the CO TAQA are specified in the TxDOT Environmental 

Guide: Volume 2 Activity Instructions (DEIS Appendix P, CO TAQA Technical Report, Table 12). The wind 

speed used was 1 meter per second (m/s), equivalent to 2.24 miles per hour.  

The total MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43 % by 2050 due to higher 

combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification of the US fleet. More information about the 

air quality analysis that was conducted can be found in the DEIS document in Section 3.12. As required, 

the project is consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) State 

Implementation Plan (SIP), the NCTCOG’s Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 TIP. 

After reviewing Public Hearing comments as well as completing the schematic design and technical 

analyses, TxDOT will issue an FEIS. The Notice of Availability of the FEIS-ROD will be posted to the TxDOT 

website, advertised in a local newspaper, sent to property owners within a half mile of the project, and 



 

 

those that have signed up to receive email updates. No comment period will be held for the FEIS-ROD.   

  



 

 

A2.2 Andrew McCaffrey 

Andrew McCaffrey 

Whitley Place 

3440 Spicewood Drive 

Prosper, TX 75078 

 

US 380 - Coit Road to FM 1827, Collin County, Texas 

CSJs 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, & 0135-15-002 

Comments on Draft EIS (2023-01-02) 

My name is Andrew McCaffrey, I join the comments provided by some of my neighbors in Whitley Place by 

providing the following comment: 

Environment Justice - Low Income and Minority Populations 

Section 2.3.2 Comparison of Reasonable Alternative does not consider the Americans with Disabilities 

Act, Amended 2008 (ADAA) (42 U.S.C. 12101), in its environmental justice assessment. It is unfortunate 

that TxDOT did not consider the ADAA and the minority population of people with disabilities in the Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). Minority populations are normally identified with census track 

data. However, populations of persons with disabilities are very diverse and dispersed throughout the 

community and region, which makes it impossible to use census track data to identify people with 

disabilities as a minority population. People with disabilities are also protected by HIPAA, which restricts 

access to individuals’ heath information. The ADAA was passed by congress 14 years after President 

Clinton issued Environmental Justice Executive Order (EO) 12898. The EO’s purpose is to achieve 

environmental protection for all communities, which today, by way of the ADAA, includes the minority 

populations of people with disabilities. 

TxDOT, in its Community Impacts Assessment Technical Report (DEIS - Appendix K), acknowledges, 

“Vulnerable populations (e.g., people with disabilities and children), during the US 380 Feasibility Study.” 

However, a meaningful assessment would have included the ADAA in the DEIS’s environmental 

assessment. EO12898 (Environmental Justice) directs federal agencies to “identify and address the 

disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of their actions on minority 

and low-income populations, to the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law.” Unfortunately, 

while TxDOT continued in the process of selecting a preferred route for U.S. 380 none of the reports, 

including US 380 Feasibility Study, Community Impacts Assessment Technical Report, and the DEIS, 

considered the ADAA or the purposes of the Act. The purposes of the ADAA are “to carry out the ADA's 

objectives of providing ‘a clear and comprehensive national mandate for the elimination of 



 

 

discrimination’ and ‘clear, strong, consistent, enforceable standards addressing discrimination’ by 

reinstating a broad scope of protection to be available under the ADA.” The ADAA reinforces the right of 

people with disabilities to fully participate in all aspects of society, because “people with physical or 

mental disabilities are frequently precluded from doing so because of prejudice, antiquated attitudes, or 

the failure to remove societal and institutional barriers.” The Environmental Justice (EO 12898) 

assessment should consider the ADAA and the minority community of people with disabilities.  

 

The community cannot be determined by census track data, but the DEIS Study Area’s population 

benefiting from needed therapeutic and other services, in all fairness, represents a minority community 

of people with disabilities. The assessment should give weight to public comments supporting 

ManeGait’s community of people with disabilities and the therapeutic services they receive, because a 

majority of the people with disabilities may not be able to speak for themselves. 

RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO FINAL EIS 

DEIS US 380 McKinney, Coit Road to FM 1827, Collin County, Texas; CSJ 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, & 

0135-15-002 (December 2022) 

2.3.2 Comparison of Reasonable Alternatives (PAGE 2-30) 

Community Facilities (PAGE 2-31) - Should identify ManeGait as a facility providing essential therapeutic 

and other services to a minority population of people with disabilities as recounted in the ADAA. 

Figure 2-15 Continued: Alternatives Comparison Matrix (PAGE 2-34) 

The line in the matrix referring to Low-Income and Minority Populations & the columns for Brown and 

Gold Alternatives, requires revision. “Are there EJ communities that will suffer disproportionately high or 

adverse impacts - yes or no?” The answer is YES! 

YES - 1: A minority population of people with disabilities, as recounted in the ADAA, may suffer 

disproportionately high or adverse impacts. The minority community cannot be determined by census 

track data, but the DEIS Study Area recognizes the minority population of people with disabilities that are 

benefiting from therapeutic and other essential services provided by ManeGait. 3.6.3.4 Neighborhood 

Access and Travel Patterns Purple Alternative (A+E+D) (PAGE 3-53) I support the traditional alternative 

design for the N. Custer Road and US 380 interchange which TxDOT presented at the DEIS public 

meetings. It is debatable whether the diverging diamond interchange (DDI) will improve safety. In fact, it 

may create an unsafe interchange. 

The Missouri Department of Transportation (MoDOT) published a Technical Report (Missouri’s Experience 



 

 

with a Diverging Diamond Interchange) in May 2010. The report points out the advantages of DDI as well 

as the disadvantages, which suggests the design may not be applicable for N. Custer Road with its 50 

mph speed limit. The first disadvantage identified in the technical report is the speed of through traffic. 

"MoDOT’s experience is that, for through traffic, it is desirable for regular passenger vehicles to be able to 

proceed through a DDI at 20-30 mph without encroaching upon an adjacent lane. MoDOT’s past and 

current designs are allowing speeds of about 25 mph.” 3.6.5 Environmental Justice Build Alternatives 

(PAGE 3-61) The third paragraph requires changes to recognize that the ADAA provides people with 

disabilities the right to fully participate in all aspects of society, yet the DEIS may be precluding this 

minority population of people with disabilities from participating in therapeutic and other essential 

services necessary to ensure equality of opportunity and full participation in American society. Although 

people with disabilities are not specifically defined in EO 12898 or USDOT Order 5610.2c, the 

environmental justice assessment should consider the ADAA which was passed by Congress 14 years 

after President Clinton issued EO 12898 to “provide a clear and comprehensive national mandate for the 

elimination of discrimination against individuals with disabilities” . The Segment B’s environmental 

impact assessment should recognize the ADAA and the minority community of people with disabilities 

benefiting from therapeutic and other essential services. The assessment should also designate 

ManeGait as an essential service provider for the community of people with disabilities, which is 

comparatively more essential than service suppliers supporting other minority groups. ManeGait is a 

PATH Premier Accredited Center providing essential services to people with disabilities including: Autism 

Spectrum Disorder, Cerebral Palsy, Intellectual Disability, Developmental Delay, Down Syndrome, 

ADD/ADHD, Sensory Processing Disorder, Traumatic Brain Injury, Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder, among 

many other disabilities defined in the ADAA. The final sentence of the paragraph refers the reader to 

Appendix K for additional information about ManeGait and its services. Appendix K will also require 

changes noted below. 3.9 Protected Lands (PAGE 3-77) 3.9.1.1 Public Parkland Recreational Facilities 

Protected by Section 4(f) The selection of the DEIS needs to expand on Section 4(f) protections for the 

Brown or Gold Alternatives (Segment B). Selection of Segment B would have a devastating impact on the 

Town of Prosper’s Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Master Plan and Hike and the Bike Trail Master 

Plan. Segment B would render Rutherford Park and the Prosper Independent School District’s planned 

Nature Center, along with Ladera and Wandering Creek Parks and and the trail system within the 

Rutherford Creek Greenbelt useless or unusable. As a resident of Whitley Place, I STRONGLY oppose 

Segment B. I support retaining the Section 4(f) protection for Rutherford, Ladera and Wandering Creek 

Parks, along with the trail system connecting the parks. DEIS - APPENDIX K - Community Impacts 

Assessment Technical Report (July 2022) Community Facilities (by Segment Focus Area) Segments A-B 

(PAGE 13) The paragraph at the bottom of page 13 requires changes to properly identify ManeGait as an 

essential service provider, and properly define “vulnerable populations” as a minority community of 

people with disabilities as recounted in the ADAA. “Vulnerable populations” are, in fact, a minority 

community of people with disabilities recounted in the ADAA, and entitled to an environmental justice 

assessment of the potential negative environmental impacts introduced by Segment B. ManeGait is a 



 

 

PATH Premier Accredited Center providing essential services to a minority population of people with 

disabilities including: Autism Spectrum Disorder, Cerebral Palsy, Intellectual Disability, Developmental 

Delay, Down Syndrome, ADD/ADHD, Sensory Processing Disorder, Traumatic Brain Injury, Post-Traumatic 

Stress Disorder, among many other disabilities defined in the ADAA. Figure 4: (PAGE 13) Community 

Facilities Adjacent to Segments A and B. Line 22, Additional Notes. Should be revised changing 

“community volunteer support” to - Equine-assisted therapy facility, providing therapeutic and other 

essential services to an ADAA community of Americans with Disabilities. DEIS - APPENDIX M - Protected 

Lands 

Appendix M does not include any information about the Section 4(f) protected parks in Prosper. The 

Appendices requires revision/updating to describe and illustrate the Section 4(f) protected parks and trail 

system. 

  



 

 

A2.2 Response to Andrew McCaffrey 

Your comment and opposition of Segment B is noted. The Preferred Alternative selected was the Blue 

Alternative, which does not include Segment B. The FEIS will only include the direct, indirect, and 

cumulative impacts of the Preferred Alternative, the Blue Alternative, which includes Segments A, E, and 

C.  

 

The EIS evaluates the potential effects on low-income and minority populations per Executive Order 

12898. For the analysis TxDOT uses the definitions provided in the Appendix to USDOT Order 5610.2C 

dated May 14, 2021, which defines a “minority person” as a person who is: Black, Hispanic or Latino, 

Asian American, American Indian and Alaskan Native, or Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander.  

 

TxDOT, as an agent for the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), is required to comply with ADA when 

providing access for persons with disabilities to its streets and sidewalks. Neither TxDOT nor FHWA, have 

ADA oversight responsibilities for projects outside of the public right-of-way that do not use federal 

surface transportation program funds. None of the reasonable alternatives would have required TxDOT to 

acquire property from ManeGait.  

 

A Diverging Diamond Interchange (DDI) is no longer being considered at the Custer Road and US 380 

intersection. 

 

TxDOT has treated all three parks you mention (Rutherford Park, Wandering Creek Park, and Ladera Park) 

as Section 4(f) resources in our analysis.  The omission of these three parks on the map in Appendix M 

was the result of an inadvertent clerical error and did not affect our analysis, as all three parks were 

discussed in Section 3.9 of the DEIS and shown on the map contained in the body of the DEIS at Figure 

3-40.  In the FEIS, Appendix M has been updated to show all three parks consistent with the map 

contained in the body of the FEIS.   

 

It is not necessary for TxDOT to make a determination regarding whether use of Wandering Creek Park 

and Ladera Park would or would not be in compliance with Section 4(f) and FHWA’s implementing 

regulations at 23 CFR Part 744 because the preferred Blue Alternative does not use either of those 

parks.  As explained in Section 3.9 of the FEIS, the Blue Alternative would require right-of-way from 

Rutherford Park; however, that would be the case with respect to any of the reasonable alternatives 

evaluated in the FEIS. TxDOT will evaluate Rutherford Park under Section 4(f). 

  



 

 

A2.3 Amanda Shaw-McCaffrey 

Dear Mr. Endres - 

My name is Amanda Shaw-McCaffrey, I am a Whitley Place resident in Prosper, TX and join my neighbors 

in the following comments regarding the recent EIS for the 380 bypass plan 

Environment Justice- Low Income and Minority Populations  

Section 2.3.2 Comparison of Reasonable Alternative does not consider the Americans with Disabilities 

Act, Amended 2008 (ADAA) (42 U.S.C. 12101), in its environmental justice assessment. It is unfortunate 

that TxDOT did not consider the ADAA and the minority population of people with disabilities in the Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). Minority populations are normally identified with census track 

data. However, populations of persons with disabilities are very diverse and dispersed throughout the 

community and region, which makes it impossible to use census track data to identify people with 

disabilities as a minority population. People with disabilities are also protected by HIPAA, which restricts 

access to individuals’ heath information. The ADAA was passed by congress 14 years after President 

Clinton issued Environmental Justice Executive Order (EO) 12898. The EO’s purpose is to achieve 

environmental protection for all communities, which today, by way of the ADAA, includes the minority 

populations of people with disabilities. TxDOT, in its Community Impacts Assessment Technical Report 

(DEIS - Appendix K), acknowledges, “Vulnerable populations (e.g., people with disabilities and children), 

during the US 380 Feasibility Study.” However, a meaningful assessment would have included the ADAA 

in the DEIS’s environmental assessment. EO12898 (Environmental Justice) directs federal agencies to 

“identify and address the disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of 

their actions on minority and low-income populations, to the greatest extent practicable and permitted by 

law.”  

Unfortunately, while TxDOT continued in the process of selecting a preferred route for U.S. 380 none of 

the reports, including US 380 Feasibility Study, Community Impacts Assessment Technical Report, and 

the DEIS, considered the ADAA or the purposes of the Act. The purposes of the ADAA are “to carry out the 

ADA's objectives of providing ‘a clear and comprehensive national mandate for the elimination of 

discrimination’ and ‘clear, strong, consistent, enforceable standards addressing discrimination’ by 

reinstating a broad scope of protection to be available under the ADA.” The ADAA reinforces the right of 

people with disabilities to fully participate in all aspects of society, because “people with physical or 

mental disabilities are frequently precluded from doing so because of prejudice, antiquated attitudes, or 

the failure to remove societal and institutional barriers.” The Environmental Justice (EO 12898) 

assessment should consider the ADAA and the minority community of people with disabilities. The 

community cannot be determined by census track data, but the DEIS Study Area’s population benefiting 

from needed therapeutic and other services, in all fairness, represents a minority community of people 

with disabilities. The assessment should give weight to public comments supporting ManeGait’s 



 

 

community of people with disabilities and the therapeutic services they receive, because a majority of the 

people with disabilities may not be able to speak for themselves.  

RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO FINAL EIS  

DEISUS 380McKinney, Coit Road to FM 1827,Collin County,Texas; CSJ 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, & 

0135-15-002 (December2022)  

2.3.2 Comparison of Reasonable Alternatives (PAGE 2-30)  

Community Facilities (PAGE 2-31) - Should identify ManeGait as a facility providing essential therapeutic 

and other services to a minority population of people with disabilities as recounted in the ADAA.  

Figure 2-15 Continued: Alternatives Comparison Matrix (PAGE 2-34) The line in the matrix referring to 

Low-Income and Minority Populations & the columns for Brown and Gold Alternatives, requires revision. 

“Are there EJ communities that will suffer disproportionately high or adverse impacts - yes or no?” The 

answer is YES! YES - 1: A minority population of people with disabilities, as recounted in the ADAA, may 

suffer disproportionately high or adverse impacts. The minority community cannot be determined by 

census track data, but the DEIS Study Area recognizes the minority population of people with disabilities 

that are benefiting from therapeutic and other essential services provided by ManeGait.  

3.6.3.4 Neighborhood Access and Travel Patterns  

Purple Alternative (A+E+D) (PAGE 3-53)  

I support the traditional alternative design for the N. Custer Road and US 380 interchange which TxDOT 

presented at the DEIS public meetings. It is debatable whether the diverging diamond interchange (DDI) 

will improve safety. In fact, it may create an unsafe interchange.  

The Missouri Department of Transportation (MoDOT)published a Technical Report (Missouri’s Experience 

with a Diverging Diamond Interchange) in May 2010. The report points out the advantages of DDI as well 

as the disadvantages, which suggests the design may not be applicable for N. Custer Road with its 50 

mph speed limit. The first disadvantage identified in the technical report is the speed of through traffic. 

"MoDOT’s experience is that, for through traffic, it is desirable for regular passenger vehicles to be able to 

proceed through a DDI at 20-30 mph without encroaching upon an adjacent lane. MoDOT’s past and 

current designs are allowing speeds of about 25 mph.”  

3.6.5 Environmental Justice  

Build Alternatives (PAGE3-61)  

The third paragraph requires changes to recognize that the ADAA provides people with disabilities the 



 

 

right to fully participate in all aspects of society, yet the DEIS may be precluding this minority population 

of people with disabilities from participating in therapeutic and other essential services necessary to 

ensure equality of opportunity and full participation in American society. Although people with disabilities 

are not specifically defined in EO 12898 or USDOT Order 5610.2c, the environmental justice assessment 

should consider the ADAA which was passed by Congress 14 years after President Clinton issued EO 

12898 to “provide a clear and comprehensive national mandate for the elimination of discrimination 

against individuals with disabilities”. The Segment B’s environmental impact assessment should 

recognize the ADAA and the minority community of people with disabilities benefiting from therapeutic 

and other essential services. The assessment should also designate ManeGait as an essential service 

provider for the community of people with disabilities, which is comparatively more essential than service 

suppliers supporting other minority groups. ManeGait is a PATH Premier Accredited Center providing 

essential services to people with disabilities including: Autism Spectrum Disorder, Cerebral Palsy, 

Intellectual Disability, Developmental Delay, Down Syndrome, ADD/ADHD, Sensory Processing Disorder, 

Traumatic Brain Injury, Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder, among many other disabilities defined in the 

ADAA. The final sentence of the paragraph refers the reader to Appendix K for additional information 

about ManeGait and its services. Appendix K will also require changes noted below.  

3.9 Protected Lands (PAGE 3-77)  

3.9.1.1 Public Parkland Recreational Facilities Protected by Section 4(f)  

The selection of the DEIS needs to expand on Section 4(f) protections for the Brown or Gold Alternatives 

(Segment B). Selection of Segment B would have a devastating impact on the Town of Prosper’s Parks, 

Recreation, and Open Space Master Plan and Hike and the Bike Trail Master Plan.  

Segment B would render Rutherford Park and the Prosper Independent School District’s planned Nature 

Center, along with Ladera and Wandering Creek Parks and and the trail system within the Rutherford 

Creek Greenbelt useless or unusable. As a resident of Whitley Place, I STRONGLY oppose Segment B. I 

support retaining the Section 4(f) protection for Rutherford, Ladera and Wandering Creek Parks, along 

with the trail system connecting the parks.  

DEIS - APPENDIX K - Community Impacts Assessment Technical Report (July 2022)  

1. Community Facilities (by Segment Focus Area)  

1. Segments A-B (PAGE 13)  

The paragraph at the bottom of page 13 requires changes to properly identify ManeGait as an essential 

service provider, and properly define “vulnerable populations” as a minority community of people with 

disabilities as recounted in the ADAA. “Vulnerable populations” are, in fact, a minority community of 

people with disabilities recounted in the ADAA, and entitled to an environmental justice assessment of 



 

 

the potential negative environmental impacts introduced by Segment B. ManeGait is a PATH Premier 

Accredited Center providing essential services to a minority population of people with disabilities 

including: Autism Spectrum Disorder, Cerebral Palsy, Intellectual Disability, Developmental Delay, Down 

Syndrome, ADD/ADHD, Sensory Processing Disorder, Traumatic Brain Injury, Post-Traumatic Stress 

Disorder, among many other disabilities defined in the ADAA. Figure 4: (PAGE 13) Community Facilities 

Adjacent to Segments A and B. Line22, Additional Notes. Should be revised changing “community 

volunteer support” to - Equine-assisted therapy facility, providing therapeutic and other essential services 

to an ADAA community of Americans with Disabilities.  

 DEIS - APPENDIX M - Protected Lands  

 Appendix M does not include any information about the Section 4(f) protected parks in Prosper. The 

Appendices requires revision/updating to describe and illustrate the Section 4(f) protected parks and trail 

system. Respectfully Submitted, 

Amanda L Shaw-McCaffrey 

Whitley Place 

3440 Spicewood Drive 

Prosper, TX 75078  

  



 

 

A2.3 Response to Amanda Shaw-McCaffrey 

Your comment and opposition of Segment B is noted. The Preferred Alternative selected was the Blue 

Alternative, which does not include Segment B. The FEIS will only include the direct, indirect, and 

cumulative impacts of the Preferred Alternative, the Blue Alternative, which includes Segments A, E, and 

C.  

 

The EIS evaluates the potential effects on low-income and minority populations per Executive Order 

12898. For the analysis TxDOT uses the definitions provided in the Appendix to USDOT Order 5610.2C 

dated May 14, 2021, which defines a “minority person” as a person who is: Black, Hispanic or Latino, 

Asian American, American Indian and Alaskan Native, or Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander.  

 

TxDOT, as an agent for the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), is required to comply with ADA when 

providing access for persons with disabilities to its streets and sidewalks. Neither TxDOT nor FHWA, have 

ADA oversight responsibilities for projects outside of the public right-of-way that do not use federal 

surface transportation program funds. None of the reasonable alternatives would have required TxDOT to 

acquire property from ManeGait.  

 

A Diverging Diamond Interchange (DDI) is no longer being considered at the Custer Road and US 380 

intersection. 

 

TxDOT has treated all three parks you mention (Rutherford Park, Wandering Creek Park, and Ladera Park) 

as Section 4(f) resources in our analysis.  The omission of these three parks on the map in Appendix M 

was the result of an inadvertent clerical error and did not affect our analysis, as all three parks were 

discussed in Section 3.9 of the DEIS and shown on the map contained in the body of the DEIS at Figure 

3-40.  In the FEIS, Appendix M has been updated to show all three parks consistent with the map 

contained in the body of the FEIS.   

 

It is not necessary for TxDOT to make a determination regarding whether use of Wandering Creek Park 

and Ladera Park would or would not be in compliance with Section 4(f) and FHWA’s implementing 

regulations at 23 CFR Part 744 because the preferred Blue Alternative does not use either of those 

parks.  As explained in Section 3.9 of the FEIS, the Blue Alternative would require right-of-way from 

Rutherford Park; however, that would be the case with respect to any of the reasonable alternatives 

evaluated in the FEIS. TxDOT will evaluate Rutherford Park under Section 4(f). 

 

  



 

 

A2.4 Barbara Sano 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of Segment A over 
Segment B is fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150 MILLION more, applies criteria to 
support their decision inconsistently, and provides numerous biased, false, and inconsistent findings in 
their environmental study. Furthermore, there is objective evidence of political maneuvering, 
campaigning, and rezoning efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that has swayed TXDOT’s 
position, and I condemn these actions as unethical and improper. 
 
The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council on Environmental 
Quality (CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021), decisions on an alignment must be based on what is practical 
and feasible from a technical and economic standpoint, RATHER THAN WHAT IS DESIRABLE FROM THE 
STANDPOINT OF THE AGENCY (TXDOT). 
 
THE FACTS AS TXDOT PRESENTS THEM APPEAR TO SUPPORT SEGMENT B OVER SEGMENT A: 

● Segment B displaces fewer homes (2 vs 5) 

● Segment A is one mile longer 

● Segment A has 6 new interchanges, rather than 5 in Segment B 

● Segment A has 7 potential major utility conflicts, versus 2 for Segment B 

● Segment A displaces 15 businesses, versus zero businesses for Segment B 
● Segment B has less of an environmental impact, as Segment A would encroach on twice the 

wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and streams and more acres of forests, 
prairies and grasslands. Also, Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage trees, 
aged over 150 years. 

● Segment B will not impact any hazardous material sites, and TXDOT has identified 2 
with Segment A 

● Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 Highway and there 
will be TWO (2) 90 DEGREE CURVES very close to two subdivisions (Tucker Hill and Auburn 

Hills). This makes no sense to me at all! This will increase the safety risk of drivers greatly. 
● TXDOT appears to be prioritizing the impact of unidentified future residents, developers, etc. 

over the impact to existing McKinney residents. We built our home in Tucker Hill in 2014 and 
that feels like a slap in the face to me. 

● And the ManeGait issue, which has been portrayed as a great “public concern”. We are in no 
way diminishing the value of ManeGait to the people it serves. But what about the neighbors 
we have in Tucker Hill, along with other McKinney residents who will be greatly impacted by 
Segment A … senior citizens (as I am), veterans, many children, neighbors with disabilities, 
neighbors fighting cancer and other diseases, children with autism, learning disabilities, etc. 
It’s no secret to anyone that Bill Darling pulls a lot of weight in McKinney and Prosper, and 
this decision has made it even more apparent. 

 
Many of us feel that there are flaws in the underlying TXDOT analysis and interpretation of the EIS. 



 

 

Here are some of my main concerns, but this is by no means all of them: 

NOISE POLLUTION: 

The TXDOT study was flawed and biased. I have researched and found so much literature showing the 
association between traffic and related noise on physical and mental health. The study evaluated only 
a single barrier south of the community (unbelievable). One of the reasons we were drawn to Tucker 
Hill is because of the ‘’front porch community” it marketed. And now TXDOT wants to build an enlarged 
highway to our SOUTH and EAST! 
 
 
A new noise study must be done with more receptors, and sound barriers across both the south 
and east side of the neighborhood must be included in any Segment A option. 

COMMUNITY IMPACTS: 

I believe someone from TXDOT needs to actually come visit our neighborhood and actually talk 
to residents, because the community impact study was extremely flawed. 

TWO 90 DEGREE CURVES: 

More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a horizontal curve, and the average crash 
rate for horizontal curves is about three times that of other types of highway segments. Can you actually 
stand back and look at Segment A and feel good about building these two curves, and so close 
together? How many accidents, injuries, and even deaths will be caused by this poor design. 

COMMUNITY COHESION: 

As a resident of Tucker Hill, I already feel like we are separated from McKinney because of the school 
district Tucker Hill’s children attend. Now you are wanting to separate our kids (with a major highway) 
from the elementary school that they attend, which is Reeves Elementary in Auburn Hills. We will also 
be separated from our neighbors on the south and east of us, so we will basically be completely 
separated from McKinney. 

CONSTRUCTION: 

I would like to know all the potential impacts during construction for both proposed Segments A and 
B. Also, how can we safely access our neighborhood during construction if you go with Segment A. 
And what about emergency vehicles, etc.? I would really like to have answers to these two questions. 

SHIFT CLOSER TO TUCKER HILL: 

This came as a huge surprise to many of us, and I can’t believe it’s even been suggested, or 
considered!! FUTURE DEVELOPMENT SHOULD NEVER COME BEFORE ESTABLISHED 
NEIGHBORHOODS, ETC. WHEN MAKING DECISIONS THAT WILL IMPACT CURRENT RESIDENTS. 

AIR POLLUTION: 

I also did a lot of research on this and came away very concerned about having a highway so close 
to us. Winds in McKinney predominantly blow from the South and Southeast, which will greatly 
affect Tucker Hill. It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by TXDOT utilized an 
airspeed of 1 MPH?? I decided to check the airspeed a couple of days last week. On a beautiful 
morning with hardly any breeze, the airspeed was 7 MPH. On a fairly windy afternoon, the airspeed 
was 18 MPH in our courtyard (and this is not unusual at all). Air pollution is a documented public 



 

 

health emergency and can affect every organ in the body. This is also another major concern of 
mine and would like it addressed. 

 
I strongly disagree with the conclusions that TXDOT came up with, and am requesting that: 

 

● TXDOT issue a second draft of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in the current draft EIS. 

● Any Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) have a 90-day review period, with an 
official public comment period, and that the FEIS be unbundled from the Record of Decision. 

 

Thank you for your consideration. 

  

  



 

 

A2.4 Barbara Sano Response 
Your comment and opposition of the project is noted.  An EIS is a rigorous, multi-year environmental 

review process, guided by federal and state requirements, to disclose the impacts of the proposed 

project on the human and natural environment.  

The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by applicable federal environmental 

laws for this project are being, or have been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a 

Memorandum of Understanding dated December 9, 2019, and executed by the Federal Highway 

Administration (FHWA) and TxDOT. Under “NEPA Assignment”, TxDOT adheres to FHWA policies in 

accordance with the CEQ’s NEPA Implementing Regulations. As described throughout Chapter 3 of the 

DEIS, TxDOT assessed the direct impacts of the project such as clearing vegetation, placing fill material 

within wetlands, displacing homes or businesses, traffic noise, etc. and the potential for the alternatives 

considered to induce changes in land use and growth within the Study Area. TxDOT also addressed any 

adverse environmental impacts that cannot be avoided, the measures considered to minimize harm and 

to mitigate adverse effects, where applicable; and the steps taken during the study to comply with 

applicable state and federal environmental laws. 

While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during its decision-making process, a 

Preferred Alternative is not selected through a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input 

from the public, municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative 

(comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, 

considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  

TxDOT conducted a traffic noise analysis in accordance with TxDOT’s (FHWA–approved) Guidelines for 

Analysis and Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise, described in Section 3.14 and 

Appendix R of the DEIS. Existing sound level measurements were collected at areas of frequent human 

activity associated with adjacent noise-sensitive land uses, and FHWA-approved noise modeling software 

was used to predict what noise levels could be expected in 2050. Noise levels were predicted to 500 feet 

from the edge of the proposed right-of-way. In areas where a noise impact was projected to occur, noise 

barriers were evaluated for feasibility and reasonableness. To support the further development of the 

Preferred Alternative including the alignment shift presented at the Public Hearing, additional noise 

analyses will be conducted focused on the Preferred Alternative and presented in the FEIS.  

TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several areas, including Tucker Hill. It 

is important to note that TxDOT is already proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by 

depressing the mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods to decrease 

traffic noise and visual barriers. 

TxDOT recognizes there are numerous public gathering and recreational facilities within neighborhoods, 

owned and managed by a homeowners’ association for the benefit of residents. No ROW is proposed to 



 

 

impact these facilities. The properties noted are more than 500 feet outside of the proposed right-of-way 

(for noise modeling purposes) and were not identified or modeled in accordance with TxDOT Noise Policy.   

The design for Segment A meets the criteria outlined in TxDOT's Roadway Design Manual, including 

stopping sight distance. Similar freeway curves can be found in the region including President George 

Bush Turnpike and I-35 interchange. The freeway design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from 

driveways and other roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be available at 

signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of conflict points. TxDOT provides 

a summary of fatal and injury crashes by alternative on page 2-33 of the DEIS. 

Access to Tucker Hill would be maintained along the Preferred Alternative including an at-grade 

connection at Tremont Boulevard over the depressed section of the new freeway and a connection to 

existing US 380 east of Tucker Hill which would allow school buses and parents to access Reeves 

Elementary School via Auburn Hills Parkway and future Ridge Road. 

Impacts from construction and implementation of the proposed project are included in each resource 

section of the DEIS. Section 3.17 outlines the anticipated phased construction of each of the build 

alternatives considered by segment, describing how the frontage roads and mainlane sections would be 

built. The anticipated impacts on traffic, noise, air quality, biological and water resources, hazardous 

materials, and cultural resources resulting from construction are also described in Section 3.17.1 

through 3.17.7. As described under the Preferred Blue Alternative in Section 3.17, a Traffic Management 

Plan would be developed and implemented outlining the phasing, maintaining property and 

neighborhood access during construction. The timing of construction and identification of detours will be 

defined during final design. 

According to Section 3.6.3.3 of the DEIS, TxDOT will coordinate with emergency responders to prevent 

disruptions in service during phased construction of the proposed project and will develop a traffic 

management plan as discussed further in Section 3.17. The proposed grade separated interchanges and 

intersection improvements (including U-turns) along the proposed frontage roads would reduce 

congestion at major cross-streets allowing emergency vehicles to bypass traffic lights, shortening transit 

times through the Study Area. 

The Preferred Alternative would maintain the two existing entry points to Tucker Hill from the existing US 

380 at Grassmere Ln. and Tremont Blvd. Each is accessible from frontage roads. 

In response to concerns from Tucker Hill residents, the roll plots for the Public Hearing showed that 

TxDOT added a connection over the freeway at Tremont Blvd. and the future US 380. This at-grade 

overpass over the depressed mainlanes will allow for left in and left out access to Tucker Hill. It also 

means that drivers will have a direct entrance to Tucker Hill instead of driving further to U-turn at another 

interchange. 



 

 

The Segment A shift that was presented as a possible alternative design at the Public Hearing did not 

shift the proposed right-of-way for the freeway along the existing US 380 to the south of Tucker Hill. The 

freeway proposed right-of-way was shifted on the curve on the east side of Tucker Hill by approximately 

zero to 115 feet to the north and west. This is approximately a minimum of 800 feet from any Tucker Hill 

residence. 

Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles per day in 2045, TxDOT 

performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with 

regional and federal air quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. TxDOT conducted a quantitative 

mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis including benzene and VOCs (Section 3.12.3 of the DEIS), and a 

Carbon Monoxide Traffic Air Quality analysis (CO TAQA - Section 3.12.2 of the DEIS), included in Appendix 

P of the DEIS. None of the modeled carbon monoxide concentrations exceeded the Environmental 

Protection Agency's 1-hour or 8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. The 

CAL3QHC air dispersion model parameters used in the CO TAQA are specified in the TxDOT Environmental 

Guide: Volume 2 Activity Instructions (DEIS Appendix P, CO TAQA Technical Report, Table 12). The wind 

speed used was 1 meter per second (m/s), equivalent to 2.24 miles per hour.  

The total MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43 % by 2050 due to higher 

combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification of the US fleet. More information about the 

air quality analysis that was conducted can be found in the DEIS document in Section 3.12. As required, 

the project is consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) State 

Implementation Plan (SIP), the NCTCOG’s Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 TIP. 

Regarding future developments, there are both residential and commercial developments under 

construction and being planned along Segments A and B. Those that TxDOT was made aware of prior to 

the Public Hearing are shown on the Segment Analysis Matrix with their development status and the 

development heat map exhibit available on the Public Hearing website. Many future homes that are 

currently under construction in the Ladera residential development would have been directly impacted by 

Segment B. Due to the rapidly changing nature of developments as they go through local planning 

processes, TxDOT only classified a development as future displacements if the development is expected 

to be occupied by the anticipated ROD date.   

The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates that the Preferred Alternative 

effectively meets the criteria of managing congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. 

The traffic methodology was revised and updated in mid-November 2021. If constructed, the project 

would adhere to current design standards and address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. 

  



 

 

A2.5 David Keese 
I write this letter as a Collin County, Texas resident due to my concerns that the selection of Segment A 

for the 380 bypass will negatively impact significantly more Collin County residents and businesses than 

Segment B, as well as result in a significantly higher costs than Segment B. Texas Department of 

Transportation has provided several justifications for the preliminary selection of Segment A, however, 

the factors in favor of Segment B significantly outweigh the factors supporting Segment A. 

Segment A is more expensive than Segment B, is longer than Segment B, and will result in negative 

impacts to significantly more residents and commercial businesses in Collin County, Texas than Segment 

B. 

With the movement of Segment A west 100 feet, which was very recently proposed “in order to minimize 

impacts to future developments”, this will result in Segment A encroaching upon more wetland acreage. 

Segment A, as proposed adversely impacts the environment more than Segment B. Segment A will 

encroach upon twice the waterway and wetland areas than Segment B. Segment A will further require the 

removal of more than 30 large trees estimated to be over 150 years old. Segment A additionally will 

adversely impact animal habitats established within the southerly portion of Segment A. 

The Segment A project will result in construction and resulting traffic impacts on approximately 4 miles of 

current Highway 380 between Segment A and Coit Road, and will result in the displacement or impact on 

14 commercial properties, whereas Segment B will alleviate both of these significant and expensive 

adverse impacts. 

One of the justifications published by TxDOT for Segment A is that it will not displace any community 

facilities. However, Segment B will not displace any community facilities either, which renders this 

justification point invalid. The EIS has identified 21 community facilities adjacent to Segment A, with only 

4 community facilities adjacent to Segment B. Construction of Segment A will impact significantly more 

community facilities than Segment B. 

Among the most egregious justifications for Segment A are that Segment A avoids displacing proposed 

construction or development in the path of Segment B. The mere fact that something has been claimed 

to be planned for development does not address the fact that Segment A will create real impacts on 

current Collin County, Texas residents. 

The study reserves hundreds of references to Mane Gait, which is a horse property which ostensibly 

serves persons with disabilities. As a parent of a child with cerebral palsy, I can attest to the fact that 

after over 3 years of being on the “waiting list” and offering to volunteer, we have not been contacted by, 

or had any responses from this entity to allow our child to participate in their supposed services. While 

Mane Gait is a non profit entity, and does appear to file required reporting for non profit entities, this 



 

 

facility does not, based upon my personal experience, provide services to members of the community of 

Collin County, Texas. Further, the claimed impact by TxDOT upon Mane Gait is a proximity concern. Given 

that Main Gait ostensibly provides horse-based therapeutic services on a one-hour at a time basis, the 

use of the facility is transient in nature. Mane Gait clients, if any, will therefore use the facility for 

extremely short periods of time, and the impact of noise created by Segment B will not impact any 

permanent residents of Mane Gait. 

Several commenters have noted that the impact of noise from Segment A on the Tucker Hill community is 

not accurately identified or analyzed in the EIS. Among the concerns of Segment A is the gradient of the 

curve of the proposed alignment at the south junction turning west onto existing 380 will result in a 

superelevation, resulting in direct noise reflection directly into the neighborhood of Tucker Hill. This 

impact was not fully or accurately evaluated in the draft EIS. 

The technical components of the EIS further appear to be lacking, including but not limited to traffic 

projections, which appear to be utilizing improper methodology and projections, construction phase 

impacts upon the communities of Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch and planning for traffic flows, and 

air pollution analysis, which utilized incorrect testing parameters. 

It appears that the comment and vetting process of the evaluation of Segment A versus Segment B may 

have been influenced by more than practical reasons and justifications. It has become apparent that 

many of the comments submitted to TxDOT may have been artificially overstated, and possibly submitted 

by parties other than residents of the impacted areas. This has possibly resulted in an incorrect decision- 

making process in the determination of Segment A as the site of the 380 bypass. I would urge TxDOT to 

re-evaluate the factors considered in the entire decisioning process regarding the Highway 380 route and 

improvements, and provide a response to the comments raised in this letter. 

Sincerely 

David Keese  

 

  



 

 

A2.5 David Keese Response 
Impacts from construction and implementation of the proposed project are included in each resource 

section of the DEIS. Section 3.17 outlines the anticipated phased construction of each of the build 

alternatives considered by segment, describing how the frontage roads and mainlane sections would be 

built. The anticipated impacts on traffic, noise, air quality, biological and water resources, hazardous 

materials, and cultural resources resulting from construction are also described in Section 3.17.1 

through 3.17.7. As described under the Preferred Blue Alternative in Section 3.17, a Traffic Management 

Plan would be developed and implemented outlining the phasing, maintaining property and 

neighborhood access during construction. The timing of construction and identification of detours will be 

defined during final design. 

TxDOT recognizes there are numerous public gathering and recreational facilities within neighborhoods, 

owned and managed by a homeowners’ association for the benefit of residents. TxDOT recognizes there 

are numerous other facilities in the study area that are not in the proposed ROW (directly impacted) for 

the project. 

Regarding future developments, there are both residential and commercial developments under 

construction and being planned along Segments A and B.  Those that TxDOT was made aware of prior to 

the Public Hearing are shown on the Segment Analysis Matrix with their development status and the 

development heat map exhibit available on the Public Hearing website. Many future homes that are 

currently under construction in the Ladera residential development would have been directly impacted by 

Segment B.  

Due to the rapidly changing nature of developments as they go through local planning processes, TxDOT 

only classified a development as future displacements if the development is expected to be occupied by 

the anticipated ROD date. 

TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several areas, including Tucker Hill. It 

is important to note that TxDOT is already proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by 

depressing the mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods to decrease 

traffic noise and visual barriers. 

Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles per day in 2045, TxDOT 

performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with 

regional and federal air quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. TxDOT conducted a quantitative 

MSAT analysis including benzene and VOCs (Section 3.12.3 of the DEIS), and a Carbon Monoxide Traffic 

Air Quality analysis (Section 3.12.2 of the DEIS), included in Appendix P of the DEIS. TxDOT modeled 

carbon monoxide concentrations and none of the modeled concentrations exceeded the 1-hour or 8-hour 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. The total MSAT emissions are predicted to 

decrease by approximately 43 % by 2050 due to higher combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and 



 

 

electrification of the US fleet. As required, the project is consistent with the Texas Commission on 

Environmental Quality (TCEQ) State Implementation Plan (SIP), the NCTCOG’s Mobility 2045 Update, as 

well as the 2023 -- 2026 TIP. 

While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during its decision-making process, a 

Preferred Alternative is not selected through a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input 

from the public, municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative 

(comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, 

considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  



 
A2.6 Dave Johnson 
Dear Mr. Endres, 

Having further reviewed the proposed Segment A impact to myself and my neighbors during the 

extended comment period, I have found substantial new points of discussion as well as questions 

that should be answered. These are in addition to my earlier submitted comments. 

Both my wife and I are elderly as are 75% of the people on my street which is located very near the 

proposed extended 380. Even closer than us to the proposed extension are other neighbors in the 

same demographic. Not surprisingly, this population is already experiencing numerous health 

issues. Moreover, many children reside in close proximity to the proposed construction. In my 

opinion, TxDOT’s study fails to address the increased noise, adverse mental health effects, and 

significant air pollution that will accompany the widening of 380 and which will be deleterious to the 

people who live here. Even for those who are young and healthy, the fact that Tucker Hill is a “front 

porch community” with many outdoor facilities and events has been overlooked by the study. 

Also concerning to me is the lack of study applied to safety issues during and after the construction 

process. My safety concerns include having sufficient neighborhood access for both residents and 

emergency personnel. The safety of having two 90 degree turns in the freeway has likewise not 

been properly considered when compared to the alternative. 

Questions that I need to have addressed include the following: 

Beyond depressing the fast lanes that pass in front of Tucker Hill, how will TxDOT further reduce the 

unacceptable noise level that is going to accompany the new roadway (unacceptable considering 

the neighborhood demographic and lifestyle)? 

What does adding a sound wall, in addition to the depression, do to mitigate the unreasonable 

levels of noise? 

What is TxDOT planning to do to add back additional parking for the Harvard building which is 

currently slated to lose an entire row of spaces (and this will lead to the already limited resident-only 

Residents’ Club parking being inappropriately used by those who don’t live here)? 

What would implementing a cantilevered approach in front of the Harvard building do in terms of 

both space and noise reduction (helping to address concerns raised in the previous two questions)?  

What would a combined depression, sound wall, and cantilevered approach do in terms of space 

and noise reduction? 

How will emergency response services be affected during the period of construction?  

When is TxDOT going to complete and publish a vibration analysis that identifies impact to homes 

near the construction area (homes that can already rumble when a large truck passes by), or if 

already published, where are the results of the analysis? 

 

 



 

 

What is the full impact of increased air pollution as a result of the widening (both before and after 

construction)? 

Where were monitors for air quality installed for the current study?  

What is the effect of air pollution on the neighborhood when CURRENT traffic studies are considered 

on both the SOUTH and EAST sides?  

What is the effect of noise on the neighborhood when an UPGRADED monitoring package is used 

along with CURRENT measurements during PEAK periods of traffic on BOTH the SOUTH and EAST 

sides?  

Where is the complete analysis of safety impacts due to the sharper turns involved in segment A 

versus segment B?  

Where is TxDOT’s study of the aesthetic impacts that 380 widening will cause?  

Where can we obtain a copy of the study that explains everything in language which a non-technical 

person is able to understand?  

What assurances is TxDOT providing that no further western shifts of the “first curve” of 380 

(already UNACCEPTABLE!!!) will take place?  

What will TxDOT do to lower the elevation of the eastern bypass portion that heads to the north?  

What engineering possibilities exist for TxDOT to erect a sound wall on the eastern bypass portion 

that heads to the north? 

Besides the concerns and questions raised above, please note MY OFFICIAL AGREEMENT with the 

research below which spells out many other deficiencies regarding TxDOT’s position. 

Regards, 

*Included attachment of Opposition of Segment A Form Letter, above  

  



 

 

 

A2.6 Dave Johnson Response 
The Preferred Alternative would maintain the two existing entry points to Tucker Hill from the 

existing US 380 at Grassmere Ln. and Tremont Blvd. Each is accessible from frontage roads. 

In response to concerns from Tucker Hill residents, the roll plots for the Public Hearing showed that 

TxDOT added a connection over the freeway at Tremont Blvd. and the future US 380. This at-grade 

overpass over the depressed mainlanes will allow for left in and left out access to Tucker Hill. It also 

means that drivers will have a direct entrance to Tucker Hill instead of driving further to U-turn at 

another interchange. 

According to Section 3.6.3.3 of the DEIS, TxDOT will coordinate with emergency responders to 

prevent disruptions in service during phased construction of the proposed project and will develop a 

traffic management plan as discussed further in Section 3.17. The proposed grade separated 

interchanges and intersection improvements (including U-turns) along the proposed frontage roads 

would reduce congestion at major cross-streets allowing emergency vehicles to bypass traffic lights, 

shortening transit times through the Study Area. 

TxDOT conducted a traffic noise analysis in accordance with TxDOT’s (FHWA–approved) Guidelines 

for Analysis and Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise, described in Section 

3.14 and Appendix R of the DEIS. Existing sound level measurements were collected at areas of 

frequent human activity associated with adjacent noise-sensitive land uses, and FHWA-approved 

noise modeling software was used to predict what noise levels could be expected in 2050. Noise 

levels were predicted to 500 feet from the edge of the proposed right-of-way. In areas where a noise 

impact was projected to occur, noise barriers were evaluated for feasibility and reasonableness. To 

support the further development of the Preferred Alternative including the alignment shift presented 

at the Public Hearing, additional noise analyses will be conducted focused on the Preferred 

Alternative and presented in the FEIS.  

TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several areas, including Tucker 

Hill. It is important to note that TxDOT is already proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred 

Alternative by depressing the mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch 

neighborhoods to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers. 

Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles per day in 2045, TxDOT 

performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with 

regional and federal air quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is 

consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) State Implementation Plan 

(SIP), the North Central Texas Council of Governments (NCTCOG) Mobility 2045 Update, as well as 

the 2023 -- 2026 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). TxDOT modeled carbon monoxide 

concentrations (CO TAQA) and none of the modeled concentrations exceeded the Environmental 



 

 

Protection Agency's 1-hour or 8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide.  

TxDOT performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis. The total MSAT emissions 

are predicted to decrease by approximately 43% by 2050 due to higher combustion efficiencies of 

vehicle engines and electrification of the US fleet. More information about the air quality analysis 

that was conducted can be found in the DEIS document in Section 3.12. 

The design for Segment A meets the criteria outlined in TxDOT's Roadway Design Manual, including 

stopping sight distance. Similar freeway curves can be found in the region including President 

George Bush Turnpike and I-35 interchange. 

Visual and aesthetic impacts can be seen in Section 3.7 of the DEIS.    

 

 

 

  



 

 

 

A2.7 JD Eubanks (petition and analyses)  
Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C 

 

Key Takeaways: Segment C 

● Opposed by over 90 residential and business property owners in a signed petition representing 

more than 375 people. 

● Right-of-Way 

• Divides the communities along FM 2933, CR 338, CR 332, CR 329, and Peacock Trl. 

• Runs through and between a significantly higher number of residences and businesses, 

disrupting and displacing more people. 

• Substantial number of individual parcels impacted => More litigation, longer timeline, 

additional costs. 

• Land held primarily by individual property owners and small businesses. 

• Design and cost estimates fail to consider all major and minor utility conflicts. 

● Environment and Natural Resources 

• Destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodlands within one of the largest remaining 

forests in central Collin County, damaging several trees ranging from 100 to over 220 

years old. 

• Destroys 141% more acres of grassland and prairie. 

• Disturbs more acres of wetland ecosystems1 that serve as refuges for wildlife, including 

beavers, river otters, turtles, migratory and non-migratory water and forest birds, frogs, etc. 

• Eliminates a larger area of suitable habitat for threatened/identified “may impact” species. 

• Destroys the unique character of the area’s landscape. 
• Strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife Department.2 

● Community and Cultural Resources 

• Interferes with multiple honey bee farms along CR 338 and FM 2933. Honey bees become 

stressed from persistent noise, which leads to death of colonies. 

• One of the bee farms serves as a Beekeeping Student Scholarship Site. 

• Damages the historical Simmons Dairy Farm by splitting it into pieces and destroying the 

historical barns. (CR 338) 

• Destroys the blacksmith shop and harms the campground that is used by the Boy Scouts 

of America and other community organizations to learn metalworking and outdoor survival 

skills. (CR 338) 

• Disturbs area of potentially high archeological significance surrounding Woodlawn 

Cemetery and the site of the former Clarksville stagecoach stop and Rock Rest community 

church and school. (CR 338) 

• Bisects private llama rescue located along Dripping Springs Creek. (CR 338) 

• Eliminates arena from therapeutic horsemanship operation for kids at risk as well as land 

used for ag exemption. (FM 2933) 

• Tara Royal Equestrian Center (FM 2933) 

• Multi-million-dollar horsemanship facility that houses warmbloods and thoroughbreds. 



 

 

• Lodges McKinney Police Department horses. 

• Will have to close down business due to noise from construction and traffic spooking 

horses, creating dangerous and/or deadly riding conditions for horses and people. 

 

● Traffic Performance 

• Lower average daily traffic carried. 

• Slower average moving speeds. 

• More elevation changes. 

● Land Use 

• Disrupts future potential development and land use. 

● Protected Classes 

• Displaces elderly and low-income individuals. 

• Displaces active duty military personnel. 

• Displaces widow of Vietnam veteran who recently passed from Agent Orange exposure 

while serving. 

Key Takeaways: Segment D 

– Recommended by Feasibility Study despite the segment’s cost and floodplain crossing due to its  

“fewer residential impacts and displacements.” 

– Least destructive option overall. 

– Right-of-Way 

– Does not divide any communities. 

– Has the fewest residential logical displacements: 6 vs. 30 (excludes shared displacements). 

– Has the fewest business logical displacements: 4 vs. 16 (excludes shared displacements). 

– Has the fewest community resources logical displacements: 0 vs. 7 (excludes shared  

displacements). 

– Few total parcels impacted => Less litigation, quicker timeline, fewer costs. 

– Land held primarily by real estate investment companies. 

– Less expensive estimated ROW cost per acre. 

– Environment and Natural Resources 

– Preserves one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin County by crossing it at its  

edge and narrowest point. 

– Preserves 71% more acres of forests and woodlands. 

– Preserves 141% more acres of grassland and prairie. 

– Preserves more wetland ecosystems and avoids the large area of wetlands surrounding Clemons Creek  

and the East Fork Trinity River.³ 

– Does not affect any protected lands or parks. 

– Respects the uniqueness of Collin County’s landscape. 

– Preferred by Texas Parks and Wildlife Department.⁴ 

– Fewer hazardous materials: 2 sites vs. 5 sites. 

– Community and Cultural Resources 

– Does not impact any potentially-eligible NRHP structures or other significant artifacts. 

– Traffic Performance⁵ 

– Carries 27% more average daily traffic. 



 

 

– Faster average moving speeds: 66.9 MPH vs. 66.5 MPH. 

– Requires fewer grade-separated interchanges: 2 vs. 4. 

– Improves mobility between Airport Dr and FM 1827. 

– Adds a beneficial second connection near the existing US 380/Airport Dr intersection: 

– Improves access to and mobility for businesses located along Airport Dr, such as Amazon and  

Encore Wire, and businesses located along existing US 380. 

– Increases utility of new roadway by providing a closer connection to residences and businesses in  

McKinney. 

– Land Use 

– No disruption to future potential development and land use.⁶ 

– Schematic Design 

– Designed and budgeted to connect to the Spur 399 Extension Project. 

– Terminates to the east of FM 1827, providing a direct connection and interchange with Spur 399. 

– Is designed to direct traffic to the east or to the north at Airport Dr. 

– Does not displace any businesses south of US 380 along Airport Dr. 

– Does not displace RaceTrac or Lattimore Materials. 

 

Community Impacts and Analysis of Segments C and D 

TxDOT US 380 Draft EIS: Focus Area 3 – SH 5 to FM 1827 

Created by Affected Residents and Businesses 

 

Areas of Ecological and Historical Significance 

Focus Area 3 has several areas of ecological and historical significance that should be avoided by the 
selected build alternative. Segment C will irreparably harm the unique heavily-forested wetland 
ecosystem along its alignment and the wildlife that take refuge there. The segment will also damage or 
destroy historically significant artifacts and disrupt their connection with the surrounding landscape and 
its unique features. In contrast, Segment D does not encroach upon, damage, or destroy any wetlands1 

and crosses the shortest distance of heavily-forested woodland.2 Additionally, it avoids areas of 
historical significance, preserving the character of the landscape and the environment for future 
generations. 

Wetland, Floodplain, and Forest 

The wetland ecosystem is located along and to the north and to the east of the DGNO Railroad and the 
East Fork of the Trinity River, surrounding Clemons Creek and its interconnecting watercourses. 
Clemons Creek runs from the north to the south through the wetland and meanders to the east and 
west. It is an integral part of the habitat, contributing water and nourishment to the wetland and its 
plant and animal life. Changes to the natural water flow of Clemons Creek and interconnecting streams 
would damage the water supply to the wetland, permanently altering the ecosystem. 

The wetland is home to a mixture of mature hardwoods and secondary forest. It is composed of a 
variety of tree species, including oaks, walnuts, pecan, mulberry, elm, ash, bois d’arc, and cottonwood. 
One of the mature American Elms sits on the edge of the wetland and has a circumference of over 174 
inches. Based on its circumference, the elm is approximately 220 years old, making it one of the oldest 

and largest living American Elms in the state of Texas.3 



 

 

The wetland is also the habitat for a wide variety of wildlife species, including various mammals, 
amphibians, reptiles, fish, and birds. Beavers can be observed playing in the streams, felling trees, and 
building lodges and dams causing small ponds to form. The beaver ponds contribute to the habitat for 
frogs, turtles, snakes, fish, and river otters. 

 
The wetland serves as a habitat for several species of migratory and non-migratory water and forest 
birds. The migratory painted bunting and indigo bunting prefer dense, secluded woodlands, and use the 
forested wetland for nesting, feeding, and resting. Other migratory flocks of birds use the area to rest 
and hunt, and many varieties of ducks and geese frequent the wetland. The ecosystem also provides a 
nesting area for several species of egret and heron as well as other water birds. 
 
Threatened, Endangered, and Candidate Species 
As a component of the development of the EIS, TxDOT conducted a biological analysis of the project area 
to determine the project’s effects to state- or federally- listed threatened, endangered, and candidate 
species. The analysis revealed that the wetlands and woodlands surrounding Segment C contained 
suitable habitats for several of these species, including the eastern black rail (state- and federally-listed 
as threatened); the Texas fawnsfoot and alligator snapping turtle (state-listed as threatened and 
proposed for federal listing); and Louisiana pigtoe, Texas heelsplitter, white-faced ibis, and wood stork 
(state-listed as threatened). The report also determined the species impact level to be “may impact” for 
all but one of these species.4 Construction of Segment C would cause considerably greater harm to 
these habitats than Segment D. 
 

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department 

The Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) strongly opposes both Segments C and D. It raises 
concerns regarding immediate damage to the East Fork Trinity River ecosystem and the additional 
damage that will result from incurred development along the proposed segments. However, it concedes 
that if one of the segments must be utilized for the project, “which TPWD advises against, then Segment 

D is preferable to Segment C.”5 

TxDOT’s analysis of the effects on environmental resources indicates that Segment D has a reduced 
potential for induced growth compared to Segment C due to land development restrictions posed by the 

presence of the East Fork Trinity River 100-year floodplain.6 The restrictions would ensure that 
additional damage to the environment from potential incurred development is limited. 

The Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) from TPWD was used by TxDOT to identify the 
vegetation communities affected by each proposed segment. The EMST categories and acres affected 
for both Segments C and D are presented in the table below. Segment C destroys 29.79 more acres of 
forests and woodlands and 50.99 more acres of grassland and prairie than Segment D. 
 
Simmons Dairy Farm 
Several of the properties located along CR 338 were the site of the Simmons Dairy Farm in 
Collin County. The dairy farm was operational in the 1930s and used a few farm buildings that have 
been preserved and are still standing today. The historical farm buildings include a calving barn, a small 
milking barn and corral, a large milking barn, a hay storage barn, and a milk cooling shed. An 80-foot 
deep well that was hand dug and brick lined was used to supply water to the farm as needed. Segment 
C would run through the middle of the historical farm, splitting it into pieces, irreversibly harming it. The 



 

 

calving barn is marked on the schematic designs for Segment C as a “shed” and would be wiped out by 
the construction of the segment. Many of the historical structures marked as “barn[s]” on the 
schematic designs 
would be destroyed. 
 
Woodlawn Cemetery 
Located to the east of CR 338 is Woodlawn Cemetery, recognized by the Texas Historical 
Commission with an Official Texas Historical Marker (OTHM). The cemetery is situated along the historic 
Lower Bonham Rd at the site of the church and school of the small historic community of Rock Rest. 
The community was a stop on the Clarksville stagecoach route that ran between McKinney and 
Bonham. The cemetery was first used in the 1870s and is the burial place for many Collin County 
pioneers, containing over 200 graves. The majority of the graves are from the late 1800s and early 
1900s. The creek that flows by the cemetery and trees throughout it contribute to the cemetery’s 
unique aesthetic. Segment C would run slightly southwest of the cemetery and would harm the site’s 
integrity and its seclusion from modern civilization, damaging the atmosphere of the historic 
community. 
 
Segment C would disrupt or destroy the unique ecosystem that is rapidly declining in Collin 
County. It runs through the heavily-forested wetlands, crossing a large pond. Segment D 
minimizes damage to the critical, forested wetland ecosystem and avoids areas of historical significance, 
preserving the unique features of the landscape and environment for future generations. 
 
Segment Displacement Data 
Errors and Inconsistencies in Presented Data 
The calculations of residential and business displacements for Segments C and D presented in Figure 2. 
Comparison of Potential Displacements per Segment do not accurately reflect the number of residences 
or businesses that would be displaced by the segments. The lists of displaced residences and 
businesses detailed in the pages that follow of the Community Impacts Assessment Technical Report, do 
not add up to the totals provided in the figure. The segment displacement totals are used to produce the 
total potential displacements for each build alternative, resulting in inaccurate displacement totals. 
 
Calculation errors are also present in the detailed lists of displacements and appear to arise out of 
inconsistencies in the data collection and analysis methods used to determine displacements. For 
example, some structures whose properties were encroached on by the segment were labeled “Direct 
Building Displacement” or “Induced Building Displacement.” However, other structures with the same 
characteristics and whose properties were also encroached on by the segment were not labeled or 
included in the displacement totals, despite being located physically closer to the segment. 
 
Furthermore, the displacements identified for Segment D include displacements from the FM 1827 to 
CR 560 Project whereas Segment C does not include those displacements (see the far east side of the 
design schematics for Segments C and D). These inconsistencies in data collection and classification 
result in statistics that cannot be relied upon to accurately compare, contrast, and analyze the segments’ 
impacts. 
 
Collecting Accurate Displacement Data 
To determine accurate displacement counts, uniform classification rules were defined and applied to the 



 

 

entire length of each segment under scrutiny and the adjacent properties, residences, and businesses. 
The classifications and their definitions are outlined below: 

● Direct Building Displacement: The right-of-way of the segment intersects with the structure or 
comes within 10 feet of the structure, unless the right-of-way boundary for the segment 
parallels an existing roadway right-of-way boundary. 

● Induced Building Displacement: The structure is located on the same property as a Direct 
Building Displacement structure and whose function is directly related to that of the Direct 
Building Displacement structure. (For example, a barn or additional home for a displaced 
residence, or another building used in conjunction with a displaced business building). 

● Logical Building Displacement: The right-of-way of the segment intersects with the property on 
which the structure resides, or the presence of the segment causes substantial harm to the 
property or significantly alters its appearance or interferes with its ability to perform its present 
function. 

The collected displacement data was arranged to separate unique displacements for each segment from 
displacements shared with both segments. The following sections include the displacement totals as well 
as detailed lists of residences, businesses, and community resources that would be affected as depicted 
on the schematic designs for Segments C and D. 
 

Segment Design and Engineering Considerations 

As is evidenced from the elevation profiles included on the schematic designs for Segments C and D, the 
topography along the route of Segment C is uneven and is composed of several significant hills and 
valleys. Despite attempts to smooth out the landscape in the design, the resulting profile of the road 
surface has repetitive inclines and declines along its length. In comparison, the topography along 
Segment D is flat, and the resulting profile is more level. 

Both Segments C and D parallel an existing roadway for a portion of their length in an apparent attempt 
to reuse existing right-of-way and reduce the impact on property owners. Despite this consideration, the 
majority of Segment C runs through and between residences and businesses, disturbing several 
properties and resulting in a large number of displacements, as detailed in the previous section. In 
contrast, Segment D runs across the edge of floodplain and farmland that lack residences and 
businesses for nearly its entire length. Additionally, if Segment D is shifted eastward or westward of the 
residences and businesses located by the one-lane bridge on CR 331, the unique displacements for the 
segment would be reduced to zero. 

The schematic designs indicate Segment D, as currently planned, would use additional bridge length 
with a higher estimated construction cost than Segment C. Given that Segment D runs along the edge 
of the floodplain for the majority of its length and given that existing US 380 crosses the floodplain 
between Airport Dr and FM 1827 via a combination of embankments and bridges, it may be more cost 
effective to implement a similar design for Segment D. By replacing some or most of the bridge length 
with embankments, the construction cost of Segment D would be reduced. Additionally, TxDOT states in 
the Draft EIS that the use of embankments versus bridges will be evaluated in consideration of reducing 

project costs while minimizing impacts to the floodplain.15 

The EIS also evaluates the project if the Spur 399 Extension project is constructed. However, data and 
analysis is provided for only the connection of Segment D to the Spur 399 Purple Alignment and 
Segment C to the Spur 399 Orange Alignment. No data or analysis is provided for the connection of 
Segment D to the Spur 399 Orange Alignment. Since Segment D runs past FM 1827 at its eastern 



 

 

terminus, and the Spur 399 Orange Alignment ends near FM 1827, the connection of these segments 
should be explored. 

Compared to the other alternatives, Segment D stands out as the superior route for the community 
when considering its minimized impact to critical forested areas and wetland ecosystems, its 
preservation of valued historical assets, its better fulfillment of the need for the project by carrying more 
traffic while offering shorter travel times and faster travel speeds, and its impact to considerably fewer 
people, residences, businesses, and community resources than other alternatives. 
 

 

Technical Review of Supporting Data and Analyses in TxDOT US 380 Coit Rd to FM 1827 Draft EIS – 

Segment C-D Focus Area: SH 5 to FM 1827 

submitted April 5, 2023 
 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

  



 

 

A2.7 JD Eubanks Response 
Your comments and analysis are noted. Considerations mentioned are some of the many factors TxDOT 

considered when determining the Preferred Alternative.  

Design Response 

Since Segment D is in the floodplain, the topography is relatively flat, so the vertical profile of alignment D 

seems to be flatter.  The vertical profile displayed on the schematic for both existing and proposed 

alternatives is exaggerated in scale for better visualizations.  The vertical grade of the mainlanes in 

Segment C and D are both limited to a maximum of a 3% grade. 

The location of Segment C would minimize the total bridge lengths and floodplain impact. TxDOT did 

consider many different shifts for both Segment C and D during both the Feasibility Study and 

Schematic/Environmental phase of the project before finalizing the proposed Segment C and D. If 

Segment D is shifted eastward, it would have encroached into the floodway. If Segment D is shifted 

westward, the segment would have also impacted other businesses or residences. According to the 

addendum in the DEIS Appendix K, Segment D (with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to potentially 

displace 20 businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would potentially displace 19 

businesses. Segment D would potentially displace 7 residences, while Segment C would potentially 

displace 10 residences. 

TxDOT will be unable to implement your request to replace some of the bridges on Segment D with 

embankments. The city of McKinney requires no loss in valley storage within FEMA floodplains. Adding 

any volume of fill (embankment) within the floodplain/floodway must be mitigated by removing that 

volume elsewhere. Due to the large area of floodplain/floodway Segment D would be crossing, that would 

be a substantial volume for all pavement (mainlanes, frontage roads, cross streets, etc.) to be above the 

design year’s water surface elevation. 

Under NEPA, TxDOT is required to evaluate the US 380 Project from Coit Road to FM 1827 as an 

independent project - that it has independent utility and be a reasonable expenditure even if no other 

transportation improvements are made in the area (23 CFR 771.11(f)(2). This means a project must be 

able to satisfy its purpose and need with no other projects being built.  

As described in Section 2.3.2 of the DEIS, the separate, independent project to extend Spur 399 south of 

the eastern US 380 McKinney project terminus was under study at the same time as the US 380 project 

from Coit Road to FM 1827. Because an alignment for the Spur 399 Extension had not been determined 

when the analysis of the US 380 project was underway, how, or if, the two projects would connect to one 

another had not been determined. The DEIS evaluated the potential impacts of the US 380 Coit Road to 

FM 1827 project both with the Spur 399 Extension project and without the Spur 399 Extension project. 

The analysis made a logical assumption on Segment C with Spur 399 orange alignment and Segment D 

with Spur 399 purple alignment to study the overall potential impacts when the ultimate Spur 399 

interchange is constructed.  

C v. D Level of Service Response 

Segments C and D did perform similarly in TxDOT's traffic analysis. Both segments are expected to offer 



 

 

an acceptable level of service and perform well into the future. All segments received a full Harvey ball for 

LOS. Both LOS B & C highly meet the criteria of managing congestion for both travel time and average 

moving speed in the Segment Analysis Matrix. There is not a substantial difference in travel speeds or 

travel time between Segments C & D. For morning rush hour, there was a 0.1-minute difference in 

eastbound travel time and .2-minute difference in westbound travel time for Segments C and D. For 

evening rush hour there was no difference in eastbound travel time and a .2-minute difference between 

Segments C and D. The difference in travel speed is less than 2 mph between Segments C and D. The 

difference is negligible and did not change the overall outcome in congestion management. Therefore, 

both Segments C and D received full Harvey ball on the Segment Analysis Matrix for meeting the project 

need and purpose.  

Section 2.3 of the DEIS shows results for end-to-end alternatives, not segments.  

The average daily traffic projections in the Traffic AHD tables in Appendix I of the DEIS is an average the 

traffic volume at the highest point for the entire segment whereas the traffic microsimulation results 

shown in the matrix (including LOS) utilized more intricate and detailed traffic volumes at different 

locations throughout the project corridor which is shown on the line diagrams on pages 15-270, Appendix 

I. 

Length C v. D Response 

The information in the DEIS is accurate. The Segment Analysis Matrix was developed to provide the public 

with relevant information in a format that allows for easy comparison of the data in the DEIS. There is a 

.2-mile difference between Segments C and D. The key takeaways accidentally mislabeled Segments C 

and D.  

The typographical error would not have changed the decision for the Preferred Alternative for TxDOT. 

Major Utility Responses 

Only major utilities that will be impacted by the project are noted in the Segment Analysis Matrix. Major 

utility conflicts listed include existing transmission lines and power, electric, water, and wastewater 

utilities that are 36" or larger in diameter. There are other utilities along the corridor that will not be 

impacted. These are not listed in the Segment Analysis Matrix.  

The design team was apprised of the presence of two 48-inch North Texas Municipal Water District 

(NTMWD) Wastewater pipelines crossing the US 380 Segment C alternative late 2022, after the 

information was gathered for the Segment Analysis Matrix. Subsequently, TxDOT very recently determined 

that these waterlines would cross both Segments C and D.  

The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) has been and will continue to proactively collaborate 

with NTMWD to gather essential data and explore potential strategies to avoid impact to said crossing 

utility. As noted within the Draft EIS, utilities identified as crossings may not require relocation. 

The North Collin Water Supply Corporation (WSC) pipelines were classified as minor utilities based on 

their respective pipe sizes and were therefore excluded from the "Number of Major Utility Conflicts" 

category in the Segment Analysis Matrix.  



 

 

As the project continues to the next development phase, TxDOT’S evaluation and coordination of and with 

utilities will continue. Due to the rapidly changing nature and growth of the study area, there may be 

additional utilities proposed that TxDOT will need to evaluate and develop possible avoidance/mitigation 

strategies in the project’s design.   

Utility Relocation Cost Response 

The estimate of the major utility conflict in Segment D was not based on the assumption that all utilities 

would be relocated. Notably, the estimate did not include several major utility crossings, such as the 84" 

NTMWD waterline, 72" Irving Waterline, and 48" Melissa Wastewater line crossings. The relocation 

estimate did include other significant utilities, including the 72" NTMWD waterline, 48" and 24" NTMWD 

wastewater lines. The majority of utilities identified for relocation were concentrated in the interchange of 

US 380 and existing US 380/University Drive. Although Alternative D presented bridge structures that 

could span the many short crossings within the Proposed ROW, other factors were taken into account, 

such as the type and length of the utility crossing within TxDOT's right-of-way, the number of crossings in 

a given area, the required construction methods to maintain or protect the utility, adherence to the Utility 

Accommodation Rules (UAR), and the preferences of the utility owner to remain within their own 

easement. These considerations ultimately led to the decision to relocate these utilities. Utility costs were 

estimated by multiplying the overall length of the utility from right-of-way to right-of-way by a unit cost that 

accounted for planning, design, property acquisition, and construction of the relocated utility, along with 

an applied contingency. 

Displacement Response  

As stated in Section 3.1.1, page 3-3, of the DEIS, “Potential direct residential and commercial property 

displacements resulting from the US 380 McKinney project were identified using the Geometric Design 

Schematic submitted on July 1, 2022, and through collaborative review with the design team. Collin 

County Appraisal District (CCAD) data was reviewed for each affected parcel and anticipated 

displacement to determine the address; residence type; and appurtenant, appraised structures 

(secondary buildings belonging to the main building on a property). Displacements classified as “other” 

include establishments that are not used for residential or commercial purposes and ancillary structures 

such as garages, sheds, and barns. Ancillary structures on a parcel identified via aerial photography and 

not listed by CCAD are included in the ancillary structure displacements count. If the proposed ROW 

impacts a structure with more than one business (e.g., strip mall), each business is counted as a 

displacement.” 

As stated in Section 3.6, Page 29 of 225, “Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if 

the proposed ROW physically intersects the existing structure”. 

TxDOT’s Environmental Handbook on Community Impacts, Environmental Justice, Limited English 

Proficiency, and Title VI Compliance defines displacements as “project-induced impacts to residences, 

businesses, or other types of facilities (including places of worship, community centers, utility-related 

facilities, etc.). Displacements can occur as a result of: 

• Direct impacts to a structure due to construction or right-of-way acquisition. 

• Direct impacts to a parcel of land that would make a residence unlivable or a business 



 

 

inoperable. 

• Loss of parking space to the extent that the operations of a business or service are impeded; or 

• Loss of access, either due to removal of driveways or service roads used to access a structure.” 

TxDOT must follow specific state and federal guidelines when determining displacements. Logical 

displacement is not a category evaluated under state and federal guidelines.  

ROW Acquisition Response 

There was a typographical error in the key takeaways column in the Segment Analysis Matrix making it 

incorrect in that column. It should have stated that Segment D would have greater acquisition costs and 

a greater number of acres to be acquired than Segment C. Segment B would require a greater number of 

acres to be acquired than Segment A, however, the cost of the acquisition is estimated to be higher for 

Segment A than Segment B.  

The comparison of the Reasonable Alternatives in sections 2.3 and 3.1 of the DEIS does not provide any 

information per segment for ROW required or cost estimates. It only shows ROW required and cost per 

acre by end-to-end alternative from Coit Road to FM 1827.  

This error in the Segment Analysis Key Takeaways would not have changed the decision for the Preferred 

Alternative. 

The EIS evaluates end-to-end alternatives to satisfy the requirement under NEPA that projects have 

logical termini - meaning a project must have rational beginning and ending points (23 CFR 771.11(f)(1). 

Those beginning and ending points may not be created simply to avoid proper analysis of environmental 

impacts. Coit Road at existing US 380 and FM 1827 at existing US 380 were established at the beginning 

of the study process as the logical termini for the US 380 project from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Wetlands Response 

Figure 2-15 provides the analysis for total impacts for the end-to-end alternatives from Coit Road to FM 

1827. Permanent loss of 0.03 acres of wetland and pond for Segment C and 0.57 acres of wetland and 

pond for Segment D is correct.  

Water feature delineations were conducted following the USACE protocols. Water feature field 

delineations were conducted only on properties where TxDOT was granted access. Water features on 

properties where access was denied were photo interpreted in addition to considering field observations 

from adjacent properties (where access was granted) and from public rights-of-way. 

Impacts were also calculated based on the Section 404 regulatory framework in place at the time of the 

assessment driving the definition of “waters of the United States (WOTUS).” The assessment occurred 

shortly after the Navigable Waters Protection Rule (NWPR) was vacated (August 2021) and replaced by 

the previous 2008 Rapanos Guidance until Section 404 can be updated. 

Impact calculations were based on 60% right-of-way and roadway/bridge designs. Impacts to water 

features were determined within the proposed ROW or Project Area as defined on the schematic design 

plans. Water features (streams, wetlands, ponds, etc.) were identified and classified within the 

Environmental Footprint (an area associated with each Build Alternative that is slightly larger than the 



 

 

proposed ROW within which early desktop and field surveys were used to identify features that could be 

potentially affected by the construction of the alternative. The Environmental Footprint is intended to 

provide room for alignment adjustments without requiring additional field surveys. As an example, 

Section 3.10 includes descriptions of the water features (e.g., wetlands, streams, ponds, etc.) within the 

Environmental Footprint, while impacts were determined based on the Project Area.) 

Permanent impacts are defined as any cut or fill material placed within a WOTUS that is not removed 

and/or returned to pre-construction elevations upon completion of construction. This includes but is not 

limited to earthen cut or fill, placement of structural fill such as columns or permanent culverts, and 

material redeposit. Additionally, vegetation clearing resulting in a discharge into a WOTUS (e.g., below 

ground disturbance) or that converts a WOTUS to another type of jurisdictional water feature (e.g., a 

forested wetland to an emergent wetland) is considered a permanent impact. Permanent loss is defined 

as the conversion of a WOTUS to an upland, thus resulting in the elimination of the water feature.  

Temporary impacts would include, but are not limited to, the effects of heavy equipment use or temporary 

placement of a culvert within a wetland boundary or below the ordinary high-water mark (OHWM) of a 

stream where the area is returned to pre-construction contours and revegetated as appropriate upon 

completion. For all four Build Alternatives, temporary construction impacts would be minimal with 

implementation of best management practices (BMPs) or activities (e.g., use of work platforms, coffer 

dams, temporary access roads, etc.) designed to minimize impacts to existing water features. 

The limitation of the impacts table is describing permanent impacts related to the conversion of forested 

wetlands to emergent or scrub-shrub wetlands due to tree clearing and shading of a bridge. The impacts 

table and other references to permanent impacts are intended to articulate the permanent loss of waters 

of the US as it related to the 0.5 acres of loss threshold of NWP 14. Permanent impacts that are not 

considered a loss were categorized as temporary impacts as they do not count against the 0.5 acres of 

loss threshold.  

Permanent and temporary impacts were accounted for in the 404/10 Impact Table included in Appendix 

N of the DEIS, and the totals were also noted in Figure 2-15, Alternatives Comparison Matrix, and Section 

3.10.1 of the DEIS.  

The interpretation of “permanent” versus “temporary” reflects ongoing coordination between TxDOT and 

the USACE. 

Stream Crossing Response 

Segment C crosses one perennial stream: unnamed tributary to East Fork Trinity (291). Segment D 

crosses 4 perennial streams: East Fork Trinity River (234, 235, 272*, and 273), Powerhouse Creek 

(243*), unnamed tributary to East Fork Trinity (261 and 263*), and a second unnamed tributary to East 

Fork Trinity (262). 

Water feature 291 appears to be the channel that receives a majority of the Clemons Creek flow and is 

perennial. Water features 292*, 293, 294*, and 295* are the native Clemons Creek channel, however, 

this reach appears to have been hydrologically cut off. At the time of the delineation, 293 exhibited no 

flow or pooling. A perennial stream must maintain year-round access to the water table, thus the 292*, 

293, 294*, and 295* reach of Clemons Creek is not perennial. The comments about the temporary 



 

 

diversion of the creek make sense and line up with what was observed in the field. That said, this does 

not invalidate the results of the delineation as delineations are a survey of existing conditions. If the 

diversion has been removed at this time, then 292*, 293, 294*, and 295* should have reverted to 

perennial and 291 should have reverted to intermittent or ephemeral, thus the number of perennial 

stream crossings will remain the same. 

Where we were granted right-of-entry for a property, field delineations were conducted by wetland 

professionals. The delineation was completed on August 24, 28; September 8, 10, 11, 14, 16, 17, 24, 

25; October 12, 13, 15, 20; November 3, 9, 11, 29; December 1, 3, 22; 2020; January 17, 19; June 8; 

August 12, 16, 17, 18, 25; and September 22; 2021. The delineation was performed to evaluate water 

features and identify their boundaries within the established Environmental Footprint. With respect to any 

non-tidal water features located within the Environmental Footprint, biologists followed the methodology 

outlined in USACE RGL 05-05 

Water feature delineations (including streams) were conducted following the USACE protocols and 

accepted resource definitions – identification of the ordinary high-water mark (OHWM); stream flow, bed 

and bank characteristics observed at the time of the field survey, etc. 

Streams are typically classified as: 

• Perennial – typically have water flowing year round 

• Intermittent – typically have flow during certain times of the year 

• Ephemeral – typically only flow after precipitation events 

• Classifications may change over time due to changes in runoff, groundwater recharge, and 

upstream modifications 

Forested and Wetland Habitats Response 

Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C would impact more 

jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies, and grasslands. Segment D would impact more 

floodplain and regulatory floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity River 

floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third of the acreage of floodplain and 

regulatory floodway impacted by Segment D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use 

bridges to span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, including bridge 

bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway 

alignment outside of the mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would require 

fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing anticipated construction costs. As 

presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact 

approximately 589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, floodplain/riparian 

forest and herbaceous habitats, native invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau 

woodlands/savanna grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and Wildlife 

Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) data. The Purple Alternative 

(including Segment D) would impact approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The 

Alternatives Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would 

impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the 



 

 

proposed ROW not in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative. 

Habitat descriptions/classifications, mapping, and identification were based on TPWD Ecological 

Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) data and field observations (per TxDOT ENV Toolkit). Not every parcel 

was accessible because of denials of right-of-entry so many large grassland and wooded areas had to be 

observed from adjacent properties where access had been obtained or from public rights-of-way and 

through photo interpretation. 

The clearing estimates are based on the areas within the proposed ROW as the worst-case scenario. As 

final design is developed, construction and disturbance limits would be defined on the plans to minimize 

the disturbance of adjacent areas, if warranted. 

TxDOT will also implement TPWD Best Management Practices (BMPs) as outlined on the TPWD BMP Form 

included in Appendices E and O of the DEIS. The implementation of TPWD BMPs area used to minimize 

impacts prior to, during, and following construction to further avoid and minimize vegetation removal and 

stream channel disturbances. 

Bisecting Communities Response 

As stated in Section 3.6.4, Page 3-57, of the approved DEIS, “None of the Build Alternatives would 

directly or indirectly separate or isolate groups of people, nor would they bisect established 

neighborhoods not already separated by existing US 380 (e.g., Stonebridge south of US 380 and Tucker 

Hill north of US 380). However, construction of an elevated freeway would create a physical and visual 

barrier where one does not exist today. A stronger sense of separation between neighborhoods would be 

heightened due to the width of the ROW required and the elevation of the freeway facility above existing 

ground level.” This situation applies to both Segments C and D. 

Potentially Low-Income Response 

As stated in Section 4.4, Page 46, in Appendix K, “According to the 2020 Census data, no block groups 

(BGs) show incomes at or below the 2022 HHS poverty guidelines for a family of four ($27,750) in the 

CIA Study Area; however, one BG (CT 309.01, BG 1) shows a median household income of $34,152 

which is $6,402 above the poverty guidelines. As stated above, 3 residences would potentially be 

displaced by the Purple and Gold Alternatives and are located in this BG along Woodlawn Road. 

According to CCAD, 3 of the 4 residences (ID nos. 29, 30, and 31 shown in Figure 14) have one owner 

with a different mailing address than the physical address of the homes, which may indicate these are 

rental properties. Since these homes are in a minority BG and in a BG that shows a median household 

income just above the 2022 HHS poverty level, it is likely that these 4 potential residential displacements 

include EJ populations. It is anticipated that no other potential displacements would occur in BGs that 

have minority or low-income populations.” 

TxDOT must follow state and federal laws and guidelines when performing NEPA studies. Per Executive 

Order (EO) 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-

Income Populations, a NEPA analysis must analyze available desktop (e.g., Census data) and site visit 

observations in order to ascertain if any disproportionately high and/or adverse impacts to EJ populations 

occur as a result of any proposed Build Alternative. Based on the EJ analysis, TxDOT determined that no 

low-income census block groups intersect the Build Alternatives, no businesses would be displaced that 



 

 

specifically serve minority or low-income populations, and no community facilities would be displaced. 

Even though there may be residences that are individually considered to be low-income by HHS poverty 

guidelines, they would not be directly impacted by Build Alternatives. 

The TxDOT Environmental Toolkits, Environmental Handbook for Community Impacts, Environmental 

Justice, Limited English Proficiency, and Title VI and USDOOT Order 5610.2C DOT Actions to Address 

Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, dated May 16, 2021. defines 

low-income populations “as households with a median income at or below the Department of Health and 

Human Services (HHS) poverty guidelines for a family of four for the current year. Consequently, a low-

income population is any readily identifiable group of low-income persons living in geographic proximity."  

The Handbook advises in the Conduct Initial Data Collection section, in reference to once a Community 

Impact Assessment has been determined to be required, that data "should be collected using the U.S. 

Census Bureau website or using the TxDOT Census Tool. In addition, EPA’s EJ Screen tool, aerial 

photography, or another appropriate data source can be used as supplemental information to U.S. 

Census Bureau data." 

The impact assessment used the US Census Bureau 2016-2020 5-year American Community Survey 

(ACS) data for the study area. 2022 income data was used based on the 5-yr ACS estimates. 

Homes in disrepair are not necessarily indicative of potentially low-income residences.  

Cultural Resources Response 

TxDOT did evaluate several potential resources cited in public comments and discussions, specifically the 

Woodlawn Cemetery and the Simmons Dairy Farm. Based on the Texas Historical Commission’s Texas 

Historic Sites Atlas, the Woodlawn Cemetery includes an Official Texas Historical Marker, but is not 

designated as a Recorded Texas Historic Landmark or Historic Texas Cemetery. Also, Woodlawn 

Cemetery is outside of the area of potential effects of Segment C (see map below) therefore was not 

individually documented or evaluated for the US 380 project. 

In addition, TxDOT evaluated all of the properties associated with agricultural resources along CR 338, 

including those assumed to encompass portions of the former Simmons Dairy Farm, within the area of 

potential effects of Segment C. Those properties were not recommended eligible for National Register of 

Historic Places (NRHP) listing due to lack of integrity, which refers to how much of its original materials, 

design and setting remain intact and lack of significance, which relates to a property's representation of 

an important part of history.  

As part of the assessment, TxDOT considers historic properties such as buildings, structures, objects, 

sites, or districts with historical or archeological significance that are listed in, or eligible for listing in, the 

National Register of Historic Places. TxDOT evaluates properties located within the proposed project’s 

area of potential effect that meet the below criteria.  

Resources 45 years of age or older at the time of anticipated letting (2026), so 1981 was the cutoff 

used. 

The non-archeological historic resources variable APE for all four Build Alternatives extends 300 feet 

beyond the proposed ROW where the proposed freeway is on new location, and 150 feet beyond the 



 

 

proposed ROW where the proposed freeway follows an existing roadway (e.g., existing US 380), including 

all parcels partially or wholly therein. 

NRHP criteria for evaluating eligibility: 

• Be associated with important events that have contributed significantly to the broad pattern of 

our history. (Criterion A) 

• Be associated with the lives of persons significant in our past. (Criterion B) 

• Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction; or represent 

the work of a master; or possess high artistic values; or represent a significant and 

distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction. (Criterion C) 

• Have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. (Criterion D) 

During the evaluation, TxDOT also obtains inputs from local historians and other interested parties as 

part of that assessment. 

More information about the process used to identify historic properties can be found at 

https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/beyond-the-road/historic-preservation-process.pdf.  

Potential Cost Response 

The typographical errors in the key takeaways’ column in the Segment Analysis Matrix for the segment 

length and ROW cost does not change the total project cost.  

The preliminary cost estimate for each segment is one of the many factors TxDOT considered when 

determining the Preferred Alternative, as shown in Figure 2-13 of the DEIS. As final design continues, 

these will be updated. It is important to note that these costs are high-level estimates, using the 

information available at the time of the study.  

TPWD Response 

TPWD correspondence clearly recommends utilizing existing roadways as corridors rather than exploring 

new alignments. The green alignment was specifically noted in their November 23, 2020, 

correspondence.  

Furthermore, correspondence stated TPWD “advised against and discouraged the selection of Segments 

C and D, as both eastern segments would impact the East Fork Trinity River.” Not all factors or details 

were able to be included in the Segment Analysis Matrix, TxDOT included TPWD’s top preference. The 

Segment Analysis Matrix was developed to provide viewers with relevant information in a format that 

allows for easy comparison of the much more detailed data in the DEIS.  

TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 2021 Memorandum of 

Understanding between the two agencies that can be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-

info/env/toolkit/300-02-gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as provide 

TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on impacts to streams, wetlands, floodplains, 

forests, grassland habitats, and fish and wildlife species. TPWD comments have been considered and, in 

fact, the impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things TxDOT had to consider 

when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason 



 

 

behind the Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation strategies such as 

the construction of bridges and elevated road sections to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the 

clearing of vegetation from streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill material 

in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation credits from stream and wetland banks 

within the service area as mitigation for impacts to waters of the US and wetlands.  

Criteria for Evaluation Response 

The same criteria were used to compare all segments. Specific weights were not applied to evaluation 

criteria. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 

Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly 

reviewing evaluation matrices. TxDOT performed a qualitative and quantitative analysis to select the 

Preferred Alternative. 

One of the many reasons that TxDOT evaluated the project by end-to-end alternatives and by segment is 

because there are notable differences in the three focus areas. For example, Focus Area 1, which 

includes Segments A and B, is expected to have much more future development, particularly residential 

development which will likely be built by the time TxDOT is able to construct this project. For example, 

Ladera Residential Phase 1 is currently under construction/grading. Based on the data received, thirty 

(30) residential homes and the amenities center were to be occupied by April 2023 and would potentially 

be displaced. The total number of additional residences eventually displaced would be 81 of 244 

residential units. Development permits for Phase 2 of the Ladera project are also being considered by the 

Town of Prosper. 

Another example of key differences in the focus areas is the comparison you mention regarding Tara 

Royal Equestrian Center and ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship Center. ManeGait is a non-profit 

organization that provides equine-assisted therapies to children and adults with disabilities and currently 

holds a Professional Association of Therapeutic Horsemanship International (PATH) accreditation. This 

means that ManeGait went through a peer review system in which trained volunteers visit and review 

centers in accordance with established industry standards. ManeGait serves vulnerable populations in 

the community. ManeGait is supported by a large network of volunteers from McKinney, Prosper, and 

other Collin County communities. A second community facility is also along N. Custer Road adjacent to 

Segment B – Founders Classical Academy of Prosper. In early 2021, Founders Classical Academy of 

Prosper, a tuition-free publicly funded charter school considered equal to an independent school district, 

opened for the enrollment of children from kindergarten through eighth grade in the southwest quadrant 

of N. Custer Road and E. First Street. Full build-out of the school campus is anticipated to be complete in 

August 2023, with the addition of a high school, and bringing the total estimated enrollment to 

approximately 1,200 students. Construction of the Founders Academy campus began after completion of 

the Feasibility Study and was therefore not reflected in that study. Based on our research, Tara Royal 

Equestrian Center is a private boarding and rehab facility for horses that is a for profit, private business. 

In addition, at the time of the EIS evaluation, the feedback received is not to add more traffic onto the 2-

lane FM 1827. By selecting Segment C, the assumption was that traffic would use Segment C to bypass 

the Town of New Hope and would take FM 2933 or city-planned future roadways in its throughfare plan to 

travel eastward.  



 

 

Recommended Alignment v Preferred Alternative Response 

The Preferred Alternative was evaluated during the US 380 Collin County Feasibility Study completed in 

2020 and subsequently part of the current DEIS. Although TxDOT recommended a single alignment at the 

conclusion of the Feasibility Study, there were some other alternatives that are also reasonable.  

All alternatives required a more detailed study during the environmental review (NEPA) phase of the 

project, including alternatives that were eliminated during the Feasibility Study. During the Feasibility 

Study, the entire US 380 corridor in Collin County including the Spur 399 Extension was evaluated. At the 

time, the eastern alignment around the McKinney Airport was not desirable due to the impacts to two 

public parks. Therefore, the western alignment was deemed a better overall corridor alignment in the 

Feasibility Study. After the Feasibility Study was completed, the US 380 and Spur 399 Extension projects 

were moved forward with two separate EISs and had to be evaluated individually. Therefore, when only 

comparing Segment C and Segment D, Segment C stood out as a better segment because of Segment 

D’s floodplain impacts and the cost to construct bridges.  

Displacement Data Response 

Potential residential and commercial property displacements resulting from the US 380 from Coit Road to 

FM 1827 project were identified using the design schematics shared with the public in March 2022 and 

through collaborative review with the design team. The proposed right-of-way (PROW) is determined by 

design criteria and what is needed to accommodate the proposed 8-lane freeway w/multilane frontage 

roads, connections to existing and proposed local streets, drainage considerations, and adjacent land 

uses. The PROW takes into consideration existing terrain, water features, existing and planned utilities, 

etc.  

PROW within the improvement would result in direct impacts and in the Environmental Footprint, which is 

larger than the PROW. The Environmental Footprint is where field information was obtained on certain 

features (e.g., water resources) in the event the PROW is shifted during the schematic design phase. 

Potential residential and commercial property displacements were identified via the following: 

• Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data was reviewed for each potentially acquired parcel and 

anticipated displacement to determine the address, residence type and appurtenant, appraised 

structures.  

• Sheds, garages, or covered parking structures are not included in the displacement count.  

• Displacements classified as “other” include establishments that are not residential uses or 

businesses.  

• Direct displacements are defined in the DEIS in Section 3.1 on page 3-3 as “when the primary 

residence or business structure is within the proposed ROW.” They are also defined in Appendix 

K, Community Impacts Assessment Technical Report Section 3.6 page 20 (page 29 of the full pdf 

file) as “Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed ROW 

physically intersects the existing structure”. The definition of direct displacements is consistent 

throughout the analysis. 



 

 

• Induced displacements are defined in the DEIS in Section 3.1 on page 3-3 as “removal of access 

or reduction in parking, lot size, or substantial effects to the parcel that would negatively affect 

the viability of the business or livability of a residence.” They are also defined in Appendix K, 

Community Impacts Assessment Technical Report Section 3.6 page 20 (page 29 of the full pdf 

file) as “Displacements considered to be induced by the proposed project are those buildings that 

would lose direct driveway access, parking lots, and/or where the proposed ROW is 50 feet or 

less from the building.” The definition of induced displacements is consistent throughout the 

analysis. 

• If the proposed ROW impacts a structure with more than one business, each business is counted 

as a displacement. 

Figure 14 of Appendix K referenced in your comment, is part of the original Community Impacts 

Assessment Technical Report. The report evaluated impacts using an earlier stage of the schematic 

design. The schematic design was updated after the original technical report was completed. With the 

updated schematic design, the proposed right-of-way (PROW) changed requiring another displacement 

analysis. The potential displacement numbers were updated and do not match the approved Community 

Impacts Assessment Technical Report. However, the updated displacement analysis is further described 

in the Addendum at the beginning of Appendix K – Community Impacts included in the DEIS.  

In the area of CR 330 and US 380, there are structures located on properties within proximity of Segment 

C; however, those properties are not considered to be impacted or displaced because the design does 

not require any PROW from these properties.  

Any potential displacements shown or described in the DEIS or any Public Hearing materials, will be 

determined during the ROW appraisal and acquisition process, where a TxDOT ROW representative, in 

conjunction with the property owner's assertion of present use and proposed impacts, makes the final 

determination. 

Changes proposed in the schematic design, shown in “Bubbles” or “Insets” on the roll plots presented at 

the Public Hearing will be further evaluated during the development of the Final EIS focused on the 

recommended Preferred Alternative. The Final EIS will include any adjustments to the potential 

displacement counts that need to be made to reflect the updated design of the Preferred Alternative. 



 

 

  



 

 

A2.8 Frank DeLizza, P.E. 
Submitted via 380 DEIS website  

Mr, Stephen Endres, PE, Mr. Mohamed K. Bur, PE  

RE:  US380 DEIS  

It seems that the latest 2022 scoping comments, and mine in particular, were not included in the DEIS.  I 

know I had turned them in online.  In fact, there seems to be no comments from that go around.  I hope 

they’ll be included in the FEIS so a well-informed final decision can be reached. I would like to offer some 

comments on the DEIS as it has been presented at your recent information meetings and on-line.  

Regarding the noise study I have several issues:  

The residences along Watch Hill Ln were not included.   

As they are at a higher elevation than the picnic area, and the highway is elevated, there should be more 

of a significant impact there. The noise study identified mitigation for less than 50% of the identified 

impacted receptors. I understand that the noise study was based on a 60 mph highway speed (design 

speed), which is totally non-realistic in Texas.  Speeds regularly exceed that on 380 now.  A 75 mph 

speed would have been more realistic.  Drive any freeway or tollway in North Texas and you’ll see. I 

assume that based on historic actions by TXDOT and DPS the freeway will be reposted for a 70 or 75 

mph speed after construction is completed. Your travel time simulations note an average speed of 68 

mph.  Speaking with your noise folks at the meeting they based the noise study on design speed plus 5 

mph or 65 mph.  

Therefore will not happen in reality. Given that noise level doubles for every 3db increase, noise from the 

highway currently projected to increase 6 to 8db or so, at 60 mph which will be over 4 times as loud as 

now.  That is not satisfactory at all. I live on Stratford Place, just the second house off Stonebridge Dr, 

which is at an even higher elevation than Watch Hill, so will TXDOT soundproof my house and back yard?  

Glad I just installed a new pool and patio, which may prove impossible to use without earplugs.  

The other noise measurement in La Cima was taken in a copse of trees which deadens the sound. The 

lake is also frequently used by recreational fishermen, ranging from adolescents to senior citizens. The 

addition of future lanes to the freeway which will increase noise has not been addressed. Regarding the 

picnic area and watchtower on Lake La Cima; this site is frequently used as a setting for wedding, prom, 

graduation, homecoming and general family and friends photos.  The picnic area is used every day in nice 

weather, sometimes as early as 6 am.  The retained earth walls and the overpass would destroy that 

view. The view northward from the watchtower and picnic area will be utterly destroyed by the retained 

earth and bridge structure.   Standing there it will be view of the roadway and bridge over the lake and 

dam.  Not very enticing.  

You did seem to get a lot of comments from Prosper citizens (or those claiming to be).  I would suspect 



 

 

that very few of those comments came directly from anyone who is impacted by the construction since 

the only things living in most of those fields are cows and horses, not residences.  In fact, many, if not 

most of the Prosper comments were copied directly from the PAC website (Prospercitizengroup.com) that 

was set up to kill Option B. I’d be very interested to see a map of where the commenters live. I’d also be 

interested to see who they worked for (probably developers.   

In my experience they get everyone on the staff to write, whether they live in the impacted area or not.  

My experience in the DEIS and EIS process is also that you get more comments from people who are 

further away from the project than those directly impacted. Yes, there is future development planned in 

Prosper, in fact that’s who most of the property owners are – developers.  My point is that why are you 

seriously impacting existing communities?  Anyone buying into a development in Prosper in the future will 

see the road before they decide to buy there.  Maybe the developers will show it on the glossies and hail 

it as convenient access to highways.  We in Stonebridge, La Cima , Wren Creek, and Tucker Hill however, 

are stuck with our property and homes being devalued because of this ugly, noisy monstrosity. The 

developers will be compensated for any property takes.  Many of them will also have the opportunity to 

rezone property on the frontage roads to retail or commercial.  Therefore, they will not lose.  

For the $200 million cost differential to build A as opposed to B, you could have included and option to 

tunnel it from Custer to the northward swing in the vicinity of Grassmere Ln. The $200 million in extra 

cost could be used to improve access from the proposed developments to the highway for Option B. The 

Option A costs do not include the costs of improving access from the widened 380 into the new 

developments.  I’m sure TXDOT and Prosper will be spending many millions on that. Opt B is shorter than 

Opt A, which fits into our new national Carbon reduction incentives.  Both from an embedded carbon 

during construction standpoint and a future carbon use due to the extra mileage for all the cars and 

trucks.  Travel time on Segment B is also shorter. The DEIS did not state how many jobs were being lost 

due to the commercial property takes in Option A.  I grant that the property owners will be compensated 

through the condemnation process, but that only helps them not the workers.  Given the current 

economic times we do not need state agencies causing further job loss and unemployment. The DEIS did 

not address light pollution impact on existing communities from Option A.  

The construction of the freeway and access roads will cause major disruptions to traffic for several years, 

as well as significant construction noise, particularly considering the underlying rock strata that will have 

to be drilled, blasted and moved.  That noise, dust and disruption has been glossed over and not 

seriously considered in the DEIS.  For those that say the noise will be during the day I wish to remind 

them that many people, including me, regularly work from home. If the work that is going on to the west 

of the county line on 380 is any indication we are in for years of inconvenience, traffic jams and overall 

aggravation to build a road that will not benefit us in any way. The uninterrupted access for ambulances 

and emergency vehicles, particularly those going to Baylor Scott and White Hospital during construction 

has not been addressed.  

I find it astounding that so much credence has been given to Prosper in the scoping and environmental 

process when the percentage of alignment passing through Prosper is so much smaller than McKinney.  



 

 

Some future subdivisions are affected, versus established homes which will be seriously affected by loss 

of value, noise, and visual impact and severe inconvenience during construction.  Factoring in job loss 

and a disregard for carbon reduction of this facility, this does not fit in with the countries or State’s 

priorities and economic recovery. I am sorry I did not meet you in at the review meeting.  In my opinion as 

an affected homeowner, taxpayer and fellow PE in Texas and several other States with close to 50 years 

of experience and who has worked on EIS’s, TXDOT’s finding of Option A to be the preferred alternative is 

appalling and borders on negligence.  I trust that the correct decisions will be made and that Option B 

instead of Option A is included in the FEIS and Record of Decision.  

Respectfully,  

Frank R. DeLizza, PE  

Cc:  Mr. Marc Williams  

Ms. Brandye Hendrickson  

Mr. Brian Barth  

Mr Lance Simmons  

Ms Jessica Butler  

Stonebridge HOA  

City of McKinney – mayor, etc  

 

  



 

 

 

A2.8 Frank DeLizza, P.E. Response 
Appendix F of the DEIS includes comments that were received during the Virtual Public Scoping meeting 

comment period from January 21, 2021 to February 5, 2021. Pages 47 to 90 are comments received 

from the public. TxDOT does not have a record of a comment received from you during that comment 

period. That said, we do have a record of at least two comments that TxDOT received from you during the 

Spring 2022 Public Meeting comment period. The comments and responses are available on page 1226 

of the Public Meeting documentation at 

https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/APPROVED%200135-02-

065etc%20US380_PublicMeetingDocumentation_1%20of%204_08.16.2022.pdf.  

 

A traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s (FHWA–approved) Guidelines for 

Analysis and Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise. Existing sound level 

measurements were collected at noise-sensitive areas, and noise modeling software was used to predict 

what noise levels could be expected in 2050.  In areas where a noise impact was projected to occur, 

noise barriers were evaluated for feasibility and reasonableness. The noise study used 2050 as the 

design year and modeled the proposed design and addition of future lanes. 

A detailed technical report on the traffic noise analysis that was conducted can be found in Appendix R of 

the DEIS. 

• The residences off of Watch Hill Lane are greater than 750 ft. from the frontage lanes and 

outside the 500 ft. impact area predicted by the noise model.   

• The noise study used 70 mph for the mainlanes for the 2050 design year. 

• Stonebridge Drive is greater than 1,400 feet from the project and outside the 500 ft. impact area 

predicted by the noise model.  

While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during its decision-making process, a 

Preferred Alternative is not selected through a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input 

from the public, municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative 

(comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, 

considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices.  

Changes in property values are driven by the value associated with site-specific factors such as 

accessibility, safety, noise, visual amenities, proximity to shopping, community cohesion, and business 

productivity. TxDOT cannot reasonably foresee how any of these factors will impact property values. 

Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles per day in 2045, TxDOT 

performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with 

regional and federal air quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. As required, the project is 

consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) State Implementation Plan (SIP), 



 

 

the North Central Texas Council of Governments (NCTCOG) Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 

2026 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). 

TxDOT modeled carbon monoxide concentrations (CO TAQA) and none of the modeled concentrations 

exceeded the Environmental Protection Agency's 1-hour or 8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

for carbon monoxide. TxDOT performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis. The total 

MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43% by 2050 due to higher combustion 

efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification of the US fleet. More information about the air quality 

analysis that was conducted can be found in the DEIS document in Section 3.12. 

During the next phase of project development, TxDOT will break the project into different construction 

projects. Each construction project will also develop a detailed traffic control plan or construction phasing 

plan before construction to minimize traffic disruption and outline how access will be maintained during 

construction. TxDOT will continue to work with adjacent property owners and stakeholders through final 

design to minimize impacts to adjacent properties and neighborhoods, as feasible. More information 

about construction phase impacts can be found in Section 3.17 of the DEIS.  

According to Section 3.6.3.3 of the DEIS, TxDOT will coordinate with emergency responders to prevent 

disruptions in service during phased construction of the proposed project and will develop a traffic 

management plan as discussed further in Section 3.17. The proposed grade separated interchanges and 

intersection improvements (including U-turns) along the proposed frontage roads would reduce 

congestion at major cross-streets allowing emergency vehicles to bypass traffic lights, shortening transit 

times through the Study Area.  

  



 

 

A2.9 Jamile A. Ashmore 
I adamantly oppose TxDOT’s current preferred alignment (Segment A) because: 1) it is fiscally 

irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150 million more than the alternative B, 2) TxDOT 

applied criteria to support their decision inconsistently, and 3) TxDOT provided numerous omissions, 

biases, false, and inconsistent findings in their environmental study. Furthermore, there is objective 

evidence of political maneuvering, campaigning, and rezoning efforts by the City of Prosper and 

ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn these actions as 

unethical and improper. 

I believe that by selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do harm to a significant percentage 

of McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant fiscal irresponsibility. This decision is made 

more egregious with the existence of a viable lower impact alternative. It appears irrefutable that 

Segment B is the better alternative and that there are serious flaws in the conclusions reached by 

TxDOT and in the underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS). 

The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council on Environmental 

Quality (CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021), decisions on an alignment must be based on what is practical 

and feasible from a technical and economic standpoint, rather than what is desirable from the 

standpoint of the agency (i.e, TxDOT). 

Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all designs and pollutants that 

cause harm to humans and a rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current and future 

impacts. The pollution appendices are missing critical analyses and portions are invalid as presented. 

This project should not proceed until those egregious omissions and errors are corrected. 

There is unequivocal scientific evidence showing that highway design as well as traffic air, noise, and 

other pollutants are associated with human harm. Because current environmental and related laws 

may not require TxDOT to complete certain analyses DOES NOT remove TxDOT's moral culpability 

from making decisions that may put humans in harm’s way. Family members living in my household 

suffer from chronic conditions and are at increased risk for health problems (e.g., CVD, autism, 

eosinophil disease) and lower quality of life if segment A is chosen and built as designed. 

The following comments and concerns support the above assertions. These comments are not a 

complete list of errors or omissions in the EIS study, but they are those that I had time to uncover given 

time restraints and without extensive expert consultation. 

Per the required processes, I respectfully request that TxDOT address each individual comment, 

concern, issue and request mentioned below, which are organized and embedded within 14 main 

topics. In addition, please answer each specific question posed under each main topic. 

I. The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A 

• Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes 2 versus 5. However, segment A is one mile 



 

 

longer, has 6 new interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential major utility conflicts 
versus just two for Segment B and displaces 15 businesses versus zero businesses for 
Segment B. 

• Segment B would have less of an environmental impact. Segment A would encroach on twice 
the wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and streams and more acreage of 
forests, prairies and grasslands than Segment B. Segment A impacts more than 30 
irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged over 150 years. Finally, there would be no hazardous 
material sites impacted on Segment B and TXDOT has identified 2 with Segment A. 

• Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to the taxpayers 
is that the estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M more than Segment B. 

• Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 Highway 
increasing the risk of work zone accidents and disrupting existing traffic patterns. 
Additionally, the requirement to lower the existing grade in bedrock and cantilever local 
lanes in a restricted ROW width, while preferred for the long-term, will significantly increase 
the construction time, safety risk and disruption compared to route B. Priority has not been 
given to safety and the increased risk of fatal accidents, including those induced by a 
change in grade and, not one, but two 90 degree turns. 

• TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned future 
residential homes. It appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of unidentified future 
residents, property investors or developers over the impact of existing McKinney 
residents. The voices of the current residents should be a priority over unidentified 
future residents. 

• TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under 
construction west of Custer Road. Once again, this appears to accrue to the benefit of future 
residents or current investors, not the current residents of McKinney. 

• TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship 
property, the subject of substantial public concern”. In fact, there is no great “public concern” 
over ManeGait. The facility does serve a noble purpose, but that purpose is nowhere near the 
public concern of the impact to the existing residents of Tucker Hill who include retired 
veterans, disabled residents (both young and old), seniors 55+ and countless children. More 
concerning to members of Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney community is that TxDOT 
calls out the impact of the ROW to the property belonging to the founder of ManeGait. The 
founder of ManeGait is no ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill Darling, a former real estate 
developer and home builder who stands to gain personally by the selection of Segment A over 
B. In particular, Bill Darling and/or other associates of the Darling company, leveraged 
ownership of 43 Tucker Hill lots to submit comments against Segment B in favor of Segment A 
– essentially impersonated residents of Tucker Hill. TxDOT’s own findings indicate that the 
continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and has stated Segment B “would not make 
the ManeGait inaccessible to persons with disabilities and would not violate the Americans 
with Disabilities 

Act.” Furthermore and perhaps most egregious is that ManeGait stated and TxDOT perpetuated the false 
claim that ManeGait provides “essential” services to protected citizens, which was a misrepresentation 
and may have swayed public opinion. I personally addressed this issue in writing and in person with 
TxDOT and requested that TxDOT make a public statement correcting the misleading information about 
the protected groups of individuals. To date, I am not aware of any corrective measures. 
 



 

 

Based on the facts above and in direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT still concluded Segment A 

was the preferred route option. 

Questions: 

• Explain in detail, based on the above and in layman’s terms, how TxDOT concluded segment A 
is the optimal choice. If factors other than those listed here and in the matrix were used in the 
decision, please list them. 

• Explain why TxDOT did not publicly correct any public statements that could have misled the 
public in thinking that ManeGait provides “essential” services to individuals with special 
needs. 

• Explain why there are discrepancies in the use of the criteria used to choose segment C vs D 
compared to segment A vs B. For example, cost was a reported reason for choosing C vs D, but 
alignment A is ~$200 million more than B. Explain ALL discrepancies AND the methodology 
used (e.g., weighting of criteria) in TxDOT’s decision making across all HWY 380 segments. 
Simply stating that “many factors” are used or referring me back to documents to read is 
unacceptable. Provide explanations in layman’s terms.  

 

II. Noise Pollution 

The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased. The importance of this is underscored 

by the existing scientific literature showing the association between traffic and related noise on 

physical and mental health. The study evaluated only a single barrier south of the community. It 

appears the study was biased toward providing more data around ManeGait, a facility with transient 

guests, then Tucker Hill, a community of over 380 homes with plans for over 600. Additionally, it 

appears that there has been no regard taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous veteran residents, elderly 

residents or our residents with disabilities – collectively, who likely outnumber ManeGait’s transient 

guests. In fact, Tucker Hill was classified, by TxDOT, as a standard residential area with an acceptable 

NAC level of 67 and precluded from participating in any future noise studies.  

This is both incorrect and unacceptable. Tucker Hill is a “front porch” community and every home is 

designed with a front porch that encourages outdoor activities and interactions between neighbors. 

Tucker Hill should be reclassified as Category A to preserve the essence of the neighborhood and the 

neighborhood should be included in any future noise abatement studies. 

 
The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise on the 

community. Yet, TxDOT, while proposing to surround the neighborhood on both the south and east side 

with a highway, believes the noise impact to be acceptable. TxDOT has not met their burden in any way, 

and moving forward with flawed data will cause irreparable harm to the residents of Tucker Hill, 

especially the young, elderly and disabled who do not regularly leave the neighborhood. A new noise 

study must be conducted with more receptors and sound barriers across both the south and east side 

of the neighborhood must be included in any Segment A option. 



 

 

Finally, it appears untenable that TxDOT could make any conclusion about the noise impact on Tucker 

Hill without fully understanding the impact of their proposed Segment A shift on the east side of the 

neighborhood. 

My house is on the corner of Darrow and Addison about .4 miles from HWY 380. Using a sound level 

meter that complies with national standards and set to A weighting and fast rate (consistent with what 

appears to have been the methodology in the EIS) I measured the highway noise levels across several 

weekdays from 5:30 am – 8:00 am. Readings across time averaged between the low 40s dB to the 

high 50s dB with roadway noise spiking into the high 60s dB. These readings are with the current 6 

lane highway with stop lights. The impact of 8 lanes surrounding the south and east side of the 

neighborhood with no stop lights will very likely bring the noise level well into the harmful and 

annoyance range. Again, my home is ~.4 miles away from the current highway. 

Questions: 

• In layman’s terms explain the methods and result of the noise study, including weakness of the 
study. 

• Where were the sound receptors placed in the original noise study. 

• Was the proposed highway along the south and east of Tucker Hill assessed and used in 
the predictive sound models models? 

• Were the demographics (e.g., age, disabilities) of residents potentially susceptible to noise in 
Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch identified / studied? If so, please provide that data. If not 
assessed explain why not. 

• Explain in layman’s terms the validation study used within the noise study. 

• Why was only 1 day of data used to validate the noise study predictions? What time of day 
was the data for the validation study collected and what was the time frame of sampling (e.g., 
10 minutes, 60 minutes)? 

• Why wasn’t Tucker Hill classified as a Category A community? 

• Explain how potential harm to a human outweighs the costs of sound barriers. 

• What are the possible harms associated with traffic noise as outlined in the current scientific 
literature? 

• Did the DEIS noise study take into account the shift of the alignment closer to Tucker Hill on 
the east side of Tucker Hill? 

• What is the rational for making the alignment shift closer to Tucker Hill and away from 
Billingsley’s property? 

III. Community Impacts 

TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park and the Tucker Hill Community Center in their 

community impact study as the only community spaces and without identifying the population they 

serve. First, Tucker Hill houses a community center, two town squares, two community parks, a 

community pool, a dog park, two fire pits, an amphitheater and a rooftop event space in the Harvard 

Park commercial area. The community spaces can be found filled with residents on almost any sunny 

day. 



 

 

Tucker Hill hosts many little league practices from Prosper and McKinney in our neighborhood parks 

and is a Christmas Holiday destination for people all across the region to visit our lighted homes. 

Large groups of High School students regularly come to take photos in our parks during special events 

(e.g., prom, homecoming). Furthermore, the community has a long history of events supporting 

organizations like Ethan for Autism, 29 Acres and the Down Syndrome Guild of Dallas. TxDOT has not 

demonstrated that they have completed any research into the impacted population (including children 

of all ages, elderly, seniors 55+, veterans and residents with disabilities) that use these facilities.  

Once again, this is an egregious omission and appears to show substantial bias for ManeGait, not yet 

built parks in Prosper, and other facilities that serve guests as opposed to residents. 

Questions: 

• Were the demographics (e.g., age, disabilities) of residents and community visitors who use 
tucker Hill facilities and participate in events been identified / studied? If so, please provide 
that data. If not assessed explain why not. 

 

IV. Aesthetic Impacts 

TxDOT has not completed the required aesthetic impact analysis for the whole project including 

portions of the preferred alignment that surround Tucker Hill on the South and East sides as well as 

other neighborhoods. 

Questions: 

• Why was the aesthetic impact around Tucker Hill, Billingsley property, and the West Grove 
retail and cultural development not assessed? 

• What are the aesthetic impacts (positive and negative) of the A alignment noted above. 
 

V. Traffic Analysis 

TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed. TxDOT’s original traffic projection methodology was deemed 

to be incomplete and inconsistent by the Texas A&M Transportation Institute (TTI) in September of 

2020. In March 2021, TTI noted that they still had not been provided traffic data for the “No Build vs 

Build scenarios”. At that time, TTI deemed that the growth rates used in the revised study were 

acceptable for “short-term growth (from 2020 to the pivot year of 2040)”. 

Unfortunately, TxDOT has not addressed how their growth rate calculation using linear regression 

analyses could be acceptable if the baseline year for traffic growth is 2020. In every commercial or 

municipal environment, 2020 is seen as a data anomaly because of the impact of the pandemic and 

an unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes of any kind. TxDOT’s traffic analysis continues to 

be flawed and incomplete. 

Questions: 

• Has an updated traffic analysis been completed using a valid baseline year? If so, present 



 

 

the results including a side by side comparison of the original results using the invalid year 
with results from the updated model. 

• Are TxDOT’s population growth estimates consistent with other government agencies? If 
not, why not. Please validate your population estimates and report validation 
methodologies and results. 

 

VI. Two 90 degree curves 

More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a horizontal curve, and the average crash 

rate for horizontal curves is about three times that of other types of highway segments 

(https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/). In 2022 the United States 

Department of Transportation released their National Roadway Safety Strategy, which endorsed zero 

fatalities as the national goal and promotes building safety into the design of roads.  

TxDOT did not compare the safety risks including injury and fatality based on the highway designs of 

alternatives A and B. Segment A (the current preferred alignment) has two 90 degree curves. It also 

does not appear that TxDOT considered this safety risk in their decision. 

As such, TxDOT must include an analysis that compares alternatives A and B on the probability of 

accidents, injury, and fatalities. In addition, TxDOT must justify why they would choose a more 

dangerous alignment and one that goes against the US Department of Transportation’s strategy. 

Questions: 

• What is the increased risk of accidents for the two 90 degree curves designed into 
alignment A studied when compared to the risk of alignment B, which has no sharp curves? 

• Why didn’t TxDOT study this issue? 

• What is the expected speed decrease required for the 90 degree curves? 

• What is the projected increase in noise and pollution impacts caused by rapid 
deceleration and acceleration caused by the two 90 degree curves? 

 

VII. Community Cohesion 

TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to Tucker Hill with Segment 

A and that there appears to be existing cohesion between Whitley Place, Mansions of Prosper, Luxe 

Prosper and Walnut Grove due to school districting once again is incorrect and appears to show a 

bias or, simply, a failure to conduct proper research. 

Segment A will effectively sever Tucker Hill on both the south and eastern sides of the neighborhood 

from McKinney. This is atypical and will leave Tucker Hill, established within the city limits of 

McKinney in 2008, as the only established subdivision completely blocked off from McKinney on two 

sides of the neighborhood. In fact, the highway will sever Tucker Hill from the districted school, 

Reeves Elementary in Auburn Hills. It will also impact and, possibly, imperil the plans to connect 

Tucker Hill to both the school and the hike and bike trail system already in the city’s plans. The City of 

McKinney has noted in their planning documents and as Mayor Fuller reiterated in his email to 



 

 

Ceason Clemons and TxDOT staff dated February 26th, 2023, Tucker Hill is a significant asset to the 

city. 

What may be most troubling, though, is TxDOT’s conclusion that somehow there is no cohesion 

impact when cutting Tucker Hill off from Reeves Elementary, but there appears to be an impact to the 

Prosper neighborhoods due to school zoning. However, the Walnut Grove neighborhood is not 

districted for Prosper ISD. The Mansions of Prosper neighborhood and the Luxe Prosper 

neighborhood are districted for different elementary and high schools than the Whitley Place 

neighborhood. In fact, Mansions of Prosper and Luxe Prosper share school zoning with Tucker Hill. 

The correct conclusion here should have been that given the shared school zoning between these 

neighborhoods (Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper, Tucker Hill and Auburn Hills) and the fact that 

Tucker Hill would become the only established subdivision to be severed from McKinney by the 

highway on two sides, with respect to community cohesion, Segment B is clearly the better 

alternative. 

Concluding that the current HWY 380 is already a severing barrier; therefore, the new alignment will not 

have a negative community and cultural impact is incorrect. Me, my family, and many residents cross 

Hwy 380 on bike or foot regularly to enjoy the Stonebridge Ranch trials or walk to restaurants and stores 

about a ½ mile away (e.g., Fuzzy’s Taco, EJ Willis Pub, Circle K). We are also looking forward to the ability 

to walk to the new Whole Foods grocery store and entertainment and dining venues of West Grove less 

than a mile away. This will be impossible for anyone living on the North side of alignment A if it is chosen. 

Questions: 

• Explain how residents living north of 380 will be able to walk or bike across 380 to enjoy 
the walking paths, shops, restaurants, and stores if segment A is built? 
 

• How is TxDOT going to address the school district issues as described above. 

 

VIII. Construction and Noise Pollution 

TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to construction and noise pollution. According to 

the TxDOT handbook this is incorrect and TxDOT must also include: 

 
“Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This section of the EA must identify and 

explain any impacts associated with construction activities. This includes light pollution; 

impacts associated with physical construction activity, temporary lane, road or bridge 

closures (including detours); and other traffic disruptions. Include the expected duration 

of any construction impacts, and explain any BMPs or other strategies that will be used to 

mitigate such impacts.” 

TxDOT must outline and detail all potential impacts during construction for both proposed Segments A 

and B and appropriately evaluate those impacts as part of the study. Importantly, TxDOT should 



 

 

provide all impacts and mitigation strategies related to construction prior to proceeding. Critically, 

with respect to Tucker Hill and the surrounding neighborhoods, what are the plans for egress to the 

neighborhood during construction and how will those plans impact the response time of emergency 

vehicles to points within the neighborhood? Seconds matter in an emergency. 

Questions: 

• How much longer will it take for EMS to get into Tucker Hill and other neighborhoods and 
deliver someone to the Baylor Scott & White Hospital 1 mile away during construction and 
after the alignment A is built. 

• Will the noise and air pollution during construction put someone at risk for health 
problems? If TxDOT’s positions is no, then please prove this position with valid data. 

• Was construction and noise pollution for both the south and east portions of the alignment 
that surround Tucker Hill considered? If so, please describe in layman’s terms how it was 
analyzed and what the results were. 

• Did TxDOT assess the number of residents that would be effected by construction disruptions 
as well as delayed EMS services that have a pre-existing health condition? If so, please 
present the data. If not, why not? 

 

IX. Shift Closer to Tucker Hill 

TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the already flawed 

analysis that produced a preference for Segment A creates an unfair burden on the residents of 

Tucker Hill. Once again, TxDOT appears to be showing a callous bias toward ‘future development’ 

rather than a commitment to current residents. It is impossible to fully understand the additional noise 

pollution, air pollution and other effects without additional study. It’s important to note that even with 

this new shifted Segment A, the cost to construct Segment B would be $100M less than Segment A. 

TxDOT’s actions are placing the residents of Tucker Hill in an untenable position and are knowingly 

causing irreparable harm to the community in favor of future development. I strongly object to the 

proposed shift of the A alignment. 

Questions: 

• Why was this shift made? Include information about it’s impact on Billingsley’s property. 

• Are the analyses in current DEIS based on this shift? If so, list all analyses that took this 
shift into account (e.g., air & noise pollution, aesthetic impact, environmental impact). 

 

X. Air Pollution 

Air pollution is a documented public health emergency, and can affect every organ in the body, 

including cognition. Children and the elderly are disproportionately vulnerable to air pollution, 

specifically PM2.5, and more so if they live in close proximity to a highway. Air pollution can cause a 

multitude of diseases in adults, including heart disease, and can breach the placental barrier during 

pregnancy, causing miscarriages and birth defects. These impacts are well documented in the 

scientific literature. TxDOT should not proceed with this project until they have conducted a full study 



 

 

of existing and future air pollution on this highway, both at the regional scale and immediately 

adjacent to the highway. TxDOT must be compliant with EPA’s health-based National Ambient Air 

Quality Standards. 

The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill neighborhood on the South and East sides. 

Winds in McKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-East meaning that for more days 

than not air pollution will be blown into and settle on the residents of Tucker Hill. 

It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT utilized an airspeed of 1 MPH. The 

average wind speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the prevailing winds are from the south and 

south-east. It appears that additional study must be completed to correctly understand what the 

adverse effects of air pollution would be on the Tucker Hill population. Additionally, if Segment A is 

selected, monitoring devices must be installed to monitor air quality before, during and after 

construction. 

The DEIS fails to address air pollution from traffic beyond tailpipe emissions. A growing body of 

academic research cites brake wear and tire friction as primary pollutants from traffic. The DEIS has 

not addressed either of these sources of pollutants, nor does it address benzene or Volatile Organic 

Compounds (VOCs). We request that TxDOT complete detailed analyses of each of these pollutants, 

and compare pollutant levels on 380 (for each pollutant) to expected levels during and after 

construction Segment A. 

The DEIS notes in several places that expected proliferation of electric vehicles (EVs) should improve 

air pollution in this corridor. This is not only abdicating responsibility for mitigating air pollution, but a 

misrepresentation of electric vehicles and their environmental benefits. While EVs do reduce tailpipe 

emissions from internal combustion engines (ICEs), they do nothing to reduce pollution from non-

tailpipe sources including brake dust and tire friction. Pollution from tire friction may worsen in EVs 

due to increases in vehicle weight from electric batteries. Further, Texas’ electric grid is far from clean, 

and EVs that source their energy from unclean sources are, therefore, unclean themselves. 

The Mobile Source Air Toxins analysis in the DEIS is lacking and includes only a qualitative analysis. The 

DEIS claims that MSAT will decrease with time because of improved federal standards. We argue that 

this is an outsourcing of responsibility to mitigate air pollution in the 380 corridor, and request that 

TxDOT complete a quantitative MSAT analysis and a health impact assessment for all criteria 

pollutants. 

Questions: 

 
• Even if not required to be measured by TxDOT, what are the currently known traffic air 

pollutants considered toxic that may pose a risk to humans? 
• Why was 1 mile an hour wind used in the air pollution models versus the actual average 

wind speed in McKinney? 



 

 

• Was air pollution modeled taking into account the south and east portions of the 
proposed Hwy that surrounds McKinney? 

• Was wind direction taken into account in the predictive models? If not, why not? 

 

XII. Quality of Comments Collected 

As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in soliciting comments. 

In addition to submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill residents, comments were solicited via 

Facebook with no links to the underlying studies or segment alternatives. TxDOT must vet all of the 

comments collected during the scoping project fully and determine that they were legitimately 

provided by residents. If the comments were not legitimate, they should be stricken from the project 

record. 

Questions: 

• Did TxDOT vet comments for validity? 

• Why were invalid comments not stricken from the record and the public was not made aware? 
 

XIII. NEPA 

Paraphrasing from The Council on Environmental Quality (2021), TxDOT is obligated to evaluate 

feasible alternatives in enough detail so that a reader can compare and contrast the environmental 

effects of the various alternatives. Of note, NEPA reasonable alternatives include those that are 

practical or feasible from the technical and economic standpoint, rather than simply desirable from 

the standpoint of TxDOT. 

“NEPA is About People and Places” 

"Impacts include ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health impacts, whether 

adverse or beneficial. It is important to note that human beings are part of the environment (indeed, 

that is why Congress used the phrase “human environment” in NEPA), so when an EIS is prepared 

and economic or social and natural or physical environmental effects are interrelated, the EIS should 

discuss all of these effects." 

It is clear that TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst, unsavory. I ask that 

TxDOT respond to each of the issues discussed. As it stands, if TxDOT proceeds with their preferred 

Segment A they will be irreparably harming the residents of Tucker Hill, unfairly seizing the residents’ 

ability to enjoy their neighborhood, severing them from their broader community and, potentially, 

justifying it with a fatally flawed Environmental Impact Study. 

XIV. In order to ensure resolution and the creation of the best project possible, I request that: 

• TxDOT issue a second draft of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in the current draft EIS. 

• Ensure that any Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) has a 90-day review 
period, with an official public comment period, and that the FEIS be unbundled from the 
Record of Decision 



 

 

A2.9 Jamile A. Ashmore Response 
 
Your comment and opposition of the project is noted.  An EIS is a rigorous, multi-year environmental 

review process, guided by federal and state requirements, to disclose the impacts of the proposed 

project on the human and natural environment.  

The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by applicable federal environmental 

laws for this project are being, or have been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a 

Memorandum of Understanding dated December 9, 2019, and executed by the Federal Highway 

Administration (FHWA) and TxDOT. Under “NEPA Assignment”, TxDOT adheres to FHWA policies in 

accordance with the CEQ’s NEPA Implementing Regulations. As described throughout Chapter 3 of the 

DEIS, TxDOT assessed the direct impacts of the project such as clearing vegetation, placing fill material 

within wetlands, displacing homes or businesses, traffic noise, etc. and the potential for the alternatives 

considered to induce changes in land use and growth within the Study Area. TxDOT also addressed any 

adverse environmental impacts that cannot be avoided, the measures considered to minimize harm and 

to mitigate adverse effects, where applicable; and the steps taken during the study to comply with 

applicable state and federal environmental laws. 

While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during its decision-making process, a 

Preferred Alternative is not selected through a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input 

from the public, municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative 

(comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, 

considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices. The reasoning 

for selection of the Preferred Alternative is detailed in Section 2.4 of the DEIS. 

The same criteria were used to compare all segments. Specific weights were not applied to evaluation 

criteria. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 

Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly 

reviewing evaluation matrices. One of the many reasons that TxDOT evaluated the project by end-to-end 

alternatives and by segment is because there are notable differences in the three focus areas.   

Regarding future developments, there are both residential and commercial developments under 

construction and being planned along Segments A and B. Those that TxDOT was made aware of prior to 

the Public Hearing are shown on the Segment Analysis Matrix with their development status and the 

development heat map exhibit available on the Public Hearing website. Many future homes that are 

currently under construction in the Ladera residential development would have been directly impacted by 

Segment B. Due to the rapidly changing nature of developments as they go through local planning 

processes, TxDOT only classified a development as future displacements if the development is expected 

to be occupied by the anticipated ROD date. 

By far the issue that TxDOT has heard about the most from the public and stakeholders on the US 380 

Collin County Feasibility Study and this EIS project has been direct and indirect impacts to ManeGait. 



 

 

Based on that, it was one of the many things that TxDOT considered.  The numerous other considerations 

can be found on the Segment Analysis Matrix.  

TxDOT conducted a traffic noise analysis in accordance with TxDOT’s (FHWA–approved) Guidelines for 

Analysis and Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise, described in Section 3.14 and 

Appendix R of the DEIS. Existing sound level measurements were collected at areas of frequent human 

activity associated with adjacent noise-sensitive land uses, and FHWA-approved noise modeling software 

was used to predict what noise levels could be expected in 2050. Noise levels were predicted to 500 feet 

from the edge of the proposed right-of-way. The locations of noise receptors are included in Appendix R, 

Figures A-5 and A-7 (pages 74 and 76).  

Noise measurements are performed as part of the validation study.  A validation study is performed in 

order to verify that the existing Traffic Noise Model accurately predicts existing traffic noise based on 

current conditions and to ensure that traffic noise is the main source of noise.  Model validation 

compares field-collected sound level measurements to traffic noise levels calculated in an existing 

condition model that used field-collected traffic parameters. The Existing Noise Validation Study is 

located in Appendix C (p. 427) of the Noise Report. The field measurement identification for the Tucker 

Hill neighborhood is ML-5 (p. 447). 

Ambient noise measurements were collected on December 14 and 16, 2021. The Noise Study was 

completed in November 2022. The sound level meter used for ambient measurements was a Larson 

Davis 824 (Type 1 precision integrating sound level meter) with a Larson Davis microphone/preamp and 

calibrator.  The ambient measurements were collected on December 14, 2021, during a 30-minute time 

period from 11:26 am through 11:55 am. The ambient measurements are used for model validation and 

calibration; not to establish existing or future noise levels. FHWA must approve land use as Noise 

Abatement Criteria (NAC) Activity Category A. Category A is applied to wilderness areas and other similar 

land uses.  

To support the further development of the Preferred Alternative including the alignment shift presented at 

the Public Hearing, additional noise analyses will be conducted focused on the Preferred Alternative and 

presented in the FEIS. Before any abatement measure can be proposed for incorporation into the project, 

it must be both feasible and reasonable. Feasibility and reasonableness considerations include 

constructability, the predicted acoustic reductions provided by an abatement measure, a cost allowance, 

and whether the adjacent receptors desire abatement. Receptors associated with an abatement 

measure that achieve a noise reduction of five dB(A) or greater are called benefited receptors. In order to 

be "feasible," the abatement measure must benefit a minimum of two impacted receptors AND reduce 

the predicted noise level by at least five dB(A) at greater than 50 percent of first-row impacted receptors. 

Engineering considerations, such as access, drainage and utility locations, are also factored in the 

feasibility assessment of a potential noise barrier. In order to be "reasonable," the abatement measure 

must also reduce the predicted noise level by at least seven dB(A) for at least one benefited receptor 

(noise reduction design goal) and not exceed the standard barrier cost of 1,500 square feet per 

benefited receptor. In addition, an abatement measure may not be reasonable if the construction costs 



 

 

are unreasonably high due to site constraints, as determined through an alternate barrier cost 

assessment. 

TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several areas, including Tucker Hill. It 

is important to note that TxDOT is already proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by 

depressing the mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods to decrease 

traffic noise and visual barriers. 

The design for Segment A meets the criteria outlined in TxDOT's Roadway Design Manual, including 

stopping sight distance. Similar freeway curves can be found in the region including President George 

Bush Turnpike and I-35 interchange. The freeway design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from 

driveways and other roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be available at 

signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of conflict points. TxDOT provides 

a summary of fatal and injury crashes by alternative on page 2-33 of the DEIS. 

The Segment A shift that was presented as a possible alternative design at the Public Hearing did not 

shift the proposed right-of-way for the freeway along the existing US 380 to the south of Tucker Hill. The 

freeway proposed right-of-way was shifted on the curve on the east side of Tucker Hill by approximately 

zero to 115 feet to the north and west. This is approximately a minimum of 800 feet from any Tucker Hill 

residence. 

TxDOT recognizes there are numerous public gathering and recreational facilities within neighborhoods, 

owned and managed by a homeowners’ association for the benefit of residents. No ROW is proposed to 

impact these facilities. The properties noted are more than 500 feet outside of the proposed right-of-way 

(for noise modeling purposes) and were not identified or modeled in accordance with TxDOT Noise Policy.   

Landscaping and other treatments are generally coordinated with cities during the final design 

development. TxDOT does offer green ribbon programs that cities can apply for also during future phases 

of the project. Visual and aesthetic impacts can be seen in Section 3.7 of the DEIS.    

The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates that the Preferred Alternative 

effectively meets the criteria of managing congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. 

The traffic methodology was revised and updated in mid-November 2021. If constructed, the project 

would adhere to current design standards and address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. 

Access to Tucker Hill would be maintained along the Preferred Alternative including an at-grade 

connection at Tremont Boulevard over the depressed section of the new freeway and a connection to 

existing US 380 east of Tucker Hill which would allow school buses and parents to access Reeves 

Elementary School via Auburn Hills Parkway and future Ridge Road.  

Impacts from construction and implementation of the proposed project are included in each resource 

section of the DEIS. Section 3.17 outlines the anticipated phased construction of each of the build 

alternatives considered by segment, describing how the frontage roads and mainlane sections would be 



 

 

built. The anticipated impacts on traffic, noise, air quality, biological and water resources, hazardous 

materials, and cultural resources resulting from construction are also described in Section 3.17.1 

through 3.17.7. As described under the Preferred Blue Alternative in Section 3.17, a Traffic Management 

Plan would be developed and implemented outlining the phasing, maintaining property and 

neighborhood access during construction. The timing of construction and identification of detours will be 

defined during final design. 

According to Section 3.6.3.3 of the DEIS, TxDOT will coordinate with emergency responders to prevent 

disruptions in service during phased construction of the proposed project and will develop a traffic 

management plan as discussed further in Section 3.17. The proposed grade separated interchanges and 

intersection improvements (including U-turns) along the proposed frontage roads would reduce 

congestion at major cross-streets allowing emergency vehicles to bypass traffic lights, shortening transit 

times through the Study Area. 

The Preferred Alternative would maintain the two existing entry points to Tucker Hill from the existing US 

380 at Grassmere Ln. and Tremont Blvd. Each is accessible from frontage roads. 

In response to concerns from Tucker Hill residents, the roll plots for the Public Hearing showed that 

TxDOT added a connection over the freeway at Tremont Blvd. and the future US 380. This at-grade 

overpass over the depressed mainlanes will allow for left in and left out access to Tucker Hill. It also 

means that drivers will have a direct entrance to Tucker Hill instead of driving further to U-turn at another 

interchange. 

Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles per day in 2045, TxDOT 

performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with 

regional and federal air quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. TxDOT conducted a quantitative 

mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis including benzene and VOCs (Section 3.12.3 of the DEIS), and a 

Carbon Monoxide Traffic Air Quality analysis (CO TAQA - Section 3.12.2 of the DEIS), included in Appendix 

P of the DEIS. None of the modeled carbon monoxide concentrations exceeded the Environmental 

Protection Agency's 1-hour or 8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. The 

CAL3QHC air dispersion model parameters used in the CO TAQA are specified in the TxDOT Environmental 

Guide: Volume 2 Activity Instructions (DEIS Appendix P, CO TAQA Technical Report, Table 12). The wind 

speed used was 1 meter per second (m/s), equivalent to 2.24 miles per hour.  

The total MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43 % by 2050 due to higher 

combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification of the US fleet. More information about the 

air quality analysis that was conducted can be found in the DEIS document in Section 3.12. As required, 

the project is consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) State 

Implementation Plan (SIP), the NCTCOG’s Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 TIP. 

After reviewing Public Hearing comments as well as completing the schematic design and technical 

analyses, TxDOT will issue an FEIS. The Notice of Availability of the FEIS-ROD will be posted to the TxDOT 

website, advertised in a local newspaper, sent to property owners within a half mile of the project, and 



 

 

those that have signed up to receive email updates. No comment period will be held for the FEIS-ROD.   



 

 

A2.10 John Cisar 
Dear Mr. Enders, 

I have several issues with TxDOT’s proposed 380 expansion and alignment of option A. First, the growth 
projections used by TxDOT to justify the 380 expansion are wildly high and if those projection are true, 
many areas of Collin County will be unlivable before 2050 due to lack of water. 

2.1.1 Population Growth and Projections 

In 2019, Collin County had a population of 1,034,730 people, making it one of the most 
populous counties in Texas and has experienced a 32.4 percent increase in population 
between 2010 and 2019 (US Census 2019). According to the Texas State Demographer’s 
2014 population projections by migration scenario data, over the next 30 years Collin County 
could anticipate an increase in population of up to 160 to 170 percent. The city of McKinney 
has experienced even greater growth between 2010 and 2019 with an increase in population 
of 51.9 percent along with the town of Prosper which has experienced a 158 percent 
population increase over the same period (US Census, 2019). Officials from Collin County, the 
City of McKinney, the North Texas Municipal Water District, and the city of Irving continue 
coordination to construct numerous water supply projects to keep pace with the growth and 
development. (TxDOT, 2020, p. 1) 

According to this statement, the 2050 Collin County population project is about 2,700,000 people. 
However, the Region C 2021 Water Plan paints at much different picture. 

The population of Region C is projected to grow from 7,233,415 in the year 2016 to 
10,150,077 in 2040 and 14,684,790 in 2070. This projected 2070 population is about 
330,000 (or 2.24 percent) more than was projected in the 2016 Region C Water Plan. These 
projections have been approved by the Texas Water Development Board, as required by TWDB 
planning guidelines. This projection reflects a substantial slowing in the rate of growth that 
has been experienced in Region C over the last 50 years. (Freese and Nichols, Inc., et al., 
2020, p. ES-4) 



 

 

  



 

 

Using the TxDOT Collin County 2050 population figures of 2,700,000 instead of the Water Plan 

projections in table 5E.1 of 1,807,279, projected 2050 water demand would be 557,435 Ac-Ft/Yr 

(red bar inserted in figure 5E.1) instead of 373,126 Ac-Ft/Yr (using 2050 table 5E.1 planning factors). 

That increased demand is roughly twice the existing available 2050 water supply and greatly exceeds 

total water supply from both existing and strategies by 43 percent. The estimated short fall is 

166,557 Ac-Ft/Yr. 

The 2021 Region C Water Plan indicts the water projects will not keep up with the TxDOT growth plan, 
and TxDOT’s statement in the Purpose & Need Memorandum is erroneous. From an emergency 
management perspective, a continuation with this projected rate of growth with make parts of this 
North Texas area unlivable for many people based on the lack of water and the draconian water 
restrictions necessary to conserve remaining water supplies. North Texas cities will be fighting each 
other for those water resources. 

Second, the concept of induced demand proposes adding more highway capacity will have the 
opposite effect of reducing congestion. Down’s Law of Peak-Hour Traffic Congestion: On urban 
commuter expressways, peak- hour traffic congestion rises to meet maximum capacity (Downs, 1962, 
p. 393). In addition, this increase in capacity will be used by non-local people transiting the area and 
not provide tangible benefits to the local people will have to deal with years of hassle and time lost in 
the construction of an expanded 380. Houston highways are a great example of TxDOT adding 
highway capacity and still not solving issues of local highway congestion. Induced demand can be 
summed up as “if you build it, they will come.” 

Third, Bypass Option A will isolate Tucker Hill subdivision from the rest of McKinney. This isolation 
goes against current Federal highway planning objectives of restoring community connectivity by 
removing, retrofitting, or mitigating highways or other facilities that create barriers to community 
connectivity (National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine, 2023, p. 4). Also, Tucker 
Hill only access points are directly connected to US 380. Currently, with no other means to access 
Tucker Hill, construction of Option A and the associated traffic from temporary 380 detour roads will 
greatly restrict and even deny critical emergency services of fire, police, and medical from Tucker Hill 
citizens. Other 380 alignment options alleviant this issue. At this time, no plan has yet been presented 
that to give access to Tucker Hill of critical emergency services and any Stonebridge Drive connection 
is stalled in legal processes. We are still waiting for an answer from TxDOT in this matter. 

Thank you for consideration on these concerns. 

John Cisar, PhD, Fire and Emergency Management Administration (972-768-6288) 

 
Downs, A. (1962, July). The law of peak-hour expressway congestion. Traffic quarterly, 16(3). 393-409. 

https://babel.hathitrust.org/cgi/pt?id=uc1.$b3477&view=1up&seq=454 

Freese and Nichols, Inc., Plummer Associates, Inc.,CP&Y, Inc., & Cooksey Communications 
(2020, November). 2021 Region C water plan: Volume I main report. 
https://regioncwater.org/planning_documents_category/2022-state-water-plan/ 

National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine. 2023. Developing a highway framework 

to conduct an all-hazards risk and resilience analysis. Washington, DC: The National 



 

 

Academies Press. https://doi.org/10.17226/26924. 

Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT)(2020, September 29). Purpose & need memorandum 
- US 380 EIS, Collin County. https://assets.website- 
files.com/6033feeb7ee63a37aeaa8574/6033feeb7ee63a6d9aaa8650_CSJ%200135-02-
065- CSJ%200135-03-053_US%20380%20EIS_PurposeNeed_Memo_V3_2020-09-29.pdf 

 

  



 

 

A2.10 John Cisar Response 

The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by applicable federal 
environmental laws for this project are being, or have been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 
U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum of Understanding dated December 9, 2019, and executed by the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and TxDOT. Under “NEPA Assignment”, TxDOT adheres to 
FHWA policies in accordance with the CEQ’s NEPA Implementing Regulations. TxDOT must remain 
consistent with local plans including NCTCOG’s 2045 Update which is the MTP for the 12-county 
Dallas-Fort Worth region developed by the NCTCOG, describes the transportation needs of the region 
to guide federal, state, and local transportation expenditures through the year 2045. Mobility 2045 
Update includes recommendations to address forecasted population and development growth and 
the corresponding anticipated travel demand across the region.  

The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates that the Preferred 
Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing congestion, improving east-west mobility, and 
improving safety. According to Section 3.6.3.3 of the DEIS, TxDOT will coordinate with emergency 
responders to prevent disruptions in service during phased construction of the proposed project and 
will develop a traffic management plan as discussed further in Section 3.17. The proposed grade 
separated interchanges and intersection improvements (including U-turns) along the proposed 
frontage roads would reduce congestion at major cross-streets allowing emergency vehicles to bypass 
traffic lights, shortening transit times through the Study Area. 

 

  



 

 

A2.11 Jon Bolen 
To whom it may concern: 

I regret not being able to attend the public hearing. I believe a bypass is required to support growth in the 

northern corridor. However, I am thoroughly flummoxed at how TXDOT reached a decision to move 

forward with Segment A rather Segment B for this project. Let’s first look at your somewhat disingenuous 

benefits for Segment A:  

• Displaces fewer homes 2 versus 5. Correct, however segment A is one mile longer, has seven potential 

major utility conflicts versus just two for Segment B and displaces 15 business versus zero. Additionally, 

Segment A encroaches on twice the wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and streams 

and more acreage of forests, prairies and grasslands. Finally, the estimated cost to construct Segment A 

is nearly $200M more than Segment B (unless the even more intrusive shift option is chosen, then 

increase is “only” $100M). 

• Results in lower potential impacts to planned future residential homes. Have we canvased the “future 

residents” to measure the impact on their planned use of our community? I suspect the voices of the 

current residents should be a priority over unidentified residences. 

• Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west of Custer Road. Once again, 

this appears to accrue to the benefit of future residents or current investors, not the current residents of 

the McKinney community. 

• Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment. True, but the Segment A alignment effectively severs a 

portion of NW McKinney from our community and creates an island of residents who become more 

closely aligned with Propser than McKinney. We did not move to Prosper, we moved to McKinney. 

• Avoids impact to MainGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the subject of substantial public 

concern. This is pretty laughable. There is no great “public concern” over MainGait. Until this discussion 

arose, I would contend few people in the area even new of its existence. More concerning is that you call 

out the impact of the ROW to the founder’s property. The founder of MainGait is no ordinary 

philanthropist, but, Bill Darling, a real estate developer and home builder who stands to gain personally 

by the selection of Segment A over B. Oh, to be certain, I have been to a MainGait ‘charity’auction where 

well-heeled patrons bid tens of thousands of dollars for vacation packages and sports memorabilia. At 

the time, we all drove in from Dallas to pay homage.  

What is missing from your comments and analysis is the impact on neighborhoods like Tucker Hill. Tucker 

Hill is an iconic neighborhood and destination for McKinney residents to celebrate special occasions. It is 

one of only two neighborhoods in the country developed by Southern Land as a front porch community. 

The Founders Square park does not just service the residents of the community, but is a destination for 

countless families as the backdrop for homecoming pictures, prom pictures and family photo shoots. A 

trip to the square on any given Saturday in the spring will find scores of young people in their most formal 

dress capturing memories. At Halloween, the streets are lined with residents from all over McKinney as 



 

 

children, young and old, try to recapture a touch of Americana. The Tucker Hill community welcomes 

them all with open arms. The sidewalks are nearly impassible and the laughter fills the evening well 

passed dusk. Finally, during the Holiday Season, when nearly every home is lit celebrating Christmas or 

Hanukkah the neighborhood is breathtaking and once again the streets fill with residents from the 

surrounding area so that they might recapture a touch of American tradition.  

Segment A will effectively sever Tucker Hill, a gem in the McKinney landscape, from our community. It 

appears there has been little to no thought of actions that could be taken to mitigate the impact of 

Segment A on our neighborhood. Some ideas for discussion and resolution: 

• A sound barrier has been proposed on the south side of the bypass, but essentially dismissed for the 

north side. A plan to erect a sound barrier and to partner with the neighborhood with funds earmarked to 

restore the aesthetic of the entrance at Tremont Boulevard (after construction of the bypass) would be 

helpful.  

• For years, Tucker Hill residents have waited to be connected to the McKinney trail system for cycling 

and walking. How could TXDOT partner with the city of McKinney to connect the neighborhood via trails to 

the broader community?  

• Finally, without detailed plans on an extension of Stonebridge Drive to facilitate a second manner of 

egress for the neighborhood, the residents can only envision complete isolation. What can TXDOT do to 

facilitate the progress of the Stonebridge Drive extension project and ensure amicable agreement 

between the City of McKinney and Southern Land Company? 

The support laid out for Segment B seems strained, at best, and more than a little biased towards a 

single individual or entity. The indifference to the facts and costs to construct Segment A (versus 

Segment B) seems irrational. The lack of mitigating strategies to offset the impact of a suboptimal 

strategy lacks empathy and foresight. I urge you to follow the data and reconsider your recommendation 

of Segment B for the bypass. If you cannot, I would challenge you to provide more complete 

recommendations to preserve the northwest McKinney community in earnest. Hopefully, we’ll see you or 

your children at our fountain in the spring, on our sidewalks at Halloween or singing Christmas carols in 

December. 

Best Regards, 

Jon Bolen  

  



 

 

A2.11 Jon Bolen Response 
Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. Some of TxDOT's top considerations in choosing 

Segment A over Segment B, because Segment A: 

• Displaces fewer homes in comparison to Segment B  

• Results in fewer impacts to planned future residential homes  

• Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west of Custer Road  

• Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment 

• Avoids impact to ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the subject of substantial public 

concern Requires acquisition of less ROW than Segment B 

 

For more information, please reference the Alternatives Analysis Matrix in the DEIS in Figure 2-15 on 

page 2-33. You may also view the Segment Analysis Matrix on the Public Hearing website at 

www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. 

Planned future developments and proposed residences were identified through TxDOT's coordination 

with City of McKinney, Town of Prosper, and Collin County. Our project team reviewed planning and 

zoning commission status of each development. More detail can be found on the Segment Analysis 

Matrix at 

https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/14%20Segment%20Analysis%20%28Dis

placements%29.pdf.  

Future developments were one of the many factors TxDOT had to consider when determining the 

Preferred Alternative. There are both residential and commercial developments under construction and 

being planned along Segments A and B. Those that TxDOT was made aware of prior to the Public Hearing 

are shown on the Segment Analysis Matrix with their development status and the development heat map 

exhibit available on the Public Hearing website. Many future homes that are currently under construction 

in the Ladera residential development would have been directly impacted by Segment B. Due to the 

rapidly changing nature of developments as they go through local planning processes, TxDOT only 

classified a development as future displacements if the development is expected to be occupied by the 

anticipated ROD date. 

By far the issue that TxDOT has heard the most about from the public and stakeholders on the US 380 

Collin County Feasibility Study and this EIS project has been direct and indirect impacts to ManeGait.  

Based on that, it was one of the many things that TxDOT considered, however it was not the only 

consideration, as detailed in the Segment Analysis Matrix. 

TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several areas, including Tucker Hill. It 

is important to note that TxDOT is already proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by 

depressing the mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods to decrease 

traffic noise and visual barriers.  

The scope of this project does include construction of ten-foot shared use paths on both sides of the 



 

 

roadway that would connect to trails shown in the City of McKinney future plans. 

Stonebridge Drive improvements are led by City of McKinney. TxDOT does not have jurisdiction of local 

streets with private developers.  

The Preferred Alternative would maintain the two existing entry points to Tucker Hill from the existing US 

380 at Grassmere Ln. and Tremont Blvd. Each is accessible from frontage roads.  

In response to concerns from Tucker Hill residents, the roll plots for the Public Hearing showed that 

TxDOT added a connection over the freeway at Tremont Blvd. and the future US 380. This at-grade 

overpass over the depressed mainlanes will allow for left in and left out access to Tucker Hill. It also 

means that drivers will have a direct entrance to Tucker Hill instead of driving further to U-turn at another 

interchange. 

Detailed information can be found in the DEIS document and multiple appendices posted at 

www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. An EIS is a multi-year environmental review process, guided by 

State and Federal requirements, that provides the most rigorous analysis conducted by TxDOT of 

proposed alternatives and their environmental impacts. Any TxDOT environmental document, such as the 

one created for this study, must meet standards required by TxDOT policy to comply with Federal Highway 

Administration (FHWA) NEPA compliance procedures and Title 43, Chapter 2 of the Texas Administrative 

Code.  

  



 

 

A2.12 Jon Dell’Antonia 
Stephen, 
 
I have been thinking more about the 380 Bypass project and have developed two different alternatives 
that I would like you to seriously consider. In my opinion, both are better options than the current plan 
using Segment A on the Blue Alternative Route. 

 
Option 1: Create an entirely new route from Highway 75 to Highway 35 using the newly approved 
freeway from Denton to the Dallas North Tollway in Prosper by curving the proposed Segment A north 
from Segment E where it now curves back into 380 (Segment A) and connect it to the Dallas North 
Tollway from Denton to the Tollway that is going to be constructed. This would create an entirely new 
route from Highway 75 to Highway 35 which would solve a myriad of traffic problems. 
Bringing more traffic back to 380 regardless of the location will only exacerbate the existing traffic 
problems, doing nothing to resolve local traffic issues. The only drivers who would benefit from the 
proposed Blue Alternative with Segment A are those traveling from east of Highway 75 to west of Custer 
Road or the reverse. The Highway 75 to Highway 35 option described above would have the following 
benefits: 
 

1. Create an entirely new route from 75 to 35 which we desperately need. 

2. Preserve the 30 businesses that will be destroyed under the existing proposed Segment A route. 
3. Provide seven connections back into 380 from multiple connections: Hardin, Lake Forest, Ridge 

Road, Stonebridge Drive, Custer Road, Coit Road and Dallas North Tollway. 
4. Provide better travel options for the population of Celina and other communities located 

north of Prosper (and Prosper) by giving all of them easier access east and west and to 
380. 

 
Option 2: Stop the construction of the proposed US380 Bypass at Highway 75. Construction of the 
bypass from Farmersville to Highway 75 appears to solve some traffic issues by providing an alternative 
route north of existing 380. Stop the project there, do not build the bypass further west as it is not going 
to improve the traffic on that segment. It will only make a bad situation worse by bringing additional 
traffic back onto 380 and do nothing to improve local traffic. This option has the additional benefit of 
resolving all of the issues that exist for the impacted areas in McKinney and Prosper. 

 
I trust you will seriously consider these options as I believe they are significantly better than the current 
plan. I would be pleased to discuss them further with you. 
 
Respectfully, 

 
Jon Dell’Antonia Board 
President 
Stonebridge Ranch Community Association 

  



 

 

A2.12 Jon Dell’Antonia Response 

It is important to note that there are also impacts and challenges in constructing a freeway north of 
Bloomdale Road/Prosper Trail, or along FM 1461. Initial traffic analysis conducted during the US 380 
Collin County Feasibility Study indicated that locating an alternative further north did not address US 380 
congestion and would not satisfy regional travel demands. 

 

We found that if we do nothing, existing US 380 will continue to experience a failing level of service in the 
future, even if we built all the planned roadways in Collin County (including the Outer Loop that is being 
planned and improvements to roads you list in bullet 3). Therefore, a US 380 freeway is needed to relieve 
congestion.  

 

The regional model shows two east/west freeways are needed between Denton and Collin Counties. The 
regional model included future 6 lane arterials in both east/west and north/south directions. Using 
Dallas County as an example, both arterials and freeways are needed to accommodate the current traffic 
demand. It is anticipated Collin and Denton Counties will experience similar traffic demand in the future. 

 

Existing congestion on US 380 in rush hours is rated in engineering terms as having a “F” level of service. 
This means that the number of vehicles on the road exceeds the capacity of the roadway, causing a 
significant drop in travel speeds and an increase in congestion or delay in traffic. 

 

In fact, in 2021, US 380 between Custer Road and SH 5 was named by the Texas Transportation Institute 
as the most congested roadway in Collin County and the 44th most congested roadway in Texas. If we do 
nothing (from US 75 to the west), existing US 380 will continue to experience a failing level of service in 
the future, even if we built all the planned roadways in Collin County including the Outer Loop that is 
being planned by Collin County. 

 

The project is also needed due to the higher than statewide average crash rates on the existing US 380. 
According to TxDOT’s Crash Records Information System (CRIS) database, between 2010 and 2016, US 
380 within the city limits of McKinney experienced a 404 percent increase in crashes. These crashes can 
be attributed to overcapacity, closely spaced driveways, and lack of separation of high-speed and low-
speed traffic within the corridor. The segment from US 75 to the west will provide much needed capacity 
and help separate the high speed and low speed traffic that will enhance safety.  

 

Option 2 would not meet the purpose and need of the project.  

  



 

 

A2.13 Jon DeShazo 
Please reconsider, and choose Option B. 

I am baffled that TxDOT prefers Option A, a decision that is $90-190M more expensive and requires a 

more complex compressed, depressed section of road directly affecting two longestablished 

neighborhoods. My family have been residents of Tucker Hill since 2009. We are appalled at the massive 

disruption that TxDOT would put on our daily lives when such a dramatically less expensive, less 

disruptive, and simpler option is available. I do not understand how TxDOT would approve so much 

expansion of the 380/75 interchange, and the widening of 380 to six lanes between 75 and DNT, with no 

regard to a future limited access freeway. I was here for the DNT expansion north, and the 121 expansion 

east over the last 20 years. They were well planned over 30 years! We understood that 380 expansion 

was coming when we bought our home. We watched 380 expand to its logical right of way boundaries in 

our area. We were confident that the outer loop was coming—because of all the supposed planning 

around it. I have read the public documentation justifying Option A. I have concerns about both the review 

process and the recommendations from TxDOT: 

Displaces fewer homes (5 vs 2). 

Considering the overall impact of Segment A, and displacements over the entire project, 3 homes should 

at least be weighed against the disruption of thousands of current residents along the Option A corridor. 

Future displacements? 

“Option A results in fewer impacts to planned, future residences or proposed residences. under 

construction west of Custer.” Which is it? Are these residences actually under construction? How many 

planned residences would be impacted? If these rights of way were included in the budget process, are 

they actually worth $90-190 Million in additional costs and time for the project? At this point, these 

proposed neighborhoods are under business development and deserve the same concern as all the 

businesses along 380 that TxDOT will be directly impacted. More businesses are currently under active 

construction on both sides of segment A now, east of Custer—such as WestGrove. 

.Option A utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment. 

Why is this an actual benefit if it requires a much longer, much more expensive segment? What were the 

agreements between Collin County and TxDOT on how far the 380 right of way would extend? Did 

McKinney violate state agreements in its land use plan? 

Option A Avoids impact to ManeGait, the subject of “substantial public concern”. 

But TxDOT engineers confirmed that Option B had no impact on ManeGait. Why was there no discussion 

of the impact that 5 years of construction will have on the current 1000+ residents of Tucker Hill—and 

more on the Stonebridge side? Why are so many residents who will be directly impacted for 5 years or 

longer not at least mentioned under the impact? 



 

 

TxDOT says that “there is not a substantial difference in travel times”. 

But Segment B is 20% shorter, and 25% faster, to get to the same end point. 25% seems kind of 

substantial, especially since Segment B would have less impact on both the Tucker Hill/Stonebridge 

corridor and on the 380/Custer intersection. A shorter and less complex Segment will have less 

maintenance expense as well. 

Under “improving safety”, TxDOT rates both option A and B as equivalent in safety. 

I do not understand how this can be true. A compressed, depressed section of roadway immediately after 

a 90-degree turn will cause visibility issues, just like they do on similar roadways in other parts of Dallas 

and Fort Worth. Any accident in that area would be harder for drivers to see and react to than a normally-

spaced, smoother-turning roadway. Any accident in that area will be more difficult to clear and manage, 

because that roadway is far more difficult to get to. 

Utility displacements 

Segment A requires far more, and far more expensive utility conflicts. Our area has already had to deal 

with a decade of inconsistent electrical service that has become far more reliable only in the last two 

years. 

Residential and business displacements: 

The 2 residential displacements and 15 business displacements does not take into consideration the 

severe traffic disruption to Tucker Hill and Stonebridge, and the likely disruption to the Harvard Park 

businesses that will happen as construction needs force a wider right of way that will remove more 

roadway and parking than indicated in current plans.  

It also does not consider the effect that 5 years of construction will have on the existing businesses. CVS 

at 380 and Ridge has already announced that it will close, citing right of way concerns— despite the fact 

that the TxDOT materials says that there will be no additional displacements. TxDOT also does not 

consider the businesses actively being built along the north side of 380 between Custer and Stonebridge. 

TxDOT justifications reiterate that Segment B does not impact ManeGait, and even notes a belated 

objection from a private landowner about a sensory trail that is not part of the ManeGait property. With 

respect, this sounds like political cover, not an argument based on the overall impact to actual existing 

homeowners and business and service owners. 

 Noise: 
As a Tucker Hill resident, I am very concerned that the depressed, compressed section will not be enough 

to mitigate noise coming into the neighborhood. I am even more concerned for my neighbors in 

Stonebridge, who are elevated above the roadway—as opposed to Tucker Hill, which is (mostly) below the 

proposed roadway. Last week, I sat outside 11|17, a business at 380 and Stonebridge. I could see and 

hear 380 very well, because the terrain rises and these businesses will overlook the depressed section. 

At that point, will the depressed section actually reflect sound into this business area instead of 



 

 

protecting it from additional noise? 

Wetlands and farms: 

Segment B seems to have less than half the impact on wetlands and water features, and lower overall 

impact on farmland, than Segment A. 

Economic benefits: 

According to TxDOT materials on economic benefit, Segment B does not seem to impact Prosper any 

more or less than Segment A affects McKinney—it seems to be a wash, even though TxDOT notes that 

Prosper didn’t have a land use plan and McKinney did. 

Induced growth: 

I have read these justifications several times, and I still do not understand TxDOT’s position. It seems like 

there is greater economic benefit to a properly-planned limited access roadway that allows McKinney and 

Prosper years to adjust to and make minor adjustments to barely-planned and zoned, unconstructed 

areas, vs a longer, more expensive, more complex section between Custer and Ridge that will destroy 

existing businesses, stop the building of a new economic area on the southeast part of the Custer/380 

intersection, and hurt existing traffic flows on 380/Custer, 380/Stonebridge, and 380/Ridge for years. 

Frisco seems to have done very well with a planned limited access roadway. If there is a clear economic 

benefit to A for induced growth for the entire, it doesn’t seem that complicated to estimate. It also does 

not recognize how many existing businesses along 380 will be affected even if TxDOT does not say they 

will be directly affected. Numerous other businesses along this corridor will have much tougher entry and 

egress—not only Harvard Park, but the 380/Stonebridge area as well. If induced growth is an argument 

for Option A, then please state the economic case clearly. 

Public input: 

I believe that TxDOT received a lot of comments. How many of those comments came from residents who 

would be either directly or indirectly affected by Option B—for traffic disruption, construction noise, 

ongoing noise, or air quality. TxDOT seems to be very sensitive to political pressure from groups who are 

not affected by Option B and are unconcerned with the severe effects of more complex construction 

between two established neighborhoods—while being concerned about ManeGait, which TxDOT reiterated 

was not affected by Option B. I understand that many people have spent time, money, and care into 

ManeGait. But I do not understand how the perceived impact to 100 patients per week can carry more 

weight than the daily construction, traffic and noise affecting over a thousand residents of Tucker Hill 

alone. 

Practical considerations of the compressed/depressed section: 

TxDOT preliminary plans show that the entrance to Tucker Hill will be set back by 100 feet, but shows no 

other impact. That 100 feet impacts traffic trying to get out of the neighborhood. That set back will likely 



 

 

force other changes to the road or even eliminate Tremont/Fitzgerald access, because there will be less 

space for drivers to see traffic coming in or out of the neighborhood. I am afraid that the plan to 

compress and depress the road between Tucker Hill and Wren Creek is wildly optimistic end up further 

encroaching more on both Tucker Hill and Stonebridge. 380 in this area is on a hill. In addition to the 

discussion of 12 lanes of traffic, shoulders and side trails will take up at least twice that much space. In 

particular, the compressed, depressed option planning does not appear to take into account the hilly 

terrain and how much more land actual construction in that area will take. Traffic engineers tried to 

assure us that construction would start on the south side before touching main traffic. But traffic 

engineers also told us that the Wren Creek noise barrier will not change. I cannot see how there will be 

space to expand on the south side side first—especially with three new eastbound lanes required to 

maintain current traffic capacity. TxDOT engineers seemed to agree once they looked closely at the plans 

during the hearing. Estimated right of way costs: $110 million to $190 million, for a longer, more 

complex, far more disruptive plan to existing residents and neighborhoods doesn’t seem like a good plan. 

TxDOT notes that there are parts of Section B that would be more expensive per mile, but then does not 

seem to take care to note the obvious expensive of the more complex, compressed/depressed section of 

highway between two established neighborhoods. A compressed, depressed section of road makes 

complete sense when all options are going through developed areas. But Option B offers much less 

disruption to existing residents and is significantly cheaper and simpler. 

Thank you for your consideration. If TxDOT continues to recommend such a massively disruptive option, I 

would like to ask TxDOT to hold a session directly with Tucker Hill and Stonebridge residents where they 

can walk us through how construction will mitigate this disruption to our daily lives. 

Jon DeShazo 

  



 

 

A2.13 Jon DeShazo Response 
Your comment, opposition of Segment A and Support of Segment B, is noted. The project is needed 

because population growth within the central portion of Collin County has caused increases in current 

and forecasted traffic volumes that exceed the capacity of US 380 between Coit Road and FM 1827, 

leading to increased congestion, reduced mobility, and higher crash rates compared to other similar 

roadways in the region. The purpose of the proposed action is to manage congestion, improve east-west 

mobility, and improve safety. More information about the purpose and need for the project is available in 

Section 1.0 of the DEIS starting on page 1-1. Even if all the planned roadways in Collin County, including 

the Outer Loop, are built, US 380 will continue to experience a failing level of service in the future. The 

regional model shows that both east to west freeways are needed to relieve congestion. 

Regarding future developments, there are both residential and commercial developments under 

construction and being planned along Segments A and B. Those that TxDOT was made aware of prior to 

the Public Hearing are shown on the Segment Analysis Matrix with their development status and the 

development heat map exhibit available on the Public Hearing website. Many future homes that are 

currently under construction in the Ladera residential development would have been directly impacted by 

Segment B. Due to the rapidly changing nature of developments as they go through local planning 

processes, TxDOT only classified a development as future displacements if the development is expected 

to be occupied by the anticipated ROD date. 

As a part of this project, future developments were closely tracked by TxDOT and discussed with the City 

of McKinney and Town of Prosper as well as developers. Appendix S of the DEIS details indirect and 

cumulative effects, which includes details of the future development plans considered by TxDOT. 

By far the issue that TxDOT has heard about the most from the public and stakeholders on the US 380 

Collin County Feasibility Study and this EIS project has been direct and indirect impacts to ManeGait. 

Based on that, it was one of the many things that TxDOT considered.  The numerous other considerations 

can be found on the Segment Analysis Matrix.  

The design for Segment A meets the criteria outlined in TxDOT's Roadway Design Manual, including 

stopping sight distance.  

 
According to the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences 
and Segment B would displace four residences. Segment A would potentially displace 14 businesses, 
including business being built at the time of EIS drafting, and Segment B would potentially displace none. 
The planned developments along Segment A would most likely continue to progress.  
 
Any potential displacements shown or described in the DEIS or any Public Hearing material are only an 
estimate. Whether or not a residential property is ultimately displaced, is determined during the ROW 
appraisal and acquisition process, where TxDOT's ROW representative, in conjunction with the property 
owner's assertion of present use and proposed impacts, makes the final determination. The current 
design shows that TxDOT would likely need to acquire the land where the last row of parking is for the 
Harvard Park parking lot. TxDOT does not anticipate that additional right-of-way beyond what is described 



 

 

in the DEIS will be needed for the project.  
  
During development of the DEIS TxDOT updated the number of potential displacements to account for 
changes made to the schematic design in July-2022 as described in Appendix K – Community Impacts 
Addendum included in the DEIS. Changes proposed in the schematic design, shown in “Bubbles” or 
“Insets” on the roll plots presented at the Public Hearing will be further evaluated during development of 
the Final EIS focused on the recommended Preferred Alternative. The Final EIS will include any 
adjustments to the potential displacement count that need to be made to reflect the updated design of 
the Preferred Alternative. 
 
Depressing the main lanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods is anticipated 

to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers compared to not depressing the freeway. TxDOT continues to 

evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several areas, including Tucker Hill. 

The Preferred Alternative would maintain the two existing entry points to Tucker Hill from the existing US 

380 at Grassmere Ln. and Tremont Blvd. Each is accessible from frontage roads. In response to concerns 

from Tucker Hill residents, the roll plots for the Public Hearing showed that TxDOT added a connection 

over the freeway at Tremont Blvd. and the future US 380. This at-grade overpass over the depressed 

mainlanes will allow for left in and left out access to Tucker Hill. It also means that drivers will have a 

direct entrance to Tucker Hill instead of driving further to U-turn at another interchange. 

While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during its decision-making process, a 

Preferred Alternative is not selected through a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input 

from the public, municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. There are multiple reasons why TxDOT 

has identified the Blue Alternative (Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative. TxDOT named the 

Blue Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the 

technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation 

matrices. This reasoning is detailed in Section 2.4 of the DEIS. The decision is informed by a qualitative 

and quantitative analysis. 

  



 

 

 A2.14 Mary Borchard 
TxDOT Public Comment 

I am writing in opposition to the Blue (A-E-C) alignment and specifically to oppose segment C. The Texas 

Department of Public Transportation (TxDOT) chose the Purple (A-E-D) alignment following their feasibility 

study. They continued to choose segment A after the Environmental Impact Study (EIS), however they 

changed from segment D to segment C. Given the reasons listed in the EIS for choosing Segment A, it 

does not make sense to have switched to segment C (instead of continuing to choose segment D). 

The EIS highlights the following as reasons for choosing segment A over B: 

Fig. 2 above from Spring 2023 TxDOT EIS study. Of these reasons, the 2nd, 3rd and 5th reasons are not 

directly applicable to the choice between segments C and D. However, given as a whole, these 3 reasons 

also would lead to opposing C and choosing segment D as they seem to prefer affecting less residents. 

There is not much, if any, planned housing developments along segment C, as the residents are just that 

– long term residents, not developers or investors, but families who have lived here many years and 

would like to continue living in our peaceful communities. In addition, the preponderance of public 

concern as evidenced in comments to TxDOT Feasibility report, attendance at TxDOT public meetings 

after the release of the EIS and attendance at the Collin County Commissioners Court meetings in Feb-

March 2023 is opposed to Segment C. 

The two remaining applicable reasons for having chosen segment A (vs. B) in the TxDOT EIS study are 

• Displaces fewer homes. 

• Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignments. 

If these same criteria were applied to the choice between segments C and D, it would follow that TxDOT 

should have chosen segment D. Fig 3 shows that Segment D displaces fewer homes (6 vs 8) and has 

much less residential property impact (2 vs 11) according to the TxDOT Feasibility report. Also, Segment C 

would absolutely utilize more of the existing US 380 alignment (see Fig 1). Also, as shown in Fig 6, the 

map-diagram at the bottom of this letter, these numbers are just the official “affected” homes and 

residential properties. There are actually many more negatively affected residents. My question is: Why 

were the same criteria not used equally on the East side (Segment C vs Segment D) as they were on the 

West Side (Segment A vs Segment B) of the US 380 bypass route decision? 

Figure 3 above from March 2020 TxDOT Feasibility study (page 52). 

Fig 4 above from Feb 2023 TxDOT EIS Study. 

So, what are the reasons TxDOT gives for supporting Segment C as opposed to Segment D and are these 

valid and sufficient to support the choice of Segment C?  

1) Expected to draw traffic off FM1827 by providing better connections to local roads. One has to 



 

 

only look at the map at the bottom of this letter (Fig 6) to see that these 2 roads, Segment C and 

FM 1827 do not travel in the same direction. Starting at the point where the 2 roads would 

intersect, Segment C goes in a Northwest direction and FM 1827 goes in a Northeast direction.  

Since the roads go in an almost 90-degree different direction, it is hard to see how Segment C will 

draw traffic off FM 1827 It is also important to note that Segments C and D intersect with FM 

1827 at nearly the same location (Fig 1 & Fig 7). So why is this a reason to choose segment C as 

opposed to segment D? 

2) Impacts fewer major utilities. 

These are the same number of utilities that were impacted when the Feasibility report recommended 

Segment D over Segment C. 

3) Total Segment Cost is less than Segment D to construct. This may be true, but should not be the 

deciding factor as this was known when the Feasibility report chose Segment D. The additional cost of 

Segment C above Segment D is $176.4 million ($960.6-$784.2=$176.4). Segment A was chosen over 

Segment B despite the increased cost of $191.8 million – a greater amount than the difference between 

C and D. The total cost according to TxDOT’s EIS is 3056.4M (Segments A + E + D is 957.8M + 1,138M + 

960.6M = 3056.4M) To put this in perspective, the additional cost of Segment D (vs C) is less than 6% of 

the total cost (176.4/3056.4 = .0577) or about the rate of inflation for a year. Costs stated are from the 

EIS report. 

See Fig 5. 

4) Minimizes impact to 100-year floodplains and regulatory floodways. Again, this was true when 

Segment D was chosen in the Feasibility report. What the choice of Segment C does is maximize impact 

to homes, residents and properties. See Map (Fig 6) attached that shows residences along Segments C 

and D. 

Fig 5 above table from Feb 2023 EIS study. 

Community Impact: 

Our family, the Borchard family, have lived next to County Road 338 for over 25 years and our property 

will be directly impacted by the choice of Segment C. This area of Collin County is a small, though 

unincorporated unofficial community of friends and neighbors along CR 338. Segment C would run 

directly across 2 of our neighbors’ homes, requiring demolition of their homes. It would be so close to the 

other homes as to make them a very uncomfortable place to live. We are a neighborhood of people that 

have all lived here for many years, not a group of land speculators or investors. We help each other in 

time of need. Now it is being proposed that we be divided by a freeway. One neighbor whose home would 

be destroyed has had 5 generations on the same piece of land. Another neighbor waited until after the 

feasibility study selected Segment D to build their permanent home, and upgrade from their small pre-fab 

home on the same property where they had been living for over 20 years. Now the freeway will divide 



 

 

their property into 2 pieces. How will they continue to care for the llamas that they have rescued when 

some are on each side of the freeway? This is only one of the small communities affected by Segment C. 

Others, with their own stories and histories, are along FM 2933. Just look at the map below compiled by 

JD Eubank which clearly shows the preponderance of homes along Segment C vs Segment D. At the 

TxDOT public meetings after the EIS report, we were told that this was a very hard almost 50/50 decision 

for TxDOT. I ask: If this was such a close decision, why was the segment affecting a much greater number 

of residents chosen?  

There are other issues, that I have not even addressed here that perhaps others will address in their 

letters to you such as 

• The large forested area in central Collin County that will be bisected by the choice of segment C. (See 

top of red outlined Segment C in map Fig 6 below.) Many 100+ year trees, woodland and other animals 

will lose their habitats compared to Segment D that does not traverse large sections of forested lands. 

• Texas Parks and Wildlife favors Segment D 

• And much more! 

Please save our farms, our homes and communities and do NOT build the 380 Bypass using Segment C! 

Sincerely, 

Mary Borchard  

  



 

 

 

A2.14 Mary Borchard Response 
Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is noted. TxDOT’s Recommended 

Alignment, which included a conceptual Segment D section, was based on the data collected during the 

Feasibility Study. Throughout the subsequent NEPA process, TxDOT has gathered more detailed 

information and continued work with stakeholders. 

Per the Segment Analysis Matrix, the same criteria were used to compare all segments. Specific weights 

were not applied to evaluation criteria. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, 

and C) as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and 

stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices. One of the many reasons that TxDOT 

evaluated the project by end-to-end alternatives and by segment is because there are notable differences 

in the three focus areas. For example, Focus Area 1, which includes Segments A and B, is expected to 

have much more future development particularly residential which will likely be built by the time TxDOT is 

able to construct this project.    

TxDOT’s traffic models consider and evaluate what the roadway network will look like in the years 2040 

and 2050, which will look very different than today given Collin County’s thoroughfare plan 

(https://www.collincountytx.gov/gis_rural_addressing/Documents/CCThoroughfarePlan.pdf). The new 

thoroughfares that will be added by the County and City of McKinney, in conjunction with Segment C, will 

relieve congestion on FM 1827 by providing alternative routes. 

The preliminary cost estimate for each segment is one of the many factors TxDOT considered when 

determining the Preferred Alternative, as shown in Figure 2-13 of the DEIS. As final design continues, 

cost estimates will be updated, and will factor in the costs of right-of-way acquisition. Impacts to future 

developments will also be re-evaluated. It is important to note that these costs are high-level estimates, 

using the information available now. 

It is important to note that Segment D (with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to displace 20 

businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would displace 19 businesses. Segment D 

would potentially displace seven residences, while Segment C would potentially displace 10 residences. 

Figure 6 in your letter was produced by a member of the public, not TxDOT. In order to determine the 

number of displacements, TxDOT used Collin County Appraisal District (CCAD) data to review each 

potentially acquired parcel and anticipated displacement to determine the address, residence type and 

appurtenant, appraised structures. Sheds, garages, or covered parking structures are not included in the 

displacement count. Buildings are considered as potential direct displacements if the proposed ROW 

physically intersects the existing structure. 

TxDOT’s Environmental Handbook on Community Impacts, Environmental Justice, Limited English 

Proficiency, and Title VI Compliance defines displacements as “project-induced impacts to residences, 

businesses, or other types of facilities (including places of worship, community centers, utility-related 



 

 

facilities, etc.). Displacements can occur as a result of: 

• Direct impacts to a structure due to construction or right of way acquisition; 

• Direct impacts to a parcel of land that would make a residence unlivable or a business 

inoperable; 

• Loss of parking space to the extent that the operations of a business or service are impeded; 

or 

• Loss of access, either due to removal of driveways or service roads used to access a 

structure. 

As presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact 

approximately 589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, floodplain/riparian 

forest and herbaceous habitats, native invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau 

woodlands/savanna grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and Wildlife 

Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) data. The Purple Alternative 

(including Segment D) would impact approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The 

Alternatives Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would 

impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the 

proposed ROW not in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative. 

TxDOT continues its coordination efforts with TPWD, which is guided by a 2021 Memorandum of 

Understanding between the two agencies that can be viewed at https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-

info/env/toolkit/300-02-gui.pdf. For an EIS project, TxDOT is to coordinate with TPWD as well as provide 

TPWD the opportunity to comment. TPWD commented on impacts to streams, wetlands, floodplains, 

forest, grassland habitat, and fish and wildlife species.  TPWD comments have been considered and, in 

fact, the impacts mentioned in their comments were several of the many things TxDOT had to consider 

when naming the Preferred Alternative; however, the natural resources impacts were not the sole reason 

behind the Preferred Alternative selection. Additionally, TxDOT has provided mitigation strategies such as 

the construction of bridges and elevated road sections to span streams and wetlands, minimizing the 

clearing of vegetation from streams and forested wetlands, and minimizing the placement of fill material 

in jurisdictional areas. TxDOT would also purchase mitigation credits from stream and wetland banks 

within service area as mitigation for impacts to waters of the US and wetlands.   

  



 

 

A2.15 Opposition of Segment A Form Letter  
The form letter below was received from the following individuals: 

• Alex T. Milano 

• Angee Webb 

• Brenda Freund 

• Carlene Lower 

• Cedric and Monica Cascio 

• Clay Yonts 

• Clint Kaeding 

• Damon Villar 

• David Carmichael  

• David Johnson 

• Debora S. Kaufmann 

• Dennis McKee 

• Ed Gistaro 

• Gerald Sweet 

• Glen R. and Cynthia L. Goodwin 

• Greg Sweet 

• Holly Rudnick 

• Jenna Duffy 

• Jennifer and Glen Gonthier 

• Jim Smith 

• Jon Bolen 

• Katy Kaeding 

• Kim Carmichael 

• Laura Bull 

• Laurie and Jim Taylor 

• Laurie L. Smith 

• Laurie Sweet 

• Leslie Allcorn 

• Linda Beene 

• Linda Clough 

• Matt Lear 

• Mike Bull 

• Monte Self 

• Patricia Graham 

• Rachel Thompson 

• Robert K Clough 

• Stefani Lear 

• Stephanie Johnson 

• Susie Pepas 

• Suzette McKee 

• Tim Skowronski 

• Wendy Dickerson 

 

As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of Segment A over 

Segment B is fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150 million more, applies criteria to 

support their decision inconsistently, and provides numerous biased, false, and inconsistent findings in 

their environmental study. Furthermore, there is objective evidence of political maneuvering, 

campaigning, and rezoning efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed 

TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn these actions as unethical and improper. The preferred 

segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council on Environmental Quality  (CEQ) 

requires. Per CEQ (2021),  decisions on an alignment must be based on what is practical and feasible 

from a technical and economic standpoint, rather than what is desirable from the standpoint of the 

agency (i.e, TxDOT).  As a McKinney homeowner, I believe a bypass may be required to support growth in 

the northern corridor.  However, in selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do harm to a 

significant percentage of McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant fiscal irresponsibility.  This 

decision is made more egregious with the existence of a viable lower impact alternative.   It appears 



 

 

irrefutable that Segment B is the better alternative and that there are serious flaws in the conclusions 

reached by TxDOT and in the underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS). 

Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants that cause harm to 

humans and a rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current and future impacts. If TxDOT 

will not mitigate these harms, then TxDOT should at the very least do a rigorous analysis of these harms 

and explicitly note the opportunities we forgo with the current preferred alignment. The pollution 

appendices are missing critical analyses and portions are invalid as presented. This project should not 

proceed until those egregious omissions and errors are corrected. 

In order to ensure resolution and the creation of the best project possible,  we request that: 

• TxDOT issue a second draft of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in the current draft 

EIS. 

• Any Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) have a 90-day review period, with an official 

public comment period, and that the FEIS be unbundled from the Record of Decision 

The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A: 

• Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes 2 versus 5.  However, segment A is one mile 

longer, has 6 new interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential major utility conflicts 

versus just two for Segment B and displaces 15 businesses versus zero businesses for 

Segment B.  

• Segment B would have less of an environmental impact.  Segment A would encroach on twice 

the wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and streams and more acreage of 

forests, prairies and grasslands than Segment B.  Segment A impacts more than 30 

irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged over 150 years.  Finally, there would be no hazardous 

material sites impacted on Segment B and TXDOT has identified 2 with Segment A. 

• Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A.  Of real concern to the taxpayers is 

that the estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M more than Segment B.   

• Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 Highway increasing 

the risk of work zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic patterns. Additionally, the 

requirement to lower the existing grade in bedrock and cantilever local lanes in a restricted 

ROW width, while preferred for the longterm, will significantly increase the construction time, 

safety risk and disruption compared to route B.  Priority has not been given to safety and the 

increased risk of fatal accidents, including those induced by a change in grade and, not one, 

but two 90 degree turns. 

• TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned future 

residential homes.  It appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of unidentified future 

residents, property investors or developers over the impact of existing McKinney residents.  

The voices of the current residents should be a priority over unidentified future residents. 

• TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under 

construction west of Custer Road.  Once again, this appears to accrue to the benefit of future 



 

 

residents or current investors, not the current residents of McKinney. 

• TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic Horsemanship 

property, the subject of substantial public concern”.  In fact, there is no great “public concern” 

over MainGait.  The facility does serve a noble purpose, but that purpose is nowhere near the 

public concern of the impact to the existing residents of Tucker Hill who include retired 

veterans, disabled residents (both young and old), seniors 55+ and countless children.  More 

concerning to members of Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney community is that 

TxDOT calls out the impact of the ROW to the property belonging to the founder of MainGait.   

 

The founder of MainGait is no ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill Darling, a former real estate 

developer and home builder who stands to gain personally by the selection of Segment A over 

B.  In particular, Bill Darling and/or other associates of the Darling company, leveraged 

ownership of 43 Tucker Hill lots to submit comments against Segment B in favor of Segment 

A – essentially impersonated residents of Tucker Hill. TxDOT’s own findings indicate that the 

continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and has stated Segment B “would not 

make the ManeGait inaccessible to persons with disabilities and would not violate the 

Americans with Disabilities Act.”  Furthermore and perhaps most egregious is that ManeGait 

stated and TxDOT perpetuated the false claim that ManeGait provides “essential” services to 

protected citizens, which was a misrepresentation and may have swayed public opinion. 

In direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT still concluded Segment A was the preferred route option. 

TxDOT relied on the EIS to support their conclusion.  Of critical concern to Tucker Hill and the greater 

McKinney community is what appears to be flaws in the underlying TxDOT analysis and interpretation of 

the EIS.  I will attempt to detail each of my concerns individually.  My comments however, are not meant 

to be a complete listing of the errors or omissions in the study, but simply those that this compressed 

timeframe has allowed me to identify. 

Noise Pollution 

The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased.  The importance of this is underscored by 

the existing scientific literature showing the association between traffic and related noise on physical and 

mental health.  The study evaluated only a single barrier south of the community.  It appears the study 

was biased toward providing more data around MainGait, a facility with transient guests, then Tucker Hill, 

a community of over 380 homes with plans for over 600.  Additionally, it appears that there has been no 

regard taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous veteran residents, elderly residents or our residents with 

disabilities – collectively, who likely outnumber MainGait’s transient guests.   In fact, Tucker Hill was 

classified, by TxDOT, as a standard residential area with an acceptable NAC level of 67 and precluded 

from participating in any future noise studies.  This is both incorrect and unacceptable.  Tucker Hill is a 

“front porch” community and every home is designed with a front porch that encourages outdoor 

activities and interactions between neighbors.  Tucker Hill should be reclassified as Category A to 

preserve the essence of the neighborhood and the neighborhood should be included in any future noise 

abatement studies. The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise 



 

 

on the community.  Yet, TxDOT, while proposing to surround the neighborhood on both the south and east 

side with a highway, believes the noise impact to be acceptable.  TxDOT has not met their burden in any 

way, and moving forward with flawed data will cause irreparable harm to the residents of Tucker Hill, 

especially the young, elderly and disabled who do not regularly leave the neighborhood.   A new noise 

study must be conducted with more receptors and sound barriers across both the south and east side of 

the neighborhood must be included in any Segment A option.  Finally, it appears untenable that TxDOT 

could make any conclusion about the noise impact on Tucker Hill without fully understanding the impact 

of their proposed Segment A shift on the east side of the neighborhood.  

Community Impacts 

TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park and the Tucker Hill Community Center in their 

community impact study as the only community spaces without identifying the population they serve.  

First, Tucker Hill houses a community center, two town squares, two community parks, a community pool, 

a dog park, two fire pits, an amphitheater and a rooftop event space in the Harvard Park commercial 

area.   

The community spaces can be found filled with residents on almost any sunny day.  Tucker Hill hosts 

many little league practices from Prosper and McKinney in our neighborhood parks and is a Christmas 

Holiday destination for people all across the region to visit our lighted homes.  Furthermore, the 

community has a long history of events supporting organizations like Ethan for Autism, 29 Acres and the 

Down Syndrome Guild of Dallas.  TxDOT has not demonstrated that they have completed any research 

into the impacted population (including children of all ages, elderly, seniors 55+, veterans and residents 

with disabilities) of these facilities.  Once again, this is an egregious omission and appears to show 

substantial bias for MainGait and other facilities that serve guests as opposed to residents. 

Aesthetic Impacts  

TxDOT has not completed the required aesthetic impact analysis for the whole project.  

Traffic Analysis 

TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed.  TxDOT’s original traffic projection methodology was deemed to 

be incomplete and inconsistent by the Texas A&M Transportation Institute (TTI) in September of 2020.  In 

March 2021, TTI noted that they still had not been provided traffic data for the “No Build vs Build 

scenarios”.   At that time , TTI deemed that the growth rates used in the revised study were acceptable for 

“short-term growth (from 2020 to the pivot year of 2040)”.  Unfortunately, TxDOT has not addressed how 

their growth rate calculation using a linear regression could be acceptable if the baseline year for traffic 

growth is 2020.  In every commercial or municipal environment, 2020 is seen as a data anomaly 

because of the impact of the pandemic and an unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes of any 

kind.  TxDOT’s traffic analysis continues to be flawed and incomplete.  

Two 90 degree curves 



 

 

More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a horizontal curve, and the average crash rate 

for horizontal curves is about three times that of other types of highway segments 

(https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/).  In 2022 the United States 

Department of Transportation released their National Roadway Safety Strategy, which endorsed zero 

fatalities as the national goal and promotes building safety into the design of roads.  TxDOT did not 

compare the safety risks including injury and fatality based on the highway designs of alternatives A and 

B.  Segment A (the current preferred alignment) has two 90 degree curves.  It also does not appear that 

TxDOT considered this safety risk in their decision. As such, TxDOT must include an analysis that 

compares alternatives A and B on the probability of accidents, injury, and fatalities.  In addition, TxDOT 

must justify why they would choose a more dangerous alignment and one that goes against the US 

Department of Transportation’s strategy. 

Community Cohesion 

TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to Tucker Hill with Segment A 

and that there appears to be existing cohesion between Whitley Place, Mansions of Prosper, Luxe 

Prosper and Walnut Grove due to school districting once again is incorrect and appears to show a bias or, 

simply, a failure to conduct proper research. Segment A will effectively sever Tucker Hill on both the south 

and eastern sides of the neighborhood from McKinney.  This is atypical and will leave Tucker Hill, 

established within the city limits of McKinney in 2008, as the only established subdivision completely 

blocked off from McKinney on two sides of the neighborhood.   

In fact, the highway will sever Tucker Hill from the districted school, Reeves Elementary in Auburn Hills. It 

will also impact and, possibly, imperil the plans to connect Tucker Hill to both the school and the hike and 

bike trail system already in the city’s plans. The City of McKinney has noted in their planning documents 

and as Mayor Fuller reiterated in his email to Ceason Clemons and TxDOT staff dated February 26th, 

2023, Tucker Hill is a significant asset to the city. What may be most troubling, though, is TxDOT’s 

conclusion that somehow there is no cohesion impact when cutting Tucker Hill off from Reeves 

Elementary, but there appears to be an impact to the Prosper neighborhoods due to school zoning.  

However, the Walnut Grove neighborhood is not districted for Prosper ISD.  The Mansions of Prosper 

neighborhood and the Luxe Prosper neighborhood are districted for different elementary and high 

schools than the Whitley Place neighborhood.  In fact, Mansions of Prosper and Luxe Prosper share 

school zoning with Tucker Hill.   The correct conclusion here should have been that given the shared 

school zoning between these neighborhoods (Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper, Tucker Hill and Auburn 

Hills) and the fact that Tucker Hill would become the only established subdivision to be severed from 

McKinney by the highway on two sides, with respect to community cohesion, Segment B is clearly the 

better alternative. 

Construction and Noise Pollution 

TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to construction and noise pollution.  According to 

the TxDOT handbook this is incorrect and TxDOT must also include: 



 

 

“Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This section of the EA must identify and explain any 

impacts associated with construction activities. This includes light pollution; impacts associated with 

physical construction activity, temporary lane, road or bridge closures (including detours); and other 

traffic disruptions. Include the expected duration of any construction impacts, and explain any BMPs or 

other strategies that will be used to mitigate such impacts.” 

TxDOT must outline and detail all potential impacts during construction for both proposed Segments A 

and B and appropriately evaluate those impacts as part of the study.  Importantly, TxDOT should provide 

all impacts and mitigation strategies related to construction prior to proceeding.  Critically, with respect to 

Tucker Hill and the surrounding neighborhoods, what are the plans for egress to the neighborhood during 

construction and how will those plans impact the response time of emergency vehicles to points within 

the neighborhood?   

Shift Closer to Tucker Hill 

TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the already flawed analysis 

that produced a preference for Segment A creates an unfair burden on the residents of Tucker Hill.  Once 

again, TxDOT appears to be showing a callous bias toward ‘future development’ rather than a 

commitment to current residents.  It is impossible to fully understand the additional noise pollution, air 

pollution and other effects without additional study.  It’s important to note that even with this new shifted 

Segment A, the cost to construct Segment B would be $100M less than Segment A.  TxDOT’s actions are 

placing the residents of Tucker Hill in an untenable position and are knowingly causing irreparable harm 

to the community in favor of future development.  I strongly object to the proposed shift of the A 

alignment.  

Air Pollution 

Air pollution is a documented public health emergency, and can affect every organ in the body, including 

cognition. Children and the elderly are disproportionately vulnerable to air pollution, specifically PM2.5, 

and more so if they live in close proximity to a highway. Air pollution can cause a multitude of diseases in 

adults, including heart disease, and can breach the placental barrier during pregnancy, causing 

miscarriages and birth defects. These impacts are well documented and have been noted in academic 

studies for over a decade. TxDOT should not proceed with this project until they have conducted a full 

study of existing and future air pollution on this highway, both at the regional scale and immediately 

adjacent to the highway.  TxDOT must be compliant with  EPA’s health-based National Ambient Air Quality 

Standards. The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill neighborhood on the South and 

East sides.  Winds in McKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-East meaning that for 

more days than not air pollution will be blown and settled on the residents of Tucker Hill. It appears that 

the model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT utilized an airspeed of 1 MPH.  The average wind 

speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the prevailing winds are from the south and south-east.  It 

appears that additional study must be completed to correctly understand what the adverse effects of air 

pollution would be on the Tucker Hill population.  Additionally, if Segment A is selected, monitoring 

devices must be installed to monitor air quality before, during and after construction. The DEIS fails to 



 

 

address air pollution from traffic beyond tailpipe emissions. A growing body of academic research cites 

brake wear and tire friction as primary pollutants from traffic. The DEIS has not addressed either of these 

sources of pollutants, nor does it address benzene or Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs). We request 

that TxDOT complete detailed analyses of each of these pollutants, and compare pollutant levels on 380  

(for each pollutant) to expected levels during and after construction Segment A. The DEIS notes in several 

places that expected proliferation of electric vehicles (EVs) should improve air pollution in this corridor. 

This is not only abdicating responsibility for mitigating air pollution, but a misrepresentation of electric 

vehicles and their environmental benefits. While EVs do reduce tailpipe emissions from internal 

combustion engines (ICEs), they do nothing to reduce pollution from non-tailpipe sources including brake 

dust and tire friction. Pollution from tire friction may worsen in EVs due to increases in vehicle weight 

from electric batteries. Further, Texas’ electric grid is far from clean, and EVs that source their energy 

from unclean sources are, therefore, unclean themselves. The Mobile Source Air Toxins analysis in the 

DEIS is lacking and includes only a qualitative analysis. The DEIS claims that MSAT will decrease with 

time because of improved federal standards. We argue that this is an outsourcing of responsibility to 

mitigate air pollution in the 380 corridor, and request that TxDOT complete a quantitative MSAT analysis 

and a health impact assessment for all criteria pollutants. 

Quality of Comments Collected 

As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in soliciting comments.  In 

addition to submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill residents, comments were solicited via 

Facebook with no links to the underlying studies or segment alternatives.  TxDOT must vet all of the 

comments collected during the scoping project fully and determine that they were legitimately provided 

by residents.  If the comments were not legitimate, they should be stricken from the project record. 

NEPA  

Paraphrasing from The Council on Environmental Quality (2021), TxDOT is obligated to evaluate feasible 

alternatives in enough detail so that a reader can compare and contrast the environmental effects of the 

various alternatives. Of note, NEPA reasonable alternatives include those that are practical or feasible 

from the technical and economic standpoint, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of TxDOT. 

“NEPA is About People and Places” 

"Impacts include ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health impacts, whether 

adverse or beneficial. It is important to note that human beings are part of the environment (indeed, that 

is why Congress used the phrase “human environment” in NEPA), so when an EIS is prepared and 

economic or social and natural or physical environmental effects are interrelated, the EIS should discuss 

all of these effects." 

It is clear that TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst, unsavory.  I ask that 

TxDOT respond to each of the issues discussed.  As it stands, if TxDOT proceeds with their preferred 

Segment A they will be irreparably harming the residents of Tucker Hill, unfairly seizing the residents’ 



 

 

ability to enjoy their neighborhood, severing them from their broader community and, potentially, 

justifying it with a fatally flawed Environmental Impact Study.  

  



 

 

 

A2.15 Opposition of Segment A Form Letter Response 
Your comment and opposition of the project is noted.  An EIS is a rigorous, multi-year environmental 

review process, guided by federal and state requirements, to disclose the impacts of the proposed 

project on the human and natural environment.  

The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by applicable federal environmental 

laws for this project are being, or have been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a 

Memorandum of Understanding dated December 9, 2019, and executed by the Federal Highway 

Administration (FHWA) and TxDOT. Under “NEPA Assignment”, TxDOT adheres to FHWA policies in 

accordance with the CEQ’s NEPA Implementing Regulations. As described throughout Chapter 3 of the 

DEIS, TxDOT assessed the direct impacts of the project such as clearing vegetation, placing fill material 

within wetlands, displacing homes or businesses, traffic noise, etc. and the potential for the alternatives 

considered to induce changes in land use and growth within the Study Area. TxDOT also addressed any 

adverse environmental impacts that cannot be avoided; the measures considered to minimize harm and 

to mitigate adverse effects, where applicable; and the steps taken during the study to comply with 

applicable state and federal environmental laws.  

While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during its decision-making process, a 

Preferred Alternative is not selected through a voting process, nor is it selected solely based on input 

from the public, municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative 

(comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, 

considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices. The reasoning 

for selection of the Preferred Alternative is detailed in Section 2.4 of the DEIS. 

Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles per day in 2045, TxDOT 

performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with 

regional and federal air quality standards, including the Clean Air Act.  

TxDOT conducted a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis including benzene and VOCs 

(Section 3.12.3 of the DEIS), and a Carbon Monoxide Traffic Air Quality analysis (CO TAQA - Section 

3.12.2 of the DEIS), included in Appendix P of the DEIS. None of the modeled carbon monoxide 

concentrations exceeded the Environmental Protection Agency's 1-hour or 8-hour National Ambient Air 

Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. The CAL3QHC air dispersion model parameters used in the CO 

TAQA are specified in the TxDOT Environmental Guide: Volume 2 Activity Instructions (DEIS Appendix P, 

CO TAQA Technical Report, Table 12). The wind speed used was 1 meter per second (m/s), equivalent to 

2.24 miles per hour.  

The total MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43 % by 2050 due to higher 

combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification of the US fleet. More information about the 

air quality analysis that was conducted can be found in the DEIS document in Section 3.12. As required, 

the project is consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) State 



 

 

Implementation Plan (SIP), the NCTCOG’s Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 TIP.  

The design for Segment A meets the criteria outlined in TxDOT's Roadway Design Manual, including 

stopping sight distance. Similar freeway curves can be found in the region including President George 

Bush Turnpike and I-35 interchange. The freeway design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from 

driveways and other roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be available at 

signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of conflict points. TxDOT provides 

a summary of fatal and injury crashes by alternative on page 2-33 of the DEIS.  

Regarding future developments, there are both residential and commercial developments under 

construction and being planned along Segments A and B. Those that TxDOT was made aware of prior to 

the Public Hearing are shown on the Segment Analysis Matrix with their development status and the 

development heat map exhibit available on the Public Hearing website. Many future homes that are 

currently under construction in the Ladera residential development would have been directly impacted by 

Segment B. Due to the rapidly changing nature of developments as they go through local planning 

processes, TxDOT only classified a development as future displacements if the development is expected 

to be occupied by the anticipated ROD date.   

TxDOT conducted a traffic noise analysis in accordance with TxDOT’s (FHWA–approved) Guidelines for 

Analysis and Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise, described in Section 3.14 and 

Appendix R of the DEIS. Existing sound level measurements were collected at areas of frequent human 

activity associated with adjacent noise-sensitive land uses, and FHWA-approved noise modeling software 

was used to predict what noise levels could be expected in 2050. Noise levels were predicted to 500 feet 

from the edge of the proposed right-of-way. In areas where a noise impact was projected to occur, noise 

barriers were evaluated for feasibility and reasonableness. FHWA must approve land use as Noise 

Abatement Criteria (NAC) Activity Category A. Category A is applied to wilderness areas and other similar 

land uses. To support the further development of the Preferred Alternative including the alignment shift 

presented at the Public Hearing, additional noise analyses will be conducted focused on the Preferred 

Alternative and presented in the FEIS.  

TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several areas, including Tucker Hill. It 

is important to note that TxDOT is already proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by 

depressing the mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods to decrease 

traffic noise and visual barriers. 

The Segment A shift that was presented as a possible alternative design at the Public Hearing did not 

shift the proposed right-of-way for the freeway along the existing US 380 to the south of Tucker Hill. The 

freeway proposed right-of-way was shifted on the curve on the east side of Tucker Hill by approximately 

zero to 115 feet to the north and west. This is approximately a minimum of 800 feet from any Tucker Hill 

residence. 

TxDOT recognizes there are numerous public gathering and recreational facilities within neighborhoods, 

owned and managed by a homeowners’ association for the benefit of residents. No ROW is proposed to 



 

 

impact these facilities. The properties noted are more than 500 feet outside of the proposed right-of-way 

(for noise modeling purposes) and were not identified or modeled in accordance with TxDOT Noise Policy.   

Landscaping and other treatments are generally coordinated with cities during the final design 

development. TxDOT does offer green ribbon programs that cities can apply for also during future phases 

of the project. Visual and aesthetic impacts can be seen in Section 3.7 of the DEIS.    

The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates that the Preferred Alternative 

effectively meets the criteria of managing congestion, improving east-west mobility, and improving safety. 

The traffic methodology was revised and updated in mid-November 2021. If constructed, the project 

would adhere to current design standards and address existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. 

Access to Tucker Hill would be maintained along the Preferred Alternative including an at-grade 

connection at Tremont Boulevard over the depressed section of the new freeway and a connection to 

existing US 380 east of Tucker Hill which would allow school buses and parents to access Reeves 

Elementary School via Auburn Hills Parkway and future Ridge Road.  

Impacts from construction and implementation of the proposed project are included in each resource 

section of the DEIS. Section 3.17 outlines the anticipated phased construction of each of the build 

alternatives considered by segment, describing how the frontage roads and mainlane sections would be 

built. The anticipated impacts on traffic, noise, air quality, biological and water resources, hazardous 

materials, and cultural resources resulting from construction are also described in Section 3.17.1 

through 3.17.7. As described under the Preferred Blue Alternative in Section 3.17, a Traffic Management 

Plan would be developed and implemented outlining the phasing, maintaining property and 

neighborhood access during construction. The timing of construction and identification of detours will be 

defined during final design. 

According to Section 3.6.3.3 of the DEIS, TxDOT will coordinate with emergency responders to prevent 

disruptions in service during phased construction of the proposed project and will develop a traffic 

management plan as discussed further in Section 3.17. The proposed grade separated interchanges and 

intersection improvements (including U-turns) along the proposed frontage roads would reduce 

congestion at major cross-streets allowing emergency vehicles to bypass traffic lights, shortening transit 

times through the Study Area. 

The Preferred Alternative would maintain the two existing entry points to Tucker Hill from the existing US 

380 at Grassmere Ln. and Tremont Blvd. Each is accessible from frontage roads. 

In response to concerns from Tucker Hill residents, the roll plots for the Public Hearing showed that 

TxDOT added a connection over the freeway at Tremont Blvd. and the future US 380. This at-grade 

overpass over the depressed mainlanes will allow for left in and left out access to Tucker Hill.  

It also means that drivers will have a direct entrance to Tucker Hill instead of driving further to U-turn at 

another interchange. 



 

 

A2.16 Paul Borchard 
My full comment is attached. It is only 5 pages in length including a map.  

Statement of position: 

Segment C affects our family farm by destroying the peaceful setting. It affects us most by destroying the 

homes of several of our neighbors and disrupting the community of neighbors. Many neighbors will be 

forced to move; others will be on the opposite side of a freeway. Segment C also destroys and disrupts a 

couple of communities along FM 2933. Segment D in comparison affects one community on Woodlawn 

Road and does not put neighbors on opposite sides of the freeway. If Segment D were moved just a few 

hundred feet to the east it could avoid destroying any homes along Woodlawn Road. Without modification 

Segment D has far fewer disruptions and displacements of both residences and businesses. I oppose 

Segment C. I support Segment D with a preference for a modified Segment D to avoid displacing 

residences along Woodlawn Road (unless that community would prefer it unmodified). 

TxDOT Public Comment – Paul Borchard 

A lot of confusion and frustration has been caused by TxDOT’s process for choosing the location of the 

380 bypass around McKinney (Coit-FM1827). The A-E-D (purple) alignment was recommended following 

the feasibility study. Without adequate explanation or revealing any new/unknown information the A-E-C 

(blue) alignment has now been chosen as the preferred alternative. The video and slides do not explain 

why different segments received different criteria for being selected. In the selection of segment A as part 

of the preferred alternative, the reasons include impacting fewer homes than the alternative segment, 

utilizing more of the existing US 380 alignment, and public concern. If these same criteria were used in 

the decision between segments C & D, then D would have to be the preferred segment. There are fewer 

homes on segment D than segment C. Segment D utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment. D is 

also preferred by public comment. According to the TxDOT segment analysis matrix of those that 

commented on the east side segments (C & D) 70.0% opposed segment C (41.1+28.9) and of those who 

expressed a preference between segments C & D 60.6% preferred segment D over segment C 

[41.1/(41.1+26.5)]. In the selection of segment C as part of the preferred alternative the reasons listed 

are: “Expected to draw traffic off FM 1827 by providing better connections to local roadways, impacts 

fewer major utilities, total segment cost is less than Segment D to construct, Minimizes impacts to 100-

year floodplains and regulatory floodways.” There is not a single overlapping reason or value which 

makes it difficult to understand what values are used to make these determinations between segments. 

Drawing traffic off FM 1827 is not within the purpose of the 380 project which makes it difficult to 

understand why it becomes the 1st reason for changing from segment D to C. The cost and floodplain 

challenges of segment D are not new and were known at the time of the feasibility study. I fail to see the 

compelling reason for this shift.  

Segment C not only greatly affects our family farm by destroying the peaceful setting but it affects us 

most by destroying the homes of several of our neighbors and disrupting the community of neighbors. 

Many of our neighbors will be forced to move and others will be on the opposite side of a freeway. Not 

only does segment C destroy and disrupt our community on County Road 338 but also destroys and 



 

 

disrupts a couple of communities along FM 2933. Segment D in comparison affects one community on 

Woodlawn Road and does not put neighbors on opposite sides of the freeway.  

If Segment D were moved just a few hundred feet to the east it could avoid destroying any homes along 

Woodlawn Road. Even without any adjustments Segment D has far fewer disruptions and displacements 

of both residences and businesses. (See map at bottom of document). I oppose Segment C. I support 

Segment D with a preference for a modified Segment D to avoid displacing residences along Woodlawn 

Road (unless that community would prefer an unmodified Segment D). I attended both public meetings 

and tried to learn as much as possible and asked lots of questions etc. I pointed out a few errors and 

discrepancies in the Segment Analysis Matrix. Those at the public meeting specifically requested that I 

point out exact errors rather than just complain about vague errors. I will do this below. However, first I 

want to point out that while many of the errors are not deal breakers it leaves a very bad feeling about 

how much due diligence was made before shifting segments. This is especially true when this shift 

means the destruction of my neighbor’s homes and our community. Here are 3 errors I found after just 

one read through of the Segment Analysis Matrix: 

1st Error: 

2nd Page Engineering Category Total Segment length along Centerline (miles) line: Lists segment C as 

4.7 miles and segment D as 4.9 miles, then under key takeaways says, “Segment C is 0.2 miles longer 

than Segment D.” 

Comment on the 1st Error: 

I expect that 0.2 miles is not a big deal in the grand scheme of the project but it is such an easy error to 

point out that I used this to reference my dissatisfaction with the quality of the work. When I directed 

attention to this error at the public meeting, I got at least 2 different replies including “well obviously the 

takeaway is wrong” and “well they just inverted the numbers on the columns” Either of these would be 

easy mistakes but getting 2 different explanations means that at least one of them doesn’t actually know 

but is willing to make a quick conclusion that is not consistent with reality. Unfortunately, this is exactly 

the attitude that makes it feel that the quality of the research is lacking considering the gravity of the 

decision. 

2nd Error: 

3rd Page Displacements and Right-of-Way Requirements Category Amount of New Right-of-Way (ROW) 

Required (acres) line Segment C without Spur 399 Ext. interchange 209.6 acres $114.2M (quick math 

$544,847.33/acre) Segment D without Spur 399 Ext. interchange 228 acres $118.9M (quick math 

$521,491.23/acre) Key Takeaways: “A major component of the estimates for ROW costs would be what 

TxDOT would need to pay for displaced residences and businesses. That is why you see when comparing 

Segments A to B and C to D, that Segments B and D would have greater acquisition costs for fewer acres 

of land.” 



 

 

Comment on the 2nd Error: 

This takeaway does not add up as Segment D has greater cost for more (not “fewer”) acres of land but 

has a lower (not “greater”) cost per acre. I assume the greater cost per acre in segment C is due to 

having to pay for the greater number of displaced residences and businesses on Segment C. 

3rd Error: 

4th Page Environment and Natural Resources Protected Species and their Potential Habitats line Key 

Takeaways: “Segment C is less impactful than Segment D as the area near Segment D includes 

floodplains where more forested and wetland habitats are located.” 

Comment on the 3rd Error: 

Anyone actually familiar with the area would expect to see more forest and wetland wildlife in the forests 

and wetlands surrounding Clemons Creek along segment C than the often-flooded pieces of cultivated 

land that make up much of the floodplain in segment D.  

The large amount of floodplain in segment D is undeniable by anyone familiar with the area. The 

cultivated farm land surrounding Woodlawn/CR331 and McIntyre/CR274 within segment D are often 

flooded following heavy rain and occasionally an alternate route is required because the roads are 

flooded in this area. This does not translate into wildlife or habitats for wildlife. The difference is 

cultivated farm land vs. the natural land that surrounds Segment C which actually has more forested area 

(100 acres vs. 58 if you still trust the segment analysis matrix).  

Map below was prepared by JD Eubank (a neighbor) shows the impact of Segments C and D on 

residences, businesses, etc. Notice how many more residences are impacted by Segment C than 

Segment D.  



 

 

 

  



 

 

 

A2.16 Paul Borchard Response 
Your comment, support of Segment D, and opposition of Segment C is noted. 

The same criteria were used to compare all segments. Specific weights were not applied to evaluation 

criteria. TxDOT named the Blue Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred 

Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly 

reviewing evaluation matrices. One of the many reasons that TxDOT evaluated the project by end-to-end 

alternatives and by segment is because there are notable differences in the three focus areas.  For 

example, Focus Area 1, which includes Segments A and B, is expected to have much more future 

development particularly residential which will likely be built by the time TxDOT is able to construct this 

project.   

TxDOT selected Segment C over Segment D because Segment C minimizes impacts to 100-year 

floodplains and regulatory floodways, therefore, requiring TxDOT to build much less of the roadway on 

elevated (bridge) structure. Segment C is also expected to draw traffic off FM 1827 by providing better 

connections to local roadways, would impact fewer major utilities, and would cost less to construct than 

Segment D. 

It is important to note that Segment D (with the Spur 399 interchange) is expected to displace 20 

businesses, while Segment C (with the Spur 399 interchange) would displace 19 businesses. Segment D 

would displace 7 residences, while Segment C would displace 10 residences. 

TxDOT’s Recommended Alignment, which included a conceptual Segment D section, was based on the 

data collected during the Feasibility Study. Throughout the subsequent NEPA process, TxDOT has 

gathered more detailed information and continued work with stakeholders.  

The Segment Analysis Matrix notes that 4% of the comments TxDOT received during the Public Meeting 

comment period referenced Segments C or D, of those, 26.5% preferred Segment C to D, 41.1% 

preferred Segment D to C, 28.9% opposed both Segment C & D, 3.5% supported both Segment C & D. 

The information in the DEIS is accurate. The Segment Analysis Matrix was developed to provide the public 

with relevant information in a format that allows for easy comparison of the data in the DEIS. Errors were 

unintentional and this is not something that would have changed the decision for the Preferred 

Alternative for TxDOT.  

The Key Takeaway statement should have stated that Segment D would have greater acquisition costs 

than Segment C. 

Environmental impacts to Segments C and D are comparable. Segment C would impact more 

jurisdictional wetlands, rivers/streams, forest, prairies and grasslands. Segment D would impact more 

floodplain and regulatory floodway. Segment C stretches farther east and out of the East Fork Trinity River 

floodplain after crossing US 75 and SH 5, impacting nearly one-third of the acreage of floodplain and 

regulatory floodway impacted by Segment D (based on the Segment Analysis Matrix). TxDOT would use 



 

 

bridges to span regulatory floodways and to minimize the placement of fill material, including bridge 

bents, within both the mapped 100-year floodplain and the regulatory floodways. Selecting a roadway 

alignment outside of the mapped floodplain and regulatory floodway (such as Segment C) would require 

fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to be built reducing anticipated construction costs. As 

presented in Section 3.11.1 of the DEIS, the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would impact 

approximately 589 acres of land that consists of a mix of Blackland Prairie/grassland, floodplain/riparian 

forest and herbaceous habitats, native invasive/deciduous woodland, Edwards Plateau 

woodlands/savanna grassland, row crops, and some open water based on Texas Parks and Wildlife 

Department (TPWD)'s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) data. The Purple Alternative 

(including Segment D) would impact approximately 626 acres of the same general habitats. The 

Alternatives Comparison Matrix (Figure 2-15) indicates the Blue Alternative (including Segment C) would 

impact approximately 214.7 acres of riparian and upland forest/woodlands (approximately 36.4% of the 

proposed ROW not in urban use); 29.7 acres more than the Purple Alternative.  



 

 

A2.17 Peter Stuckmann 
TXDOT has unfortunately selected the Blue alternative for the highway 380 expansion/bypass project. To 

my understanding, it seems TXDOT has made the illogical choice due to a variety of reasons. The blue 

alternative, specifically segment A of such alternative, is more costly than segment B by approximately 

$200 million, is more environmentally impactful than segment B, affects more homes and businesses, 

future and existing developments(some of which TXDOT fails to consider), and decreases the quality of 

life for the 36,000 homeowners in Stonebridge Ranch by increasing noise in park available to all 

Stonebridge Residents, residents of Tucker Hill, and the future residents of the Chase at Wilson Creek 

Multi Family homes which TXDOT fails to recognize broke ground before the new year and will displace 

ALL of those residents. Therefore, TXDOT must reconsider choosing an alternative with Segment B, 

Choose the No build alternative, or Modify Segment A so more of it will be below grade.  

The Blue Alternative has consistently been one of the more costly options as TXDOT has gone through the 

various phases of evaluating the project alternatives. Based on the Draft Environmental Impact Study, 

the Blue Alternative costs approximately $200 million more than the Brown alternative. Far more than 

alternatives that include segment A. TXDOT has a fiduciary duty to be fiscally responsible when evaluating 

project alternatives. According to the environmental draft study, the Blue alternative is more 

enviornmentally impactful as it runs adjacent to the LaCima pond and Park which currently flows directly 

across US 380 into a reservoir on the other side of the Highway. Construction would permanently affect 

the flow of water between the LaCima pond and the reservoir on the other side of 389. This could have 

significant impacts on the wildlife that inhabit LaCima pond and park, as well as reduce the number of 

fish in the pond, which would also reduce the quality of fishing in the pond which happens frequently. In 

addition, the elevated highway would increase noise by 2-3 decibels by the pond which is above TXDOT's 

threshold for a sound barrier, but TXDOT states that it will not install a sound barrier to prevent noise in 

the park, thus negatively impacting the park. TXDOT cites that the reason the park is not of higher 

consideration is because it is a private park. While this is true, the park is open to the 36000 residents of 

Stonebridge Ranch, which is a greater number of people than the neighboring town of Prosper. In 

addition there is no security measure stopping the public from entering the park, and the homeowners 

association does not stop the public from utilizing the park. In fact, the park is a popular spot for people 

to take pictures. The 8 lane highway would negatively impact the entire community as it would ruin 

pictures, and thus get rid of a spot where the public takes pictures.  



 

 

According to TXDOT the blue alternative will displace more businesses, particularly around the 

intersection of Custer and 380. Segment A displaces 14 more businesses than segment B not including 

future developments. This will reduce the number of retailers and restaurants that residents have access 

to, and put people out of employment. In addition TXDOT says that segment A impacts less future 

residential development. This could not be farther from the truth. TXDOT fails recognize the new multi 

family development called the Chase at Wilson Creek, which segment A will completely destroy. This 

project got approval from the city council back in September of 2022, and began clearing land in 

December or January. The project is set to be completed in may of 2024, which is before TXDOT 

anticipates to begin construction on the proposed alternative, meaning that the alternative will displace 

all of the residents on the 27 acre multi family property. Most likely, the development will serve lower 

income families, somehting that is lacking in this area at the moment. Therefore TXDOT is misinforming 

the residents by not inlcuding up to date information on the status of the project, and thus gives 

deference to the future single family development in Prosper which serves wealthier residents, while 

displacing lower income residents in the Chase at Wilson Creek. 

  



 

 

A2.17 Peter Stuckmann Response 
Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative, which is a 

combination of Segments A, E, and C, as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, 

considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices. The decision is 

informed by a qualitative and quantitative analysis. Refer to Section 2.4 in the DEIS for an explanation of 

why the Blue Alternative was selected over the other Build alternatives. For more information, please 

reference the Alternatives Analysis Matrix in the DEIS in Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. You may also view the 

Segment Analysis Matrix on the Public Hearing website at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. 

According to the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences 

and Segment B would displace four residences. Segment A would potentially displace 14 businesses and 

Segment B would potentially displace none. None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would bisect any 

existing subdivisions. 

As a part of this project, future developments were closely tracked by TxDOT and discussed with the City 

of McKinney and Town of Prosper as well as developers including those developing the Chase at Wilson 

Creek property. Appendix S of the DEIS details indirect and cumulative effects, which includes details of 

the future development plans considered by TxDOT. A development heat map can be found at the Public 

Hearing website as well.  

TxDOT designed the project so that LaCima pond will continue to be connected to the Wilson Creek 

Tributary to the north.  

LaCima Park was modeled as a park (NAC C) in the traffic noise analysis. Because a traffic noise impact 

would result at that location a barrier analysis was performed. However the barrier was found to not be 

feasible.  Reference abatement analysis on page 24 of Appendix R for barrier A0-2.   

  



 

 

A2.18 Peggy Djurdjulov 
Segment A is a disaster for us.  It is a 12-lane highway which will wrap around our home on the East, 

South, and North.  TxDOT study facts support a cheaper, less costly and less disruptive alternative – 

Segment B.  Please re-consider.  

We are elderly.  We moved to Tucker Hill because we needed to get away from noisier alternative 

neighborhoods.  In 2008 when we moved into our home on Grassmere Lane 380 was a 4-lane road.  

TxDOT expanded it to 6 lanes.  That increased the noise level from traffic, air pollution, and dust 

tremendously.  I suffer from high blood pressure, am recovering from open heart surgery and severe 

allergies. TxDOT now proposes building a 12-lane expressway that will wrap around 3 sides of our home  

East, South and North.  My nerves can’t take this and we haven’t the ability to move.  You are ruining this 

neighborhood. 

There is an alternative to this - Segment B.  I’ve read about the alternatives and the Environmental 

Survey.  Nothing in these documents factually justifies selecting A over B – nothing.  What I do not 

understand are the following: 

NOISE:   How can TxDOT justify no noise monitoring anywhere on the eastern, northern and southern 

sides of Tucker Hill for decibel increases plus the extended amount of time the noise will now prevail.  No 

monitors can be found in the EIS study for our homes on Grassmere for either the southern, eastern or 

northern sides.  In fact the 12-lane portion of 380 on the east and northern side of our homes is above 

grade making the noise impact even greater.  We will be exposed to tremendous noise on 3 sides of our 

homes as a result.  The environmental study ignores this completely.  Our home is only 1,628 feet from 

an above grade 12-lane expressway on the east and north and 928 feet from 12 lanes the southern side.  

How can an environmental study ignore that.   How can TxDOT claim no noise impact. 

POLLUTION:  How can the EIS project pollution, dust, and dirt using only a 1 to 2 mph wind speed 

assumption as stated in the study.  The wind blows most days and the average speed for Texas is well 

above that especially from the south and the east.  Where’s that study?  How is TxDOT preparing to 

control that both during construction and on-going.   

Selection of A over B:  how can TxDOT justify A when these facts support B  

• Segment A costs taxpayers $200 million dollars more Segment B 

• Segment A requires 6 new interchanges rather than 5 in Segment B,  

• Segment A has seven potential major utility conflicts versus just 2 for Segment B  

• Segment A displaces 15 businesses versus zero businesses for Segment B.  

• Segment A encroaches on 2X the wetland acreage than Segment B.  Mention that to the EPA. 

• No hazardous material sites are impacted on Segment B. TxDOT has identified 2 with 

Segment A. 

• Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to the taxpayers is 

that the estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M more than Segment B.  This 

includes the Segment A requirement of REBUILDING 3.8 miles of existing 380.  Not so for 



 

 

Segment B.  

• TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower impacts to planned future residential 

homes. Said another way - open land in Segment B has been prioritized for unidentified future 

residents, property investors, and developers over existing residents in Tucker Hill, Timber 

Ridge, etc. Current residents should be a priority over unidentified future residents and 

undeveloped land in Segment B. 

In conclusion I believe your data and testing does not support Segment A over B and would like it 

revisited to make a more factual decision.  It appears other influences are at play considering the 

specifics stated in the study which support Segment B.   

Respectfully, Peggy Djurdjulov, 2320 Grassmere Lane, Tucker Hill, McKinney, TX 75071 

  



 

 

 

A2.18 Peggy Djurdjulov Response 
Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted. TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative, which is a 

combination of Segments A, E, and C, as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the technical reports, 

considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation matrices. The decision is 

informed by a qualitative and quantitative analysis. Refer to Section 2.4 in the DEIS for an explanation of 

why the Blue Alternative was selected over the other Build Alternatives. For more information, please 

reference the Alternatives Analysis Matrix in the DEIS in Figure 2-15 on page 2-33. You may also view the 

Segment Analysis Matrix on the Public Hearing website at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. 

TxDOT conducted a traffic noise analysis in accordance with TxDOT’s (FHWA–approved) Guidelines for 

Analysis and Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise, described in Section 3.14 and 

Appendix R of the DEIS. Existing sound level measurements were collected at areas of frequent human 

activity associated with adjacent noise-sensitive land uses, and FHWA-approved noise modeling software 

was used to predict what noise levels could be expected in 2050. Noise levels were predicted to 500 feet 

from the edge of the proposed right-of-way. In areas where a noise impact was projected to occur, noise 

barriers were evaluated for feasibility and reasonableness. To support the further development of the 

Preferred Alternative including the alignment shift presented at the Public Hearing, additional noise 

analyses will be conducted focused on the Preferred Alternative and presented in the FEIS.  

TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several areas, including Tucker Hill. It 

is important to note that TxDOT is already proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred Alternative by 

depressing the mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods to decrease 

traffic noise and visual barriers. 

The preliminary cost estimate for each segment is one of the many factors TxDOT considered when 

determining the Preferred Alternative, as shown in Figure 2-13 of the DEIS. As final design continues, 

these will be updated. It is important to note that these costs are high-level estimates, using the 

information available now. According to the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, Segment A potentially 

displaces two residences and Segment B would displace four residences. Segment A would potentially 

displace 14 businesses and Segment B would potentially displace none. 

Regarding future developments, there are both residential and commercial developments under 

construction and being planned along Segments A and B.  Those that TxDOT was made aware of prior to 

the Public Hearing are shown on the Segment Analysis Matrix with their development status and the 

development heat map exhibit available on the Public Hearing website. Many future homes that are 

currently under construction in the Ladera residential development would have been directly impacted by 

Segment B. Due to the rapidly changing nature of developments as they go through local planning 

processes, TxDOT only classified a development as future displacements if the development is expected 

to be occupied by the anticipated ROD date. 



 

 

A2.19 Stephanie Johnson 
Dear Mr. Endres, 
My husband and I submitted comments previously regarding TxDOT's choice for 380 of Segment A over Segment B 
and the mitigation of damage to our community of Tucker Hill. As a result of substantial additional information 
coming to my attention, I now add the following comments and questions. 
 
Because Segment A follows the existing 380 route further than Segment B, the disruption to homes and 
businesses during the long construction period will be significantly greater with Segment A than with Segment B. 
Our home is close to the front of the development and therefore will be impacted significantly by the noise, dirt, 
and pollution. 

• What studies have been done to show the difference in air quality, noise pollution, and personal 
disruption to the lives of residents between Segment A and Segment B during the construction period? 

 
I am also deeply concerned about the safety of those in our community during construction. I was told by a TxDOT 
representative that there is no guarantee that both our entrances will remain open during construction. 
Considering the number of people living in Tucker HIll, this seems risky and irresponsible. If the one and only exit 
from our community were to become blocked due to an accident, for example, the health, safety, and even life of 
someone in our neighborhood could be at unnecessary risk if there were an emergency need to get to the 
hospital. 

• What studies have been done regarding the safety of residents in a neighborhood as large as ours 
(currently 380 homes, with plans for 600) with only ONE ingress and egress? 

 
It was great to find that TxDOT is planning to depress the segment running between Tucker Hill to the north and 
Stonebridge Ranch to the south. Thank you! However, the increased noise levels are still unacceptable for folks 
such as us living near the highway. The sound study done by TxDOT is questionable at best. 
Why was no sound barrier planned for the northern side of the highway? 
 
In addition, with Segment A, Harvard Park will lose a full lane of parking spaces. This will cause business parking to 
overflow onto residential streets, and Harvard Park customers will use our Resident Center parking lot for overflow. 
This is not acceptable. 

• Did TxDOT consider cantilevering the service roads above the main highway lanes in order to shrink the 
width needed between Stonebridge and Tucker Hill? 

• If so, what were the reasons for rejecting that idea? 
• If no consideration has been given to cantilevering, please explain why it has not been considered. 

 
 
According to TxDOT's own study, the closeness of Segment B to Maingate was found to NOT be a potential problem 
for the clients of Maingate. 

• Why then, did TxDOT justify the preference of Segment A over B based on Maingate? 
• Why is TxDOT considering the impact to the "protected citizens" who are TRANSIENT CLIENTS of 

Maingate to be more important than the impact to all the "protected citizens" PERMANENTLY RESIDING 
in Tucker Hill, which include young children, folks with disabilities, elderly folks, and veterans? These 
folks will live with the impact, while clients of Maingate would only experience traffic noise for short 
periods of time and then go home! 



 
 

760.06.TEM 

I object strongly to the significantly increased cost of the construction of Segment A vs. Segment B. 
The justification given by TxDOT for this choice is mystifying. It is fiscally irresponsible to spend so 
much additional money when a totally viable option is available in Segment B. In addition, because 
Segment A is longer than Segment B, travel time for all drivers on the road will be longer, increasing 
driving costs, noise pollution, and air pollution. 
 
Priority has not been given to the safety of drivers along Segment A, with two 90-degree turns to 
navigate at speeds considered normal on a limited-access highway. This seems irresponsible. 

• What studies have been done to show that such sharp turns are safe? 
• What measures will be put into place to mitigate the danger and reduce the likelihood of 

accidents, including potentially fatal accidents? 
 
Beyond the safety issue, one of the two 90-degree turns is planned immediately east of our 
neighborhood entrances; frequent accidents could cause long delays and traffic snarls for all of us 
trying to enter or exit the neighborhood. 
 
Since moving to Tucker Hill, my husband and I have spent lots of time outside in our neighborhood 
enjoying nature and also listening to bird calls from our patio. Our houses are all designed with the 
express purpose of giving us opportunities to spend time in outdoor spaces - communing with our 
neighbors or with nature. 
Did anyone from TxDOT give consideration to the unique nature of our neighborhood? 
Did the sound studies take into consideration the fact that traffic sounds will come from not just the 
front of the community but also along the east side? 
 
We were alarmed to find out that the north-turning section of Segment A has been shifted to the 
west, bringing it even closer to Tucker Hill than was previously planned. 

• Did the traffic studies consider this new shift? 
• Did anyone compare the difference in noise impact when making the decision to shift the 

Segment west? 
 
Finally, an expanded limited access highway directly to our south and then turning and running along 
our east side effectively cuts our neighborhood off from the rest of the City of McKinney. We love 
being part of the city and hate the feeling of isolation that this will bring to our neighborhood. 

• If there is a Record of Decision favoring Segment A, then what steps will TxDot take to 
restore community cohesion and to join us to the rest of the city? 

• Noting that the City has a planned network of walking and biking trails, including one that 
connects Tucker Hill along Wilson Creek to join with the rest of the city, will TxDOT 
construct trails passing either under or over the highway to connect with the City's trails? 

 
In addition to these comments, please note my official agreement with the research below, which 
spells out many other deficiencies regarding TxDOT's position. 
 
Regards, 
 
*Included attachment of Opposition of Segment A Form Letter, above 
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A2.19 Stephanie Johnson Response 

Impacts from construction and implementation of the proposed project are included in each 
resource section of the DEIS. Section 3.17 outlines the anticipated phased construction of each of 
the build alternatives considered by segment, describing how the frontage roads and mainlane 
sections would be built. The anticipated impacts on traffic, noise, air quality, biological and water 
resources, hazardous materials, and cultural resources resulting from construction are also 
described in Section 3.17.1 through 3.17.7. As described under the Preferred Blue Alternative in 
Section 3.17, a Traffic Management Plan would be developed and implemented outlining the 
phasing, maintaining property and neighborhood access during construction. The timing of 
construction and identification of detours will be defined during final design. 
 
According to Section 3.6.3.3 of the DEIS, TxDOT will coordinate with emergency responders to 
prevent disruptions in service during phased construction of the proposed project and will 
develop a traffic management plan as discussed further in Section 3.17. The proposed grade 
separated interchanges and intersection improvements (including U-turns) along the proposed 
frontage roads would reduce congestion at major cross-streets allowing emergency vehicles to 
bypass traffic lights, shortening transit times through the Study Area. 
The Preferred Alternative would maintain the two existing entry points to Tucker Hill from the 
existing US 380 at Grassmere Ln. and Tremont Blvd. Each is accessible from frontage roads. 
 
TxDOT conducted a traffic noise analysis in accordance with TxDOT’s (FHWA–approved) 
Guidelines for Analysis and Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise, 
described in Section 3.14 and Appendix R of the DEIS. Existing sound level measurements were 
collected at areas of frequent human activity associated with adjacent noise-sensitive land uses, 
and FHWA-approved noise modeling software was used to predict what noise levels could be 
expected in 2050. Noise levels were predicted to 500 feet from the edge of the proposed right-of-
way. In areas where a noise impact was projected to occur, noise barriers were evaluated for 
feasibility and reasonableness. To support the further development of the Preferred Alternative 
including the alignment shift presented at the Public Hearing, additional noise analyses will be 
conducted focused on the Preferred Alternative and presented in the FEIS.  
 
TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several areas, including 
Tucker Hill. It is important to note that TxDOT is already proposing mitigation as part of the 
Preferred Alternative by depressing the mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge 
Ranch neighborhoods to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers. 
 

By far the issue that TxDOT has heard about the most from the public and stakeholders on the US 

380 Collin County Feasibility Study and this EIS project has been direct and indirect impacts to 

ManeGait. Based on that, it was one of the many things that TxDOT considered.  The numerous other 

considerations can be found on the Segment Analysis Matrix.  

The preliminary cost estimate for each segment is one of the many factors TxDOT considered 
when determining the Preferred Alternative, as shown in Figure 2-13 of the DEIS. As final design 
continues, these will be updated. It is important to note that these costs are high-level estimates, 
using the information available now. 
 
The design for Segment A meets the criteria outlined in TxDOT's Roadway Design Manual, including 
stopping sight distance. Similar freeway curves can be found in the region including President 
George Bush Turnpike and I-35 interchange. 
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The freeway design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from driveways and other roadways, 
and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be available at signalized intersections on cross 
streets, thereby reducing the number of conflict points. 
 
The Segment A shift that was presented as a possible alternative design at the Public Hearing did 
not shift the proposed right-of-way for the freeway along the existing US 380 to the south of Tucker 
Hill. The freeway proposed right-of-way was shifted on the curve on the east side of Tucker Hill by 
approximately zero to 115 feet to the north and west. This is approximately a minimum of 800 feet 
from any Tucker Hill residence. 

The scope of this project does include construction of ten-foot shared use paths on both sides of the 

roadway that would connect to trails shown in the City of McKinney future plans.  
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A2.20 Stonebridge Ranch Petition 
The petition below was signed by the following individuals: 

• Jeanne F 

• Roman S 

• Joseph A 

• James R 

• Sheila F 

• Amy O 

• Michael B 

• John W 

• Larry W 

• BRIAN K 

• Robert C 

• Richard B 

• Jeanette C 

• Jerry H 

• James E 

• Jack H 

• Mike M 

• Charles O 

• Sheri S 

• Cyril R 

• Russ C 

• Ricardo S 

• Ken V 

• Nancy J 

• Gaye L 

• Susan H 

• Jacqueline 
Bishop B  

• Austin B 

• Jennifer D 

• Curtis J 

• Andrew M 

• Steven N 

• Beverly L 

• David L 

• Mark D 

• Mark S 

• TraeAnn J 

• Marion Y 

• Jack D 

• Brad K 

• Craig C 

• Brad S 

• Henry 
James S 

• Erik H 

• Chip M 

• Paige D 

• Timothy L 

• Valerie P 

• Lari K 

• Rene L 

• Erika F 

• Joan D 

• Michael G 

• Holly T 

• HEATHER B 

• Bruce E 

• Michelle P 

• Jessica V 

• Meri L 

• RJ P 

• Pam S 

• Patricia N 

• Tom F 

• Jacob T 

• Ed H 

• Jeanne V 

• David V 

• Elizabeth R 

• George T 

• Scott Z 

• James N 

• Carrie S 

• Walter E P 

• Todd H 

• David R 

• Seth D 

• R D 

• Kirk R 

• thomas s 

• Ruth W 

• Heather P 

• John S 

• Michael H 

• James T 

• Roberto F 

• David G 

• Matthew S 

• Sally K 

• Bryan S 

• Judith B 

• Donald H 

• Ronald B 

• Diane H 

• Jeff P 

• Scott B 

• Marcia S 

• Herbert B 

• Lori D 

• Keith S 

• Myrna d 

• Tony R 

• Sandra B 

• Ernest T 

• Vee G 

• Lindsay R 

• Sharon R 

• Melody T. S 

• Jennifer P 

• Kelly R 

• Keith K 

• John B 

• Brian d 

• Larry H 

• Lori P 

• Penelope H 

• Carolyn F 

• James T 

• Ken K 

• Jack N 

• Alice H 

• Robert S 

• Gary C 

• Jesse G 

• Robert L 

• Barry R 

• David H 

• Robert L 

• Jill M 

• Greg G 

• Mike G 

• Nancy G 

• Mary P 

• David S 

• Cody H 

• T B 

• Laura D 

• Albert D 

• Adelle S 

• Mildred S 

• Chelsey C 

• Jim B 

• Thomas J 

• Sherry G 

• Janet L 

• William A 

• Wayne G 
 

• Randie C 

• Danielle K 

• Renee G 

• Christine H 

• Ron H 

• Keisha B 

• Marcia T 

• Rebecca K 

• Kenneth Z 

• Jill A 

• Chad T 

• Juan G 

• Diane M 

• Dennis C 

• Keith F 

• Ronald R 

• Donald A 

• Henry W 

• Charisse B 
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• Nicole R 

• Larry R 

• Roxanne G 

• Peter A 

• Alicia A 

• Tara W 

• Dave K 

• Jordan H 

• Emily C 

• Jill P 

• William H 

• Ken M 

• Rich W 

• John D 

• Mike B 

• Sue V 

• Edward R 

• Jennifer J 

• Larry P 

• Alton S 

• Ryan V 

• Melissa B 

• Karen F 

• Joe W 

• Tena W 

• Marissa P 

• Sharon H 

• Pam S 

• Laura C 

• Cindy L 

• Daniel A 

• Sydney V 

• Janet P 

• Elizabeth B 

• Nancy G 

• Wendell H 

• Kent P 

• Alan B 

• JAMES H 

• Mark W 

• Steve P 

• Ken T 

• Nancy C 

• Lorri F 

• Anita J 

• Cynthia B 

• Neil J 

• Jerry & 
Connie K 

• Adrianne K 

• James K 

• Janet M 

• Vanessa B 

• Kathryn H 

• Christine W 

• Mary Lee F 

• Stacy H 

• David C 

• Chad B 

• Taylor S 

• Maureen D 

• Chris D 

• David I 

• Joseph P 

• Andrea D 

• Cheri D 

• Michael G 

• Troy H 

• Jillian H 

• Lynette M 

• Judy W 

• Mary P 

• Megan R 

• Andrew M 

• Zachary H 

• Thomas M 

• George B 

• Claudine B 

• Deena P 

• Kristin H 

• Elizabeth M 

• Gerene G 

• Kim B 

• Sharon L 

• Andrea E 

• Daniel S 

• april C 

• Alison D 

• Stephanie C 

• Nick M 

• Joe M 

• Gary K 

• Nicole F 

• Katharine T 

• Andrew Z 

• Clarence P 

• John H 

• Rick C 

• Jessica B 

• Kelly H 

• Judy W 

• Chris B 

• Michael H 

• Lynn B 

• Karthik K 

• Andrea C 

• Blake R 

• Lisa K 

• Megan W 

• Charlotte W 

• Crystal C 

• Cheryl S 

• Megan P 

• Eric B 

• Sarah W 

• Kandis S 

• Janet F 

• Carlos F 

• Michaela R 

• Katherine S 

• Ella D 

• Jason B 

• Brian L 

• Octavian C 

• Ashley S 

• Jeffrey R 

• Lisa W 

• Betty A 

• Alfonso S 

• Laura S 

• Kori G 

• Scott J 

• Laura C 

• Joyce S 

• Joji S 

• Peggy B 

• Kristin W 

• Dawn G 

• Ben H 

• Saskia P 

• Victoria R 

• Bailey P 

• Matan H 

• Colleen M 

• Piotr L 

• Debbie L 

• Rebekah A 

• Mary S 

• MACK M 

• Patricia B 

• Dayna K 

• Chidananda 
S 

• Vila N 

• Tammie A 

• Diane D 

• Chad E 

• Ron W 

• Sheri M 

• Nancy B 

• Jan F 

• Willyn B 

• Gay H 

• Kathleen G 

• Kelli A 

• Lucas K 

• Brock R 

• Alan S 

• Cantu M 

• Emilie A 

• Eddie S 

• Jennifer V 

• Abigail M 

• Timothy S 

• Jeff G 

• Blake H 

• Brooke R 

• Marcia M 

• Ronald W 

• Jessica S 
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• Troy H 

• edward B 

• Sydney S 

• Brian D 

• Debbie H 

• Earl T 

• David B 

• Jeremy K 

• Kendra G 

• JoAnne D 

• Steve and 
Janell P 

• Stephanie C 

• Bryce B 

• Dan P 

• Nadyne B 

• Katherine E 

• Christian E 

• Monica W 

• James D 

• Ruth H 

• Natalie M 

• Betty P 

• David G 

• Miranda m 

• Regina P 

• Angie W 

• Janice B 

• Jennifer G 

• Jonathan A 

• Bridgett R 

• Lynda M 

• Brian B 

• Christine M 

• Adam R 

• Kimball N 

• Carol H 

• Laura R 

• Christopher 
R 

• Bruce T 

• Dedra P 

• Joe R 

• Horace G 

• Athourina G 

• Gregory y 

• Arina K 

• Jennifer H 

• Connie S 

• Rae K 

• KARREN V 

• Marcus B 

• Joseph K 

• Tamara H 

• Dan B 

• James G 

• Robert B 

• Annette P 

• Lynne S 

• Charles R 

• Donna P 

• Steve Z 

• Robin L 

• Mark W 

• Joe H 

• Jan M 

• Laura W 

• Garrett H 

• Charles D 

• Robin C 

• Linell F 

• Lee M 

• Ivan H 

• Tiffany M 

• Vicki S 

• Ruth F 

• Paul W 

• Jack H 

• Nikah H 

• Mary Lou B 

• Karin D 

• Dagmar M 

• Albert S 

• Jan F 

• Stephen L 

• Ben H 

• Stacy P 

• Robert A 

• Theresa H 

• Steven M 

• Jackie S 

• Margaret P 

• Shobha c 

• Kimberley N 

• Sherry D 

• Jack S 

• Terry 

• Therese H 

• James Scott 
H 

• Jan E 

• Douglas B 

• Kaye F 

• Marcey O 

• Patrick H 

• Diana D 

• Kinda O 

• Madhu N 

• Alpino B 

• William Y 

• Shannon D 

• Sandra M 

• Channa J 

• Susan H 

• robert j 

• Dale D 

• Kate H 

• David N 

• Vikas R 

• Arlen B 

• Pam G 

• Kate R 

• Daniel O 

• Teri M 

• Thomas D 

• Robyn C 

• Stacie K 

• David Z 

• Sharon C 

• Lucas W 

• Jeff B 

• Christopher 
B 

• Bonnie K 

• Betty B 

• SALLY H 

• Mike G 

• Bobbie B 

• Jennifer Y 

• Jan C 

• Terry C 

• Sandy C 

• Craig J 

• Kenneth H 

• Thomas K 

• Lisbeth K 

• Randy W 

• Lynn S 

• Shaun M 

• Chad J 

• Rhodel M 

• Gloria K 

• Diane T 

• Robert T 

• Kathleen M 

• Lisa K 

• Rachel R 

• Hank S 

• Jennifer G 

• Betty T 

• Liz W 

• Jack W 

• Todd P 

• Nathan M 

• Diana L 

• Cynthia S 

• Sharon M 

• Linda W 

• Kevin S 

• Sarah H 

• Laura A 

• Deana W 

• Robyn B 

• Lynne W 

• Kathy P 

• Nevin M 

• Jennifer L 

• Suzy S 

• Steve S 

• Andrew L 
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• Yoko N 

• Dean F 

• Steve M 

• kathleen M 

• Andrew B 

• Kathleen W 

• Gary R 

• Larry C 

• Kristine S 

• Michael M 

• Lori B 

• Jim K 

• Kristi M 

• Kristen J 

• Cynthia K 

• Lindsay B 

• Pablo M 

• Clint W 

• Margaret H 

• Kelley R 

• Yongsuk L 

• Jon D 

• Carolyn M 

• John M 

• Perry I 

• Dina D 

• rich f 

• Kevin C 

• Lisa D 

• PAULA M 

• Dayn J 

• Sylvia W 

• Tanza S 

• Sonya S 

• Mikayla B 

• Melissa B 

• Joanne K 

• Kim C 

• Clay Y 

• Leslie A 

• Mark R 

• Darrin C 

• Angee W 

• Catherine G 

• Barbara S 

• Tom B 

• Leigh T 

• Suzette M 

• Cam R 

• Dasha E 

• Mary 

• Rob R 

• Brian D 

• Ellen L 

• Diane R 

• Holly R 

• Judy C 

• James L 

• David C 

• Christine H 

• LeighAnn W 

• Michelle N 

• Linda B 

• DeeAnn C 

• Cathy B 

• Janie M 

• Dru D 

• Phil R 

• Mary C 

• Zouheir A 

• Nancy P 

• ryan, k 

• Tracy G 

• Wendy D 

• Pamela P 

• Sarah H 

• Todd C 

• John H 

• Laura G 

• Cara S 

• Brandon C 

• Traci S 

• Lou P 

• Deborah S 

• Debra C 

• Joanne T 

• Shannon E 

• Martina G 

• Chris S 

• Ed G 

• Patricia G 

• Tanya P 

• William M 

• Kristi G 

• Robert C 

• Brandi M 

• Phillip F 

• James D 

• John C 

• Cynthia G 

• David K 

• John G 

• Michael L 

• Mary Beth P 

• Noemi G 

• Debora K 

• Julie G 

• Jennifer G 

• Britteny L 

• Stefani L 

• Marne L 

• Sarah Y 

• ALEXANDER 
M 

• Matt L 

• Greg W 

• Deborah A 

• Kaitlin A 

• William S 

• Shay S 

• Lindsey F 

• Kristyn H 

• Melissa S 

• Laurie O 

• Oriol F 

• Misti R 

• Dave J 

• Stacy W 

• Rachel T 

• Jay A 

• Richard L 

• Kim M 

• Jasmijn M 

• Kerry B 

• Hannah P 

• Brian S 

• Matt F 

• Robert L 

• Roger D L 

• Laura B 

• Denise C 

• Trish A 

• Jeff R 

• Leroy H 

• Stephanie C 

• Damon V 

• Nancy B 

• Nancy V 

• Mike C 

• Jessica S 

• Michelle S 

• Nancy P 

• Laurie S 

• Donna R 

• Sally H 

• Amie V 

• Erik B 

• Pietro S 

• Tatum D 

• Ferdinand T 

• Steven E 

• Michael L 

• Krystal H 

• Christan H 

• Nicholas W 

• Jimmie B 

• Katie C 

• Elena R 

• Lori W 

• Elon R 

• Christopher 
T 

• Julie H 

• Clay G 

• Paulette A 

• Susan M 

• Lawrence M 

• Kevin D 

• Clint K 

• Terry S 
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• Frank E 

• Katy K 

• Charlotte B 

• J A 

• Shea C 

• Laura B 

• Kelly P 

• Tana N 

• Justin W 

• Jennifer 
Anne C 

• Natalia E 

• Kathy S 

• Mark F 

• James S 

• Mike B 

• Robin D 

• Samantha V 

• michael h 

• Stephen L 

• Virginia R 

• Lee Ann M 

• David C 

• STEVEN R 

• Megan K 

• Jon B 

• Matthew R 

• Jenna D 

• Ryan D 

• Jonathan D 

• Minnie L 

• Graham W 

• Peggy D 

• Veronica D 

• Kristen C 

• Josh W 

• Adrienne V 

• Tamira S 

• Deborah K 

• Stephanie D 

• Divakar K 

• Sheri M 

• ERNEST 
MICHAEL S 

• Catherine M 

• Bogdan D 

• Linda C 

• Hannah D 

• Amy G 

• June P 

• Trish J 

• William C 

• Lee M 

• Myra Rene 
M 

• Pamela M 

• Lynette M 

• Dana H 

• George R 

• Sonia V 

• Jennifer G 

• Julie D 

• Grant C 

• Tamara P 

• Amanda S 

• Deb D 

• Grayson L 

• Paul A 

• Clay Y 

• Camille C 

• Sally Y 

• Renee D 

• Delores M 

• Mary O 

• Chase M 

• Christine M 

• Michael D 

• Barry B 

• Jaqueline W 

• Pat S 

• Jill S 

• Ronald A 

• Edward K 

• Norm H 

• Judith S 

• Justin W 

• L. T 

• Stratton W 

• Jessica W 

• Jane A 

• Tracey A 

• Kim H 

• Kenneth F 

• Danny S 

• Joan B 

• Rebecca B 

• Jason A 

• Jim C 

• Gayle C 

• Micah K 

• Patricia H 

• Kimberley K 

• Scott F 

• Corey J 

• Greg S 

• Cruz R 

• Paul B 

• SCOTT K 

• Susan W 

• William S 

• Stephen W 

• Joseph R 

• Glen G 

• Mary D 

• Jaime B 

• Walt & 
Jenny B 

• Melissa P 

• Myra R 

• Kathy M 

• Amy L 

• Marianne R 

• Edward S 

• Terrie R 

• KARRIE P 

• Debbie B 

• Cynthia A 

• Jennifer M 

• ARTHUR N 

• Lisa B 

• Carol O 

• Hannah Z 

• Kyle H 

• Brian M 

• Terry B 

• Pat B 

• Phyllis k 

• Pamela K 

• Stephen R 

• Abbey L 

• Laresa W 

• Chad W 

• Marilyn S 

• John W 

• Tommy L 

• Lee Ann M 

• Vicki P 

• Kristen T 

• Shawna M 

• Tiffani L 

• Patrick L 

• Matt N 

• Michael G 

• Scott C 

• Tracy G 

• Joseph C 

• Robert J 

• Nancy B 

• Willene P 

• Pam P 

• Ashley S 

• Param S 

• Paul J 

• Nancy P 

• Terence M 

• Sam R 

• Reba C 

• David S 

• Monica C 

• Mark P 

• Emily W 

• Paul C 

• Lisa B 

• Michael B 

• Auri B 

• Susan M 

• Emily O 

• Jenilee L 

• Aaron P 

• David H 
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• Dave S 

• Laurie S    

• Kevin C 

• Monte S 

• Jennifer C 

• Lori H 

• Alex N 

• Linda C 

• Lawrence K 

• Fabian L 

• Heather T 

• J T 

• Allen C 

• Emily S 

• Martin T 

• Todd G 

• Cindy H 

• Margie M 

• Tama M 

• Alison M 

• Marcia P 

• Shelly B 

• Adrianne K 

• Cynthia G 

• Andrea E 

• Tyler C 

• Shannon D 

• royce d 

• Patti C 

• Randy W 

• Sharon B 

• Sydney S 

• Traci H 

• Christy B 

• Barry F 

• Diana W 

• Robin F 

• Anne A 

• Lauren K 

• Angela A 

• Maria F 

• Amie M 

• Karen C 

• Bruce P 

• Gail P 

• Kaitlin M 

• Marguerite 
L 

• Kaitlin H 

• Renita B 

• Jesse F 

• Kirk W 

• Cedric C 

• Catherine A 

• Suzanne G 

• Mary F 

• Jim L 

• Sherry S 

• Diana R 

• Melody B 

• Sara H 

• Doug R 

• Kristy S 

• Carole H 

• Nancy S 

• Becky M 

• Craig B 

• Pamela N 

• Vicki F 

• Ann M 

• Prudence H 

• Dana G 

• Tana W 

• Michelle C 

• William Y 

• Maria V 

• Paola B 

• Karri A 

• Jose M 

• Kasey O 

• Christine H 

• Melanie S 

• Robert W 

• Susan N 

• Jacqueline 
M 

• Todd C 

• Judy S 

• Lucy C 

• Carolyn H 

• Pat P 

• Chris C 

• Jennifer C 

• Julie W 

• Craig D 

• Barbara R 

• Brad T 

• Eric H 

• Heather R 

• Stephanie M 

• Jerome L 

• Mike W 

• steve r 

• Judith B 

• Gerald B 

• Terry B 

• Christina D 

• Kenney H 

• Kyle S 

• Deborah C 

• Mark M 

• Sherry B 

• Jay F 

• MARY LYNN 
C 

• Paul W 

• Carol C 

• Cindy A 

• James A 

• Phillip F 

• Ashley C 

• Traci M 

• Eric F 

• Theresa M 

• Anita C 

• Charles H 

• Maria S 

• Merrick M 

• Lorraine B 

• Haley R 

• Eric D 

• Korey D 

• Ken C 

• Edward S 

• Paul S 

• Joanne T 

• Laurie N 

• Rebecca J 

• Chelsey C 

• Tim J 

• Jason T 

• Joseph M 

• Cynthia D 

• Jonathan T 

• Dianne W 

• Susan A 

• THOMAS V 

• Clarenda J 

• Stephanie O 

• Rodney C 

• Jillian H 

• William F 

• David K 

• Leonore S 

• Richard J 

• Jim P 

• Edmund 
MCCURTAIN 
M 

• Suzette L 

• Kay S 

• victor d 

• Debra J 

• Maek J 

• SHIRAZ P 

• Gerald P 

• Kimberly B 

• Edward J 

• Roberto M 

• Nancy L 

• Randy W 

• Sean K 

• Carl H 

• Eileen S 

• Bernard N 

• Kathy M 

• Raquel R 

• Lynne W 

• Joe E 

• Dollie W 
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• Thomas H 

• Elaine C 

• Kent H 

• David & 
Sara L 

• Amy S 

• Marie 
Christine D 

• Don W 

• Jennifer S 

• Adam C 

• Andrew D 

• Julie S 

• Diane E 

• Bob D 

• Cindy M 

• Michael L 

• Roy S 

• Douglas D 

• Bruce S 

• William S 

• Larry G 

• Reed F 

• Steve C 

• Louise B 

• Preston L 

• Robert D 

• Herbert H 

• Patricia a R 

• Cindy K 

• Deborah F 

• Steve D 

• John P 

• Diane D 

• Catherine M 

• Linda S 

• Tina S 

• Sally H 

• Marianne L 

• Elizabeth O 

• Helen W 

• Marcie S 

• John S 

• Kathy K 

• John J 

• Teresa G 

• Maey D 

• Holly M 

• Chris C 

• Robert B 

• Elizabeth A 

• Ann C 

• Rick C 

• Larry R 

• Jay L 

• Wendy P 

• Thomas G 

• A R 

• John M 

• Joel H 

• Elizabeth H 

• Ron H 

• CONRAD K 

• Patrick S 

• Peter F 

• Michelle Y 

• Thomas H 

• Kristen M 

• Martha W 

• Roberta S 

• Angel V 

• Mascha M 

• David K 

• Carrie G 

• Chuck K 

• Anthony B 

• Joshua C 

• Rendi E 

• Jerry P 

• Andrea S 

• Scott K 

• Gina P 

• Susan K 

• Richard I 

• Jalal D 

• Curtis S 

• Mary R 

• Brittany A 

• CARLA S 

• Sonya V 

• Shannon H 

• JAMES M 

• Aleksejs B 

• Steve S 

• Douglas A 

• Judy C 

• Joel P 

• Joyce H 

• Eric G 

• Tracey P 

• David N 

• Debora K 

• Francisco C 

• Christopher 
R 

• Russell M 

• Joshua B 

• Tamara M 

• Zeke o 

• Eric O 

• Diana G 

• Jason D 

• Lona E 

• Gregory F 

• Tara K 

• Michelle U 

• Amy D 

• Keerthi M 

• Tanvi P 

• Katherine R 

• Chris R 

• Sarah R 

• Mark K 

• Marylin K 

• Robert & 
Kathy B 

• Robert K 

• Cynthia C 

• Kim C 

• Isabella V 

• Ed D 

• Margaret D 

• Merritt W 

• Nga V 

• Mike K 

• Kim L 

• Leva S 

• Doreen H 

• Julie B 

• Caitlin C 

• Melissa W 

• Thomas E. 
M 

• Carol H. M 

• Patrick R 

• Wendy P 

• Eliud G 

• Linda G 

• bobby l 

• EDWARD F 

• Katherine B 

• Aliaksei K 

• Robert J 

• Shane J 

• Greg M 

• Brian F 

• Richard T 

• Ted K 

• Joy B 

• Phyllis C 

• Monica W 

• Brian & 
Sarah W 

• Rodger K 

• Robin K 

• Brad T 

• Patricia d 

• Steve F 

• Tom P 

• Daniel K 

• JENNIFER M 

• Karen B 

• Lisa E 

• Karen M 

• Corey G 

• Elyse G 

• Mary R 

• Rhodri R 

• Troy P 

• Warren G 
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• Amy P 

• Tony L 

• S D H 

• James P 

• John C 

• Elda S 

• Deborah M 

• Randy N 

• Chris A 

• Paul C 

• Karen K 

• Robert B 

• Janet M 

• Kyle h 

• Barbara W 

• Deborah P 

• Renee L 

• Douglas F 

• Karen B 

• James K 

• Laura W 

• Kim S 

• James D 

• Cynthia Y 

• Robert W 

• Ed M 

• Christopher 
G 

• Ronald F 

• KAREN G 

• Terri M 

• Amy L 

• Mary R 

• Brent M 

• David P 

• Mark F 

• Chris R 

• Daryle G 

• Claudette T 

• Barbara H 

• David J 

• jo C 

• Billy B 

• Lindsey 

• Richard K 

• Norma K 

• Merle S 

• Charles P 

• Jeff K 

• Pauline P 

• Bonnie L 

• John R 

• Angela F 

• Keith P 

• Sherri W 

• Patricia D 

• JULIAN 
ABEL C 

• Scott B 

• Cheryl D 

• Dinah R 

• Robert B 

• Jim N 

• Joanna S 

• Jeff S 

• Kim C 

• Greg T 

• Joan T 

• Sandra H 

• Michele B 

• Lucinda P 

• Dee P 

• Charlotte L 

• Susan c 

• Sandra B 

• Shannon S 

• Carlos H 

• Madeline B 

• Gerald G 

• Tracy C 

• William M 

• bill b 

• Allison F 

• Kay G 

• Chad P 

• Kelly T 

• Kim R 

• Bonnie B 

• John W 

• Brandi M 

• Hermon P 

• Melissa R 

• ALAN A 

• Edward H 

• William C 

• James B 

• Roy C 

• Olga B 

• Keith H 

• Anna C 

• William E 

• Linda C 

• Corey H 

• Culbert P 

• Melanie H 

• Will X 

• Shawn W 

• James B 

• Sam S 

• Regina D 

• Andrew M 

• Robert C 

• Christine S 

• Brenda J 

• Richard J 

• Peggy B 

• William P 

• Thomas S 

• Jerry B 

• Louise S 

• Marilou W 

• James O 

• Mary lynn C 

• Billie S 

• James S 

• Melanie P 

• Jim B 

• Tonya R 

• Stacey A 

• Amr C 

• Amye W 

• Keith B 

• Amber C 

• Lori T 

• Janette W 

• Gerald S 

• Maria R 

• Michele D 

• Robin B 

• Lisa P 

• Meredith B 

• Susan P 

• Gina S 

• Brooke G 

• Bria N 

• Julie E 

• Amy R 

• Kathryn W 

• Buddy L 

• Adam H 

• Julie M 

• Cynthia P 

• Tricia A 

• Jeff F 

• Diane G 

• Annette P 

• Melody T 

• Duncan P 

• Noah P 

• Lisa D 

• Brett T 

• Rebecca G 

• Suzanne C 

• Shanda C 

• Noelle L 

• Aimee L 

• Jessica E 

• Wes C 

• Gretchen B 

• Doug l 

• Lisa P 

• Stephen R 

• Ken B 

• Monica W 

• Norma A 

• Pete W 

• James M 

• Gregory T 

• Matthew S 

• Debbi B 
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• Lenora V 

• Rachel G 

• Darrel C 

• Jennifer C 

• Kelly K 

• Mark B 

• erin Clare b 

• Jennifer W 

• David J 

• Shannon S 

• Debra M 

• Amy O 

• Mark M 

• Deborah S 

• Julie M 

• Bonnie K 

• Lola R 

• Wendell M 

• Brandon R 

• Daniela R 

• Don S 

• Hannah S 

• Roger M 

• preston m 

• Ann L 

• Kim I 

• Sandra Z 

• Hector C 

• Patti E 

• Ann A 

• Cindy N 

• Rhea L 

• James Y 

• dennis m 

• Donna K 

• Becky S 

• Rachel H 

• David D 

• Dick E 

• Kristy T 

• Lorice A 

• Curtis B 

• Eric M 

• Chris S 

• Angela L 

• Grogman S 

• Matthew M 

• Kyle A 

• Sharron C 

• Archie P 

• WILLIAM M 

• Debra P 

• Ann C 

• Deborah B 

• Charles A 

• Emery H 

• Bradley M 

• Vicki M 

• Miguel C 

• Charles S 

• Lisa Q 

• Carolyn F 

• Allison P 

• Julie N 

• GAIL R 

• David J 

• Walter E P 

• Erin L 

• Kathlin A 

• Susan M 

• Unknown 

• Matt M 

• Brenda D 

• Allyson W 

• Joseph S 

• Rick G 

• Melissa O 

• Vicki L 

• Jodi L 

• Christine C 

• John P 

• Holly H 

• Doug W 

• Glenna L 

• Douglas T 

• Marcia C 

• Staci H 

• Greg F 

• Candace G 

• alex t 

• James N 

• Kristi R 

• Korey H 

• Patricia W 

• Michael S 

• P B 

• Robert H 

• Linda D 

• Jan Y 

• Jerri U 

• Ariellen B 

• Linda S 

• Derreck W 

• Marilyn S 

• Justin C 

• Lea P 

• Mary M 

• Ron H 

• Robert E 

• Maureen M 

• Sigurd T 

• Ana C 

• Scott W 

• Michael W 

• Kenny D 

• Susan R 

• Ray W 

• Jon M 

• Janelle F 

• Ann D 

• Jacqueline 
H 

• Melinda S 

• Lauren C 

• Anup P 

• Diana H 

• Brandon C 

• Tammy K 

• George C 

• Stephanie C 

• Thomas H 

• Donald M 

• Jeannette M 

• Liz S 

• Anne W 

• Geoffrey B 

• Cindy A 

• Laura N 

• Susan H 

• Ricky H 

• Heather H 

• Mike A 

• Richard H 

• Donna M 

• Michael C 

• Roger N 

• Mary S 

• Craig L 

• Colleen P 

• Elaine D 

• Chris W 

• Sara S 

• Larry P 

• Christy E 

• Kara J 

• Ann C 

• Michael G 

• Sheri Y 

• S S 

• Monica H 

• Brandon F 

• Nancy R 

• Michelle B 

• Juan C 

• H M 

• Rich N 

• Matthew A 

• Donna W 

• Olga K 

• Whitney C 

• William L 

• Polly D 

• Linda F 

• Carla S 

• Melissa H 

• Sasha R 

• Marguerite 
L 

• Jeff W 

• Jeffrey B 
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• Randall B 

• Linda C 

• Jonathan C 

• Ellen W 

• Teresa H 

• Evelyn J 

• Howard R 

• Margie G 

• Dale H 

• Larry M 

• gary m 

• Beth H 

• John A 

• Bonnie D 

• Moorthy M 

• Jennifer C 

• Edgar Z 

• Courtney H 

• MARK B 

• Amy H 

• Sierra F 

• Maria M 

• Ann R 

• Carolyn P 

• Jennifer H 

• Warren F 

• Richard T 

• ALLISON B 

• Ashley B 

• Sarah R 

• Diana G 

• JoAnn B 

• Larry B 

• Whitney K 

• Jean Ann T 

• Gwyn L 

• Kathleen G 

• Pam L 

• Stacy S 

• Noelle B 

• Julie T 

• Grant L 

• Jean W 

• Allison J 

• Rodney J 

• alexa p 

• Dianna D 

• Jason W 

• Robert E 

• Laura D 

• Richard E 

• Alfred R 

• Tyler J 

• Jorge R 

• ATEESH V 

• Arlin H 

• John M 

• Julie W 

• Jennifer C 

• Michael H 

• Danielle S 

• Thomas S 

• Steven H 

• Christine C 

• Travis W 

• Jeanette M 

• Isaac M 

• Veronica K 

• Lucinda K 

• Theresa S 

• Gina F 

• Katelyn C 

• Dylan S 

• Sonya L 

• Pat P 

• Rita B 

• Paul C 

• William S 

• Jeffrey G 

• Frank D 

• Ron W 

• Karen D 

• Janet G 

• Madison S 

• Jan H 

• Lauta A 

• Heidi M 

• Jim H 

• Patsy F 

• Colleen S 

• Tim B 

• Patricia R 

• Randall S 

• Rick D 

• Jeryl G 

• CLAYTON M 

• Debbie H 

• Sheryl L 

• Michelle M 

• John B 

• Anthony E 

• Janice E 

• Glenda E 

• Dan S 

• Sharon S 

• Diane H 

• Merrie H 

• Philip M 

• daniel w 

• PATRICIA N 

• Elizabeth S 

• Gary K 

• Barbara D 

• Thomas M 

• KAREN B 

• Jason M 

• Susan P 

• Charles F 

• Theresa K 

• Robert P 

• Gail L 

• Kathy M 

• Michaela M 

• Stephen B 

• Kari O 

• Kristin G 

• Tauri O 

• Rebecca B 

• Sandra T 

• Thomas M 

• Steven S 

• kevin m 

• Jessica M 

• John L 

• Jami B 

• Nathan D 

• Paul M 

• Terie B 

• Theresa B 

• Samantha S 

• Frank T 

• Scott H 

• Patrick M 

• Daniela A 

• Sahar n 

• Chuck D 

• Adam T 

• Kathleen G 

• Todd R 

• David F 

• Sheryl H 

• Blayne B 

• Andrew B 

• Paul D 

• Fain J 

• Stacey S 

• Donald S 

• Lisa S 

• Elizabeth Q 

• Peter L 

• Mercedez B 

• James H 

• Toria C 

• Mary and 
William S 

• Kelli P 

• Lois E 

• Todd Z 

• Matthew M 

• Chris A 

• Rachel G 

• James P 

• Claire W 

• Bob Y 

• James H 

• Jenny A 

• Nate K 

• Kevin B 

• Andrew C 

• Judi G 
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• Sarah R 

• Beth B 

• Felicia M 

• Chad A 

• Harry B 

• Mary B 

• Doug R 

• Mac H 

• Philip N 

• Kenny G 

• Josh C 

• Chuck K 

• Nicole M 

• Linzee R 

• Craig M 

• Camille p 

• Bentley D 

• Dustin M 

• Chengfar M 

• Erik E 

• Phiv E 

• Doug H 

• Michael M 

• Thomas W 

• Jodi W 

• Caleb M 

• Leah C 

• Kathleen B 

• Pauline G 

• Dawn F 

• Bruce S 

• Chelsea T 

• Joseph T 

• Kristen W 

• Anonymous 

• Jessica H 

• Jackie F 

• Amy S 

• Kristen C 

• Jason S 

• Teagan T 

• Janice G 

• Madisyn W 

• Amber S 

• Rebecca W 

• Michelle B 

• Stephen F 

• Patricia L 

• James P 

• Sayaka P 

• Yukari V 

• Kim G 

• Frank A 

• Charlette V 

• Corey F 

• Stacy S 

• Cynthia M 

• Kathleene D 
L 

• Jim G 

• Connie G 

• Samantha G 

• Ai T 

• Beth R 

• Melinda J 

• Cory N 

• Cynthia B 

• Alissa P 

• Aaron P 

• Debbie c 

• Deidre M 

• Susan D 

• Joel A 

• Nick S 

• Dean S 

• C. M 

• Chloe m 

• Anonymous 

• dan w 

• James a 

• Victoria W 

• James W 

• Carol S 

• Al S 

• Sonna B 

• Joseph A 

• Karen A 

• Chris G 

• JOE C 

• Pilar M 

• Aditi S 

• Carol R 

• Helen B 

• Victoria F 

• David L 

• Marion J 

• Bo L 

• Marissa J 

• Steve S 

• William H 

• Caroline l 

• Amy D 

• Jane A 

• Marion L 

• Karin S 

• Dolores J 

• Long N 

• Jackie F 

• Amy W 

• Early I 

• Margie H 

• Lisa O 

• John A 

• Cindy G 

• Kenneth H 

• Eric S 

• Peter N 

• Jim M 

• George W 

• Catherine C 

• Craig C 

• Ashleigh B 

• Sharon G 

• Krista A 

• Kelly B 

• Sal c 

• Thomas G 

• James L 

• Suzanne K 

• Dee K 

• Paul P 

• Stephen W 

• Joanna P 

• Cindy T 

• Willena H 

• April M 

• David T 

• Steven M 

• Peggy B 

• Gaylan K 

• Stacey H 

• Lori H 

• Dolisa D 

• Benita E 

• Stephanie W 

• Patrick B 

• Krystal M 

• Lynn H 

• David D 

• Andrea D 

• Glen R 

• Rebecca V 

• Denise C 

• Alessia E 

• William H 

• Sam H 

• Griffin L 

• Judson W 

• Sam B 

• Justin C 

• Raymond H 

• Michelle H 

• Zachary H 

• Rachel H 

• Andrew H 

• Geddes B 

• Sarah R 

• Cynthia B 

• Tara C 

• Keith H 

• Susan S 

• Michelle J 

• Leila R 

• Chris C 

• Elizabeth N 

• Girlie C 

• Nilesh N 

• Alison M 

• Judy B 
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• Michael T 

• Valerie Y 

• Elissa S 

• Samantha S 

• Mark J 

• Peter C 

• Sean D 

• Chris M 

• Donald M 

• Jeff L 

• Jo Ann L 

• Richard R 

• Heather R 

• Daniel M 

• Rafael S 

• Amber P 

• Kathryn S 

• Davina G 

• Julie B 

• Kelly N 

• Brian M 

• Amanda B 

• Brett L 

• Jodi L 

• William E 

• Kara M 

• Chris C 

• Margaret O 

• Greg R 

• Martella C 

• Albert K 

• Gail S 

• Mark J 

• Samuel L 

• William 

Larry W 

• Grisell L 

• Marshall W 

• Carlos N 

• Brian H 

• Mari B 

• Danielle A 

• Kim A 

• Carl H 

• Elliott A 

• Mark M 

• Kirsty B 

• Joe L 

• Allison R 

• Dani P 

• Dennis S 

• Joanne P 

• Michael B 

• Kaitlyn N 

• Andy B 

• Jon A 

• Joseph P 

• Sherry B 

• Rick N 

• Jane W 

• Kevin L 

• John H 

• Rae C 

• Whitney A 

• MG H 

• Joseph R. J 

• Carey M 

• Val M 

• Mary Ann P 

• Donna C 

• Eugene P 

• Marvin N 

• Alicia R 

• Gary K 

• Bonnie and 

Don L 

• Rick S 

• Michael W 

• Kenneth Y 

• Peter S 

• Kathleen R 

• Joni W 

• Joan S 

• Jutta W 

• Ryan W 

• Margie B 

• Connie E 

• James M 

• Anonymous 

• Jerry R 

• Kathlin A 

• Unknown

 

In the US 380 Bypass project (Coit Road to FM 1827), TxDOT has proposed the construction of 

Segment A which will cause untold damages to our Stonebridge Ranch lifestyle. Join the SRCA Board 

of Directors in opposing construction of Segment A in the proposed US 380 Bypass project. 

 

NO to Segment A 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of 

Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has 

an existing option, Segment B,  that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, 

destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge 

Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge TxDOT to implement 

Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
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A2.20 Stonebridge Ranch Petition Response 

 

Your comment, opposition of Segment A, and support of Segment B is noted. According to the 

addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two residences and Segment 

B would potentially displace four residences. Segment A would potentially displace 14 businesses 

and Segment B would potentially displace none. None of the alternatives studied in the EIS would 

bisect any existing subdivisions.  
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A2.21 Suzette McKee 
Dear Mr. Endres, 

 
I am writing to point out the reasons why Segment A as an option for the 380 bypass should be 
rejected outright. I also seek some answers to a few questions. 
 
I am a resident of the Tucker Hill subdivision, a uniquely charming neighborhood which would be most 
severely impacted by Segment A. However, even if I didn’t live in this neighborhood, I would be 
strongly opposed to pursuing the route defined by Segment A. Here are the fact based economic, 
engineering/safety and environmental reasons, and some very important other reasons why Segment 
A should be rejected and TXDOT should proceed with either Segment B or use the outer loop to bypass 
business 380. Please tell me why all these facts that overwhelmingly show that Segment B is the 
better option did not result in that as the preferred option? 
 
Why A must be rejected: 
 
Economic: 

 
o Segment B costs $99 Million less than Segment A ($589.7M vs. $688.5M) and saves valuable 
taxpayer dollars that can be spent on other projects 
 
o B is far less economically impacting to local businesses in the county than A, which will divide the 
road and limit access to local businesses. A would impact 17 local businesses most negatively via 
displacement 

 
o Segment B has just 2 major utility conflicts vs. 7 in A, for a significantly lower cost of relocation 
 
o Segment B displaces fewer existing structures: 12 homes, businesses and other 

barns/sheds/outbuildings vs. 31 in A 

 
o Segment B requires $40 Million lower right of way cost ($136.8M vs $177.8M) 
 
- Engineering and Safety: 

 
o Segment B provides a more gradual route without sharp corners or sharp grades vs. A. 
 
o Segment B does not require engineering 2 large aqueducts near residential areas vs. A. 
 

o Segment B’s route uses land not yet developed, making the road more accessible to 
construction vehicles and less disruptive to existing neighborhoods and businesses 

 
o B diverts long haul trucker and long distance travel traffic away from local use of University 
Boulevard/local 380 west of 75, engineering a viable option for both local and long distance traffic 
and allowing more regional mobility 

o A separate Outer Loop option should also be considered if neither Segment A nor B are 
deemed viable. This would divert traffic just 5 miles which is considered within the range of 5-
10 miles of freeway spacing in urbanized areas. 
o Segment B avoids the significant problem of Segment A limiting access to the local 
hospital, fire and police departments trying to reach homes and businesses 
o Segment B avoids the safety issues present in A over years of construction for local teenagers 
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and young drivers trying to reach 3 local high schools o Segment B is safer given the more gradual 
design, which can be important when considering severe weather conditions. It is unclear how 
cars and trucks traveling at 70 mph would navigate two very sharp turns present in Segment A’s 
design 

o B requires fewer interchanges than A (5 vs. 6). 

 
- Environmental: 

 
o Segment B enables a shorter morning commute travel time vs. A, which over the life of the road 
can have significant environmental benefits due to reduced pollution and congestion. One mile 
shorter can add up significantly over time to reduce air pollution. 
o Segment B does not require displacement of water resources and the local water supply. The 2 
aqueducts required for Segment A would not be necessary with B o Segment B impacts substantially 
less wetlands, rivers and streams (0.7 acres of wetlands, 1,852 linear feet vs. 4,665 linear feet in 
A) o Segment B impacts far fewer acres of forest (35 vs 67 in A). 

Trees take DECADES to establish and host precious animal populations. 

o Both A and B have equal impact to floodplains and floodways combined and both impact from 
41-67 acres of prairies and grasslands. A third option further north such as the outer loop may 
be worth considering given this. 
o Both A and B have impacts to multiple protected species, which is also an argument for a third, 
further north option. However, Segment B impacts fewer species and does not impact stop over 
habitats along Wilson creek, which is a black rail and whooping crane habitat. 
o Segment B has ZERO hazardous material site impacts, while A has 11 o Segment B impacts 
fewer acres of Statewide important farmland (2 vs. 14.9 in A) 
 

- Additional Considerations: 

 

o Segment B does not impact the Manegait facility negatively. This has already been determined 
by expert studies. One person’s wishes, however influential or political, should not be favored over 
the wishes of an entire city and the state’s fiduciary responsibility to taxpayers. 

 

o Co-opting a protected group of people, those with disabilities, for personal gain is exploitive. 
Manegait was also offered a better location by The city of McKinney to relocate. It’s much easier to 
relocate one farm, despite TXDoT’s expert studies not showing that’s necessary. Horse therapy is 
classified as augmentive and is not considered as essential physical or occupational therapy. Horse 
therapy is admirable and welcome. However, it should not be used for political or personal gain, 
particularly given the overwhelming evidence of Segment B being more viable. 
 
Why did TXDoT think that it would be better to subject us as permanent residents to so much noise 
pollution and harm the lungs of entire families? Tucker Hill is full of children, the elderly, and people 
such as myself who have severe asthma or other health issues that would be aggravated by the 
increased pollution from a massive highway both in front and alongside the neighborhood. 
 
o Ridge road is also under development as a main arterial road that will serve the same purpose as 
the ramp proposed in Segment A. Therefore, Segment A would create duplicative waste. 

o There would be no easy access to the Tucker Hill neighborhood for residents, visitors and 
emergency vehicles with Segment A. How would TXDoT ensure that emergency vehicles could 
reach my husband and me if he were to suffer a diabetic episode, I suffered a severe asthma attack 
or either of us or our neighbors had any other emergency? Given the proposed double 90 degree 
turns directly in front of our neighborhood, traffic would very often be backed up which would make it 
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very difficult for any emergency vehicle to reach us. How would that even work? 
 
Residents would need to travel up to 10 minutes out of their way via multiple turns further along the 
proposed Segment A route to enter or exit the neighborhood. Hundreds of families live in this 
unique and charming local community. Its front porch peace and quiet would be destroyed with 
Segment A having a multilane freeway wrapping along both the east side of the community and 
150 feet from its front doors. 
 
Truly though, a third option should be teed up such as using the outer loop. But A is an 
abomination. B is better and the facts speak for themselves that B is the correct choice vs. A. Please 
help us keep our local character and keep 380 for the locals who live here. 

Thank you so much for your attention to this issue, and I await your answers to 

my questions.  

Suzette McKee 
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A2.21 Suzette McKee Response 
Your comment and opposition of Segment A is noted.  
 
According to the addendum in Appendix K of the DEIS, Segment A potentially displaces two 
residences and Segment B would displace four residences. Segment A would potentially displace 
14 businesses, including business being built at the time of EIS drafting, and Segment B would 
potentially displace none. The planned developments along Segment A would most likely continue 
to progress.  
 
Any potential displacements shown or described in the DEIS or any Public Hearing material are 
only an estimate. Whether or not a residential property is ultimately displaced, is determined 
during the ROW appraisal and acquisition process, where TxDOT's ROW representative, in 
conjunction with the property owner's assertion of present use and proposed impacts, makes the 
final determination. 
  
During development of the DEIS TxDOT updated the number of potential displacements to account 
for changes made to the schematic design in July-2022 as described in Appendix K – Community 
Impacts Addendum included in the DEIS. Changes proposed in the schematic design, shown in 
“Bubbles” or “Insets” on the roll plots presented at the Public Hearing will be further evaluated 
during development of the Final EIS focused on the recommended Preferred Alternative. The Final 
EIS will include any adjustments to the potential displacement count that need to be made to 
reflect the updated design of the Preferred Alternative. 
 

The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates that the Preferred 

Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing congestion, improving east-west mobility, and 

improving safety. If constructed, the project would adhere to current design standards and address 

existing deficiencies in the system where feasible. The freeway design eliminates direct access to the 

mainlanes from driveways and other roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be 

available at signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of conflict points. 

Regarding future developments, there are both residential and commercial developments under 

construction and being planned along Segments A and B.  Those that TxDOT was made aware of 

prior to the Public Hearing are shown on the Segment Analysis Matrix with their development status 

and the development heat map exhibit available on the Public Hearing website. Many future homes 

that are currently under construction in the Ladera residential development would have been directly 

impacted by Segment B. Due to the rapidly changing nature of developments as they go through 

local planning processes, TxDOT only classified a development as future displacements if the 

development is expected to be occupied by the anticipated ROD date. 

According to Section 3.6.3.3 of the DEIS, TxDOT will coordinate with emergency responders to 
prevent disruptions in service during phased construction of the proposed project and will 
develop a traffic management plan as discussed further in Section 3.17. The proposed grade 
separated interchanges and intersection improvements (including U-turns) along the proposed 
frontage roads would reduce congestion at major cross-streets allowing emergency vehicles to 
bypass traffic lights, shortening transit times through the Study Area. 
The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by applicable federal 
environmental laws for this project are being, or have been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 
U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum of Understanding dated December 9, 2019, and executed by 
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the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and TxDOT. Under “NEPA Assignment”, TxDOT 
adheres to FHWA policies in accordance with the CEQ’s NEPA Implementing Regulations. As 
described throughout Chapter 3 of the DEIS, TxDOT assessed the direct impacts of the project 
such as clearing vegetation, placing fill material within wetlands, displacing homes or 
businesses, traffic noise, etc. and the potential for the alternatives considered to induce 
changes in land use and growth within the Study Area. TxDOT also addressed any adverse 
environmental impacts that cannot be avoided, the measures considered to minimize harm and 
to mitigate adverse effects, where applicable; and the steps taken during the study to comply 
with applicable state and federal environmental laws. 
 
Based on our traffic analysis, TxDOT found that if we do nothing, existing US 380 will continue to 
experience a failing level of service in the future, even if all the planned roadways in Collin County 
including the Ridge Road improvements and the Collin County Outer Loop are constructed. 
Therefore, a US 380 freeway is needed to relieve congestion. 

 

The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates that the Preferred 
Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing congestion, improving east-west mobility, and 
improving safety. According to Section 3.6.3.3 of the DEIS, TxDOT will coordinate with emergency 
responders to prevent disruptions in service during phased construction of the proposed project 
and will develop a traffic management plan as discussed further in Section 3.17. The proposed 
grade separated interchanges and intersection improvements (including U-turns) along the 
proposed frontage roads would reduce congestion at major cross-streets allowing emergency 
vehicles to bypass traffic lights, shortening transit times through the Study Area. 
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A2.22 Unknown 

As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of Segment A over 
Segment B is fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150 million more, applies 
criteria to support their decision inconsistently, and provides numerous biased, false, and 
inconsistent findings in their environmental study. Furthermore, there is objective evidence of 
political maneuvering, campaigning, and rezoning efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that 
ostensibly has swayed TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn these actions as unethical and 
improper. 

 
As a McKinney homeowner, I believe a bypass may be required to support growth in the northern 
corridor. However, in selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do harm to a significant 
percentage of McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant fiscal irresponsibility. 

 
This decision is made more egregious with the existence of a viable lower impact alternative. It 
appears irrefutable that Segment B is the better alternative and that there are serious flaws in the 
conclusions reached by TxDOT and in the underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS). 

 
The facts as TxDOT presents them in their report appear to support Segment B over Segment A, so 
why was A chosen?: 

 

● Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes 2 versus 5. However, segment A is one mile 
longer, has 6 new interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential major utility conflicts versus 
just two for Segment B and displaces 15 businesses versus zero businesses for Segment B. 

 

● Segment B would have less of an environmental impact. Segment A would encroach on twice 
the wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and streams and more acreage of 
forests, prairies and grasslands than Segment B. Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable 
Heritage trees, aged over 150 years. Finally, there would be no hazardous material sites 
impacted on Segment B and TXDOT has identified 2 with Segment A. 

 

● Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to the 
taxpayers is that the estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M more than 
Segment B. 

 

● Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 Highway 
increasing the risk of work zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic patterns. 
Additionally, the requirement to lower the existing grade in bedrock and cantilever local 
lanes in a restricted ROW width, while preferred for the longterm, will significantly increase 
the construction time, safety risk and disruption compared to route B. Priority has not been 
given to safety and the increased risk of fatal accidents, including those induced by a change 
in grade and, not one, but two 90 degree turns. 

● TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned future 
residential homes. It appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of unidentified future residents, 
property investors or developers over the impact of existing McKinney residents. The voices of the 
current residents should be a priority over unidentified future residents. 

 

● TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under 
construction west of Custer Road. Once again, this appears to accrue to the benefit of future 
residents or current investors, not the current residents of McKinney. 
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● TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic Horsemanship 
property, the subject of substantial public concern”. In fact, there is no great “public concern” 
over MainGait. The facility does serve a noble purpose, but that purpose is nowhere near the 
public concern of the impact to the existing residents of Tucker Hill who include retired veterans, 
disabled residents (both young and old), seniors 55+ and countless children. 

 
More concerning to members of Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney community is that 
TxDOT calls out the impact of the ROW to the property belonging to the founder of MainGait. The 
founder of MainGait is no ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill Darling, a former real estate developer 
and home builder who stands to gain personally by the selection of Segment A over B. In 
particular, Bill Darling and/or other associates of the Darling company, leveraged ownership of 43 
Tucker Hill lots to submit comments against Segment B in favor of Segment A– essentially 
impersonated residents of Tucker Hill. 

 
TxDOT’s own findings indicate that the continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and has 
stated Segment B “would not make the ManeGait inaccessible to persons with disabilities and 
would not violate the Americans with Disabilities Act.” Furthermore and perhaps most egregious is 
that ManeGait stated and TxDOT perpetuated the false claim that ManeGait provides “essential” 
services to protected citizens, which was a misrepresentation and may have swayed public 
opinion. 

 
In direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT still concluded Segment A was the preferred route 
option. TxDOT relied on the EIS to support their conclusion. 

 
Of critical concern to Tucker Hill and the greater McKinney community is what appears to be flaws 
in the underlying TxDOT analysis and interpretation of the EIS. I will attempt to detail each of my 
concerns individually. My comments however, are not meant to be a complete listing of the errors or 
omissions in the study, but simply those that this compressed timeframe has allowed me to 
identify. Noise Pollution 

 
Tucker Hill should be reclassified as Category A to preserve the essence of the neighborhood and 
the neighborhood should be included in any future noise abatement studies. 

 
Other questions: 

1. what are the plans for egress from Tucker Hill during construction and how will those 
plans impact the response time of emergency vehicles to points within the neighborhood? 

 

2. Was a study done to compare the safety of the turns on A compared to B? 
 

3. What will happen with overflow parking at Harvard Park into Tucker Hill when you take a row of 
parking? 
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A2.22 Unknown Response 
Your comment and opposition of the project is noted.  An EIS is a rigorous, multi-year environmental 

review process, guided by federal and state requirements, to disclose the impacts of the proposed 

project on the human and natural environment.  

The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by applicable federal 

environmental laws for this project are being, or have been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 

U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum of Understanding dated December 9, 2019, and executed by the 

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and TxDOT. Under “NEPA Assignment”, TxDOT adheres to 

FHWA policies in accordance with the CEQ’s NEPA Implementing Regulations. As described 

throughout Chapter 3 of the DEIS, TxDOT assessed the direct impacts of the project such as clearing 

vegetation, placing fill material within wetlands, displacing homes or businesses, traffic noise, etc. 

and the potential for the alternatives considered to induce changes in land use and growth within the 

Study Area. TxDOT also addressed any adverse environmental impacts that cannot be avoided, the 

measures considered to minimize harm and to mitigate adverse effects, where applicable; and the 

steps taken during the study to comply with applicable state and federal environmental laws. 

While public input is one of the many factors considered by TxDOT during its decision-making 

process, a Preferred Alternative is not selected through a voting process, nor is it selected solely 

based on input from the public, municipal or agency leaders, or elected officials. TxDOT named the 

Blue Alternative (comprised of Segments A, E, and C) as the Preferred Alternative after reviewing the 

technical reports, considering public and stakeholder input, and thoroughly reviewing evaluation 

matrices.  

Because this project was forecasted to carry more than 140,000 vehicles per day in 2045, TxDOT 

performed detailed analyses to evaluate potential air quality impacts and to confirm compliance with 

regional and federal air quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. TxDOT conducted a 

quantitative MSAT analysis including benzene and VOCs (Section 3.12.3 of the DEIS), and a Carbon 

Monoxide Traffic Air Quality analysis (Section 3.12.2 of the DEIS), included in Appendix P of the DEIS. 

TxDOT modeled carbon monoxide concentrations and none of the modeled concentrations exceeded 

the 1-hour or 8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. The total MSAT 

emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43 % by 2050 due to higher combustion 

efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification of the US fleet. As required, the project is 

consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) State Implementation Plan 

(SIP), the NCTCOG’s Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 TIP.  

The design for Segment A meets the criteria outlined in TxDOT's Roadway Design Manual, including 

stopping sight distance. Similar freeway curves can be found in the region including President 

George Bush Turnpike and I-35 interchange. The freeway design eliminates direct access to the 

mainlanes from driveways and other roadways, and opportunities for left turns or U-turns will only be 

available at signalized intersections on cross streets, thereby reducing the number of conflict points. 

TxDOT provides a summary of fatal and injury crashes by alternative on page 2-33 of the DEIS.  

The traffic and safety analysis, completed during the EIS process, indicates that the Preferred 

Alternative effectively meets the criteria of managing congestion, improving east-west mobility, and 



 
 

760.06.TEM 

improving safety. The traffic methodology was revised and updated in mid-November 2021. If 

constructed, the project would adhere to current design standards and address existing deficiencies 

in the system where feasible. 

TxDOT conducted a traffic noise analysis in accordance with TxDOT’s (FHWA–approved) Guidelines 

for Analysis and Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise, described in Section 

3.14 and Appendix R of the DEIS. Existing sound level measurements were collected at areas of 

frequent human activity associated with adjacent noise-sensitive land uses, and FHWA-approved 

noise modeling software was used to predict what noise levels could be expected in 2050. Noise 

levels were predicted to 500 feet from the edge of the proposed right-of-way. In areas where a noise 

impact was projected to occur, noise barriers were evaluated for feasibility and reasonableness. 

FHWA must approve land use as Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) Activity Category A. Category A is 

applied to wilderness areas and other similar land uses. To support the further development of the 

Preferred Alternative including the alignment shift presented at the Public Hearing, additional noise 

analyses will be conducted focused on the Preferred Alternative and presented in the FEIS.  

 TxDOT continues to evaluate traffic noise and possible mitigation in several areas, including Tucker 

Hill. It is important to note that TxDOT is already proposing mitigation as part of the Preferred 

Alternative by depressing the mainlanes between the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch 

neighborhoods to decrease traffic noise and visual barriers. 

Access to Tucker Hill would be maintained along the Preferred Alternative including an at-grade 

connection at Tremont Boulevard over the depressed section of the new freeway and a connection to 

existing US 380 east of Tucker Hill which would allow school buses and parents to access Reeves 

Elementary School via Auburn Hills Parkway and future Ridge Road.  

Impacts from construction and implementation of the proposed project are included in each 

resource section of the DEIS. Section 3.17 outlines the anticipated phased construction of each of 

the build alternatives considered by segment, describing how the frontage roads and mainlane 

sections would be built. The anticipated impacts on traffic, noise, air quality, biological and water 

resources, hazardous materials, and cultural resources resulting from construction are also 

described in Section 3.17.1 through 3.17.7. As described under the Preferred Blue Alternative in 

Section 3.17, a Traffic Management Plan would be developed and implemented outlining the 

phasing, maintaining property and neighborhood access during construction. The timing of 

construction and identification of detours will be defined during final design. 

According to Section 3.6.3.3 of the DEIS, TxDOT will coordinate with emergency responders to 

prevent disruptions in service during phased construction of the proposed project and will develop a 

traffic management plan as discussed further in Section 3.17. The proposed grade separated 

interchanges and intersection improvements (including U-turns) along the proposed frontage roads 

would reduce congestion at major cross-streets allowing emergency vehicles to bypass traffic lights, 

shortening transit times through the Study Area. 

The Preferred Alternative would maintain the two existing entry points to Tucker Hill from the existing 

US 380 at Grassmere Ln. and Tremont Blvd. Each are accessible from frontage roads. 
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In response to concerns from Tucker Hill residents, the roll plots for the Public Hearing showed that 

TxDOT added a connection over the freeway at Tremont Blvd. and the future US 380. This at-grade 

overpass over the depressed mainlanes will allow for left in and left out access to Tucker Hill. It also 

means that drivers will have a direct entrance to Tucker Hill instead of driving further to u-turn at 

another interchange. 

Public input is an important factor but it is not the only factor that TxDOT must consider under NEPA. 

There are multiple reasons why TxDOT has identified the Blue Alternative (Segments A, E, and C) as 

the Preferred Alternative. This reasoning is detailed in Section 2.4 of the DEIS. 

The current design shows that TxDOT would likely need to acquire the land where the last row of 

parking is for the Harvard Park parking lot. TxDOT does not anticipate that additional right-of-way 

beyond what is described in the DEIS will be needed for the project. 
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Section B. Public Hearing Certification 

 

Section Document 

B1 
Hearing #1: Public Hearing 

Certification Form 

B2 
Hearing #2: Public Hearing 

Certification Form 
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B1 Hearing #1: Public Hearing Certification Form 

 

  



DocuSign Envelope ID: BE302BDE-2958-4149-B14D-17A4C8377000

4/13/2023
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B2 Hearing #2: Public Hearing Certification Form 

 

  



DocuSign Envelope ID: BE302BDE-2958-4149-B14D-17A4C8377000

4/13/2023
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Section C. Notices 

 

Section Document 

C1 Publication Schedule 

C2 

Public Hearing Notices 
English 

Spanish 

Vietnamese  

C3 

Mailing Lists 
Property Owners & Residents 

Elected Officials, City Staff & Agencies 

C4 
Newspaper Affidavits and 

Advertisements 

C5 TxDOT Website Notices 

C6 Changeable Message Signs 

C7 Public Hearing Email Notices 

C8 Public Hearing Email List 
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C1 Publication Schedule 

 

 

  



 

 

Proposed Improvements to US 380 

Coit Road to FM 1827 

CSJs: 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053 and 0135-15-002 

Collin County, Texas 

Public Hearing Publication Schedule 

 

The Public Hearing notice for the above project was published in the following newspapers: 

▪ Dallas Morning News 

▪ Al Día  

▪ Community Impact – Frisco 

▪ Community Impact – McKinney (digital only) 

▪ Prosper Press 

  



 

Public Hearing notices will run starting on Friday, Jan. 13, 2023 

Publication Legal Notice Contact Published Method and Deadline for 

Submitting Legal Notice 

Publication Dates 

Dallas Morning 

News 

Max Tezkol 

(214) 977-7819 

max.tezkol@beloandcompany.com  

 

Daily 

E-mail by 10 AM 

Wednesday for Monday 

publication. Due by 

Wednesday, Jan. 11, 

2023. 

Monday, Jan. 16, 2023 

Al Día  Max Tezkol 

(214) 977-7819 

max.tezkol@beloandcompany.com  

Weekly on 

Wednesday  

and Saturday 

E-mail by 10 AM on 

Wednesday for 

publication on 

Wednesday. Due by 

Wednesday, Jan. 11, 

2023. 

Wednesday, Jan. 18, 2023 

Community Impact – 

Frisco 

Miranda Barhydt 

Office: (214) 618-9009  

Fax: (214) 872-4189 

Cell: (469) 408-3669  

mbarhydt@communityimpact.com 

Monthly E-mail by 11 AM Friday for 

Jan publication. Due by 

Friday, Jan. 6, 2023.  

Wednesday, Jan. 18, 2023 

to Monday, Jan. 23, 2023 



Community Impact – 

McKinney 

Miranda Barhydt 

Office: (214) 618-9009  

Fax: (214) 872-4189 

Cell: (469) 408-3669  

mbarhydt@communityimpact.com  

 

Digital Ad E-mail by 12 PM Tuesday 

for Thursday publication. 

Due by Tuesday, Jan. 17, 

2023. 

  

 

Thursday, Jan. 19, 2023 

Prosper Press Tara Mondloch 

(866)431-8665  

tmondloch@gannett.com 

Weekly on Thursday E-mail by 3 PM on 

Tuesday for Thursday 

publication. Due by 

Tuesday, Jan. 17, 2023. 

Thursday, Jan. 19, 2022 

 

This schedule provides for the Public Hearing to be held on Thursday, Feb. 16, 2023 and Tuesday, Feb. 21, 2023. 

Public Hearing notices to elected officials and adjacent property owners will be mailed and emailed on Friday, Jan. 13, 2023. 
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C2 Public Hearing Notices 

English 

Spanish 

Vietnamese 
 

  



  

 

 

 

  

 

Notice of Availability of Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Notice of Public Hearing  

US 380  

From Coit Road to FM 1827 

CSJs: 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, 0135-15-002 

Collin County, Texas 

The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) is proposing to construct US 380 as a freeway primarily on new 

location from Coit Road and existing US 380 around the northern portion of McKinney connecting back to existing 

US 380 near Farm to Market (FM) Road 1827, east of the City of McKinney. This notice advises the public that 

a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) is available for public review and that TxDOT will be conducting 

an in-person and online virtual public hearing on the proposed project. The purpose of the hearing is to present 

the DEIS and updated schematic design of the “Blue Alternative,” which has been identified as TxDOT’s Preferred 

Alternative. The Preferred Alternative links Segments A, E, and C. 

The DEIS is available for review online at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS, and a hard copy is available 

for review at the TxDOT Dallas District Office. 

The hearing dates, times and locations are listed below.  The same information will be available at the in-

person and virtual hearings, including a pre-recorded video presentation with audio and visual components.

In-Person Hearing 

Thursday, Feb. 16, 2023 

5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. 

Collin County Courthouse 

Central Jury Room 

2100 Bloomdale Rd.  

McKinney, TX 75071 

 

In-Person Hearing 

Tuesday, Feb. 21, 2023 

5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. 

Rhea’s Mill Baptist Church 

5733 N. Custer Rd.  

McKinney, TX 75071  

 

 

Virtual Hearing* 

Thursday, Feb. 16, 2023, starting 

at 5:30 p.m. through Tuesday, 

March 21, 2023, at 11:59 p.m. 

www.keepitmovingdallas.com/ 

US380EIS 

*This is not a live event

To view the virtual public hearing materials, participants may go to the web address noted above at any time 

during the dates indicated. In-person attendees will be able to view the presentation which will be playing on a 

screen, review hard copies of project materials, ask questions of TxDOT staff and/or consultants, and leave 

comments. The in-person public hearings will follow an “open house” format, meaning attendees may come and 

go at their convenience. 

If you do not have internet access,  or do not wish to attend an in-person hearing, you may call (214) 320-4469 

between the hours of 8 a.m. and 5 p.m., Monday through Friday, to ask questions and access project materials 

during the project development process. 

The proposed project would provide a new location, eight-lane, controlled-access freeway with two-lane, one-way 

frontage roads on each side from Coit Road and existing US 380 to the eastern terminus at existing US 380 and 

FM 1827. The purpose of the project is to manage congestion and improve east-west mobility and safety 

throughout the study area. The typical proposed right-of-way (ROW) would be approximately 420 feet wide, with 

the minimum and maximum ROW width ranging from 330 feet to 1,582 feet, respectively. Depending on the 

location, the typical freeway section would consist of four 12-foot-wide travel lanes in each direction with 10- to 

17-foot-wide inside and outside shoulders and two-lane (each 12-feet-wide), one-way frontage roads on either 

side of the mainlanes. Shared-use paths built along the outside of the frontage roads would provide bicycle and 

pedestrian accommodations. The total proposed ROW acreage is estimated at 1,083.5 acres. The proposed 

project passes through the Town of Prosper, the City of McKinney, and Collin County.  



 

The proposed project is not anticipated to impact any existing properties protected under Section 4(f) of the 

Department of Transportation Act of 1966. TxDOT received information in November 2022 about several 

planned, future parks in the Town of Prosper and is evaluating each property for Section 4(f) eligibility.  

The proposed project would, subject to final design considerations, require acquisition of additional ROW and 

potentially displace 22 residences and 35 businesses. Relocation assistance is available for displaced persons 

and businesses. Information about the TxDOT Relocation Assistance Program and services and benefits for those 

displaced and other affected property owners, as well as information about the tentative schedule for ROW 

acquisition and construction, can be obtained from the TxDOT Dallas District office by calling (214) 320-6675 or 

online at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.  

The proposed project would involve construction in wetlands and an action in a floodplain and floodway. 

Environmental documentation and studies, including the DEIS and any maps and drawings showing the project 

location and design, tentative construction schedules, and other information regarding the proposed project are 

on file and available for inspection Monday through Friday between the hours of 8 a.m. and 5 p.m. at the TxDOT 

Dallas District Office, 4777 East US Highway 80, Mesquite, Texas 75150-6643. Printed copies of the design 

schematic will also be available for review at Prosper Town Hall, McKinney City Hall, and Collin County Courthouse 

as well as online at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS beginning Thursday, Feb. 16 at 5:30 p.m., and in 

hard copy form for review at the in-person public hearing.  

The public hearing will be conducted in English. If you need an interpreter or document translator because 

English is not your primary language or you have difficulty communicating effectively in English, one will be 

provided to you. If you have a disability and need assistance, special arrangements can be made to 

accommodate most needs. If you need interpretation or translation services or you are a person with a disability 

who requires an accommodation to attend and participate in the virtual public hearing or in-person option, please 

contact TxDOT Public Information Office at (214) 320-4480 no later than 4 p.m. Monday, Feb. 13, 2023. Please 

be aware that advance notice is required as some services and accommodations may require time for TxDOT to 

arrange. 

Comments from the public regarding the proposed project are requested and may be submitted to the TxDOT 

Dallas District Office, 4777 East US Highway 80, Mesquite, Texas 75150-6643 or Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov. 

Verbal comments may be submitted by calling (833) 933-0443. All comments must be received or postmarked 

before Tuesday, March 21, 2023. Responses to comments received by the deadline will be available on the 

project website once they have been prepared.  

If you have any general questions or concerns regarding the proposed project or the hearing, please contact the 

TxDOT Project Manager, Mr. Stephen Endres, P.E., at (214) 320-4469 or Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov.  

The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by applicable Federal environmental laws 

for this project are being, or have been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum of 

Understanding dated December 9, 2019, and executed by FHWA and TxDOT. 

 

 

 

 



Proposed Improvements to US 380 from Coit Road to FM 1827

In-Person Public Hearings: Feb. 16, 2023 and Feb. 21, 2023
CSJs: 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, 0135-15-002

Directions to Collin County Courthouse
From US 380
• Turn north on US 75
• Take the Laud Howell Parkway exit
• Turn left onto Bloomdale Road
• Collin County Courthouse is on the right

Contact information: TxDOT Project Manager Stephen Endres, P.E. I Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov I (214) 320-4469 

These are free events. No admission or parking fees will be charged.

IN-PERSON HEARING LOCATIONS 

Collin County Courthouse
Central Jury Room
2100 Bloomdale Road
McKinney, TX 75071

Thursday, Feb. 16, 2023
5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.

Rhea's Mill Baptist Church
Gymnasium

5733 N Custer Road
McKinney, TX 75071

Tuesday, Feb. 21, 2023
5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.

The virtual public hearing can be viewed at anytime beginning on Thursday, Feb. 16, 2023 at 5:30 p.m. 
through Tuesday, March 21, 2023 at 11:59 p.m. The same information will be available at the in-person 
and virtual hearings. You can access the virtual public hearing by scanning the QR code on this page using 
a phone or a tablet or visit:

www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS

Directions to Rhea's Mill Baptist Church
From US 380
• Turn north on Custer Road
• Take a slight left onto Old Custer Road
• Rhea's Mill Church is on the left

CR 161/Ridge Rd
to SH 5

SH 5 to FM 1827
Coit Road to CR 
161/Ridge Rd

VIRTUAL PUBLIC HEARING



  

 

 

 

  

 

Aviso de Disponibilidad del Proyecto de Declaración de Impacto Ambiental y Aviso de Reunión Pública 

US 380  

Desde Coit Road hasta FM 1827 

CSJs: 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, 0135-15-002 

Condado de Collin, Texas 

 

El Departamento de Transporte de Texas (TxDOT por sus siglas en inglés) propone construir la US 380 como una 

autopista principalmente en la nueva ubicación de Coit Road y la US 380 existente alrededor de la parte norte 

de McKinney conectando de nuevo con la US 380 existente cerca de Farm to Market (FM) Road 1827, al este 

de la ciudad de McKinney. Este aviso informa al público que un Proyecto de Declaración de Impacto Ambiental 

(DEIS por sus siglas en inglés) está disponible para revisión y que TxDOT estará llevando a cabo una reunión 

pública virtual, en persona y en línea sobre el proyecto propuesto. El propósito de la  reunión es presentar el 

DEIS y el diseño esquemático actualizado de la "Alternativa Azul", que ha sido identificada como la Alternativa 

Preferida de TxDOT. La alternativa preferida enlanzan los segmentos A, E y C. 

El DEIS está disponible para su revisión en línea en www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS, y una copia 

impresa está disponible para su revisión en la Oficina del Distrito de Dallas de TxDOT. 

A continuación se indican las fechas, horas y lugares de las reuniones. La misma información estará 

disponible en las reunión públicas y virtuales, incluyendo una presentación de video pregrabada con 

componentes audiovisuales. 

Reunión en Persona 

Jueves, 16 de febrero de 2023 

5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. 

Collin County Courthouse 

Central Jury Room 

2100 Bloomdale Rd.  

McKinney, TX 75071 

 

Reunión en Persona  

Martes, 21 de febrero de 2023  

5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. 

Rhea’s Mill Baptist Church 

5733 N. Custer Rd.  

McKinney, TX 75071  

 

 
 

Reunión Pública Virtual* 

Jueves, 16 de febrero de 2023, a 

partir de las 5:30 p.m. hasta el 

martes 21 de marzo de 2023 a las 

11:59 p.m. 

www.keepitmovingdallas.com/ 

US380EIS 

*Este no es un evento en vivo

Para ver los materiales de la reunión pública virtual, los participantes pueden dirigirse a la dirección web 

indicada anteriormente en cualquier momento durante las fechas indicadas. En persona podrán ver la 

presentación que se reproducirá en una pantalla, revisar copias impresas de los materiales del proyecto, 

hacer preguntas al personal y/o consultores de TxDOT y dejar comentarios. Las reunión públicas en persona 

seguirán un formato de "casa abierta", lo que significa que pueden ir y venir a su conveniencia. 

Si no tiene acceso a Internet o no desea asistir la una reunión pública, puede llamar al (214) 320-4469 entre 

las 8 a.m. y las 5 p.m., de lunes a viernes, para hacer preguntas y acceder a los materiales del proyecto 

durante el proceso de desarrollo del proyecto. 

El proyecto propuesto proporcionaría una nueva ubicación, de ocho carriles, autopista de acceso controlado 

con dos carriles, carreteras frontales de un solo sentido a cada lado de Coit Road y la existente US 380 a la 

terminal oriental en los EE.UU. 380 y FM 1827 existentes. El objetivo del proyecto es gestionar la congestión y 

mejorar la movilidad y la seguridad este-oeste en toda la zona de estudio. El típico derecho de paso propuesto 

(ROW por sus siglas en inglés) sería de aproximadamente 420 pies de ancho, con el ancho mínimo y máximo 

de ROW que van desde 330 pies a 1,582 pies, respectivamente. Dependiendo de la ubicación, la sección 

típica de la autopista consistiría en cuatro carriles de viaje de 12 pies de ancho en cada dirección con 

hombros interiores y exteriores de 10 a 17 pies de ancho y carreteras frontales de dos carriles (cada uno de 

12 pies de ancho) de un solo sentido a ambos lados de los carriles principales. Los caminos de uso 



compartido construidos a lo largo del exterior de las carreteras frontales proporcionarían alojamiento para 

bicicletas y peatones. La superficie total propuesta de ROW se estima en 1,083.5 acres. El proyecto propuesto 

pasa por la ciudad de Prosper, la ciudad de McKinney y el condado de Collin. 

No se prevé que el proyecto propuesto impacte ninguna propiedad existente protegida bajo la Sección 4(f) de 

la Ley del Departamento de Transporte de 1966. TxDOT recibió información en noviembre de 2022 sobre 

varios parques futuros planeados en la Ciudad de Prosper y está evaluando cada propiedad para la 

elegibilidad de la Sección 4(f). 

El proyecto propuesto, sujeto a consideraciones finales de diseño, requeriría la adquisición de ROW adicional y 

potencialmente desplazaría 22 residencias y 35 negocios. La asistencia para la reubicación está disponible 

para las personas desplazadas y las empresas. La información sobre el Programa de Asistencia de 

Reubicación de TxDOT y los servicios y beneficios para los desplazados y otros propietarios afectados, así 

como información sobre el cronograma tentativo para la adquisición y construcción de ROW, se puede obtener 

de la oficina del Distrito de Dallas de TxDOT llamando al (214) 320-6675 o en línea en 

www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. 

El proyecto propuesto implicaría la construcción en humedales y una acción en una llanura de inundación y un 

camino de inundación. 

La documentación y los estudios ambientales, incluido el DEIS y cualquier mapa y dibujo que muestre la 

ubicación y el diseño del proyecto, los cronogramas tentativos de construcción y otra información relacionada 

con el proyecto propuesto están archivados y disponibles para su inspección de lunes a viernes entre las 8 

a.m. y las 5 p.m. en la Oficina del Distrito de Dallas de TxDOT, 4777 East US Highway 80, Mesquite, Texas 

75150-6643. Las copias impresas del esquema de diseño también estarán disponibles para su revisión en el 

Ayuntamiento de Prosper, el Ayuntamiento de McKinney y el Palacio de Justicia del Condado de Collin, así 

como en línea en www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS a partir del jueves 16 de febrero a las 5:30 p.m., y 

en forma impresa para su revisión en la audiencia pública en persona. 

La audiencia pública se llevará a cabo en inglés. Si necesita un intérprete o traductor de documentos porque 

el inglés no es su idioma principal o tiene dificultades para comunicarse eficazmente en inglés, se le 

proporcionará uno. Si tiene una discapacidad y necesita ayuda, se pueden hacer arreglos especiales para 

satisfacer la mayoría de las necesidades. Si necesita servicios de interpretación o traducción o si es una 

persona con una discapacidad que requiere una adaptación para asistir y participar en la audiencia pública 

virtual o en la opción en persona, comuníquese con la Oficina de Información Pública de TxDOT al (214) 320-

4480 a más tardar a las 4 p.m. el lunes 13 de febrero de 2023. Tenga en cuenta que se requiere notificación 

anticipada ya que algunos servicios y adaptaciones pueden requerir tiempo para que TxDOT los organice. 

Se solicitan comentarios del público con respecto al proyecto propuesto y pueden enviarse a la Oficina del 

Distrito de Dallas de TxDOT, 4777 East US Highway 80, Mesquite, Texas 75150-6643 o 

Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov. Los comentarios verbales pueden enviarse llamando al (833) 933-0443. Todos los 

comentarios deben recibirse o tener el sello postal antes del martes 21 de marzo de 2023. Las respuestas a 

los comentarios recibidos antes de la fecha límite estarán disponibles en el sitio web del proyecto una vez que 

se hayan preparado. 

Si tiene alguna pregunta o inquietud general con respecto al proyecto propuesto o la audiencia, comuníquese 

con el Gerente de Proyecto de TxDOT, el Sr. Stephen Endres, P.E., al (214) 320-4469 o 

Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov. 

La revisión ambiental, la consulta y otras acciones requeridas por las leyes ambientales Federales aplicables 

para este proyecto están siendo realizadas o han sido realizadas por TxDOT de conformidad con el 23 U.S.C. 

327 y un Memorando de Entendimiento con fecha de 9 de diciembre de 2019 y ejecutado por Administración 

Federal de Carreteras (FHWA por sus siglas en inglés) y TxDOT. 



Mejoras Propuestas a US 380 de Coit Road a FM 1827

Reunión Pública: 16 de febrero de 2023 y 21 de febrero de 2023
CSJs: 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, 0135-15-002

Direcciones a Collin County Courthouse
Desde la US 380
• Gire hacia el norte en la US 75
• Tome la salida Laud Howell Parkway
• Gire a la izquierda en Bloomdale Road 
• Collin County Courthouse está a la derecha

Información de contacto: Stephen Endres, P.E. Gerente de Proyecto de TxDOT I Stephen.Endres-txdot.gov I (214) 320-4469

Estos son eventos gratuitos. No se cobrarán tarifas de admisión o estacionamiento.

LUGARES DE REUNIÓN PÚBLICA 

Collin County Courthouse
Sala Central del Jurado

2100 Bloomdale Road
McKinney, TX 75071

Jueves, 16 de febrero de 2023
5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.

Rhea's Mill Baptist Church
Gimnasio

5733 N Custer Road
McKinney, TX 75071

Martes, 21 de febrero de 2023
5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.

La reunión pública virtual se puede ver en cualquier momento a partir del jueves 16 de febrero de 2023 
a las 5:30 p.m. hasta el martes 21 de marzo de 2023 a las 11:59 p.m. La misma información estará 
disponible en las reuniones en persona y virtuales. Puede acceder la reunión pública virtual escaneando 
el código QR en esta página usando un teléfono o una tableta o visite:

www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS

Direcciones a Rhea's Mill Baptist Church
Desde US 380
• Gire hacia el norte en Cuter Road
• Gire a la izquierda en Old Custer Road 
• Rhea's Mill Church está a la izquierda

CR 161/Ridge Rd
to SH 5

SH 5 to FM 1827
Coit Road to CR 
161/Ridge Rd

REUNIÓN PÚBLICA VIRTUAL



  

 

 

 

  

 

THÔNG BÁO 
Thông báo hiệu lực dự thảo báo cáo việc ảnh hưởng đến môi trường và điều trần công khai cho dự 

án thuộc đại lộ US 380 
Mã điều lệ CSJs: 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, 0135-15-002 

Quận Collin, Texas 

Sở Giao Thông Vận Tải của Tiểu Bang Texas (TxDOT) đang đề xuất chuyển đổi Đại Lộ US 380 thành xa lộ chính 

tại vị trí mới, sẽ bắt đầu từ đường Coit và Đại Lộ US 380 hiện tại ở mảng phía Bắc của McKinney, nối trở lại với 

đường Đại Lộ US 380 hiện tại gần đường Farm to Market (FM) ở mảng phía Đông thành phố McKinney. TxDOT 

sẽ đưa ra bản dự thảo báo cáo các ảnh hưởng đến cộng đồng và môi trường (DEIS) cho công chúng tiện theo 

dõi. Buổi điều trần về dự án đề ra sẽ được tổ chức qua buổi họp gặp mặt trực tiếp hoặc online mở rộng. Mục 

đích buổi họp sẽ trình bày thông tin DEIS và cập nhật mô hình của dự án "Blue Alternative", đã được xác định là 

giải pháp thay thế ưu tiên của TxDOT. Giải pháp thay thế này có liên kết với Phân đoạn A, E và C. 

Quý vị có thể tìm hiểu thêm và theo dõi bản báo cáo DEIS online tại www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS 

hoặc xin bản in giấy copy tại trụ sở giao thông vận tải TxDOT Dallas.   

Ngày, giờ và địa điểm của buổi điều trần được liệt kê dưới đây. Nội dung được truyền tải bao gồm hình ảnh, 

video và âm thanh được ghị lại, tại buổi họp mặt trực tiếp hoặc online đều như nhau.

Buổi họp gặp mặt trực tiếp  
Thứ 5, Ngày 16 tháng 02, 2023  
Từ 5:30 p.m. đến 7:30 p.m. (Giờ 

chiều) Địa điểm tại Tòa Án Quận 

Collin Phòng 
Central Jury Room 

2100 Bloomdale Rd.  
McKinney, TX 75071 

 

Buổi họp gặp mặt trực tiếp 
Thứ 3, Ngày 21 tháng 02, 2023 
Từ 5:30 p.m. đến 7:30 p.m. (Giờ 

chiều) Tại nhà thờ  
Rhea’s Mill Baptist Church 

5733 N. Custer Rd. 
McKinney, TX 75071  

 
 

Theo dõi điều trần công khai 

online (*Không cần phải theo dõi 

trực tiếp) Thông tin sẽ được đăng 

tải bắt đầu từ Thứ Năm ngày 16 

tháng 02, 2023 5:30 p.m. đến tối 

Thứ Ba, Ngày 21 tháng 03 11:59 

p.m. Tra Cập trang Web 

www.keepitmovingdallas.com/ 
US380EIS 

Khi tham dự điều trần online, các tài liệu có sẵn được đăng tải trên website ở trên bất cứ thời điểm nào trong 

thời hạn chỉ định. Nếu quý vị tham dự buổi họp trực tiếp, hình ảnh và thông tin sẽ được trình bày trên màn hình 

và bản in giấy copy của tài liệu của dự án. Quý vị có thể đặt câu hỏi cho nhân viên của TXDOT và chuyên gia tư 

vấn, đưa ra ý kiến và để lại nhận xét. Buổi họp mặt trực tiếp sẽ theo thể chức như một buổi họp mở rộng tự do 

(Open House), quý vị có thể đến tham dự và đi tùy ý.  

Dự án đề xuất sẽ đưa ra một vị trí mới với 8 làn đường xe xa lộ ra vào có kiểm soát, có đường hợp lại, 2 làn 

mỗi chiều bắt đầu từ đoạn đường kết nối giữa Coit và xa lộ US 380 hiện tại tới hướng Đông Exit đoạn kết nối 

của US 380 và FM 1827. Mục đích của dự án nhằm giải quyết tắc nghẽn giao thông, hỗ trợ cho việc lưu thông 

đi lại hai hướng Đông Bắc và bảo đảm sự an toàn cho khu vực nghiên cứu này. Làn đường được yêu tiên 

(Right-of-way, ROW) thông thường sẽ có tổng chiều ngang rộng khoảng 420 feet, tổng chiều ngang của làn 

đường được xây thường rộng ít nhất từ 330 feet đến 1,582 feet. Tùy thuộc vào địa điểm trên đường xa lộ, mỗi 

hướng thường có 4 làn đường, mỗi làn rộng 12 feet, làn bên trong cùng và bên vai ngoài cùng rộng khoảng 

10-17 feet, 2 đường giữa (rộng 12 feet), làn đường hợp lại một chiều ở hai bên hướng. Các đường dùng 

chung (Shared-use paths) được xây bên ngoài làn đường hợp lại, sẽ tạo thêm đường cho người đi bộ, và xe 

đạp. Tổng diện tích xây các làn đường ưu tiên này được ước tính là 1,083.5 aces. Cộng trình dự án được đề 

xuất sẽ xây qua thành phố Prosper, McKinney và Quận County. 



 

Dự án được đề xuất dự đoán sẽ không ảnh hưởng đến các địa ốc hiện tại được bảo vệ theo luật Mục 4 (f) của 

Đạo Luật Sở Giao Thông Vận Tải năm 1966. Trong tháng 11 năm 2022, TxDOT đã nhận được thông tin về các 

công viên công cộng được lên kế hoạch xây dựng trong tương lai và đang đánh giá từng căn địa ốc được công 

nhận trong luật Mục 4(f).   

Nếu phải bổ sung thêm làn đường ưu tiên ROW, sẽ dẫn đến việc di dời 22 khu nhà cư dân và 35 trụ sở kinh 

doanh. Những cá nhân và chủ doanh nghiệp bị ảnh hưởng sẽ được hỗ trợ và bồi thường cho việc di dời. Văn 

phòng địa phương của TxDOT sẽ cung cấp thông tin về chương trình Hỗ Trợ Tái Đinh Cư của TxDOT (TxDOT 

Relocation Assistance Program) bao gồm các dịch vụ và quyền lợi cho những các nhân và chủ doanh nghiệp bị 

ảnh hưởng, cũng như lịch trình tiến hành dự án, việc mua lại nhà đất, và công trình xây dựng. Quý vị liên lạc 

bằng cách gọi số (214) 320-6675 hoặc tra cập web www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.    

Dự án đề xuất cũng sẽ liên quan đến việc xây dựng trên vùng đất ngập nước và vùng dễ ngập lụt.  

Tài liệu thông tin, hồ sơ, và bản sát khảo mọi trường bao gồm dự thảo EIS, các bản đồ, bản vẽ, lịch trình tiến độ 

và các thông tin liên quan đến dự án sẽ được mở ra cho công chúng tìm hiểu, xem xét tại địa điểm: TxDOT 

Dallas District Office, 4777 East US Highway 80, Mesquite, Texas 75150-6643, từ thứ 2 đến thứ 6, từ 8 giờ 

sáng đến 5 giờ chiều. Công chúng có thể xem bản in sơ đồ dự án trực tiếp tại Prosper Town Hall, McKinney City 

Hall, và tòa án quận Collin hoặc tra cập website www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS bắt đầu từ Thứ 5, 

ngày 16 tháng 2 lúc 5:30 p.m. chiều hoặc nhận bản in khi tham dự tại buổi họp gặp mặt trực tiếp.  

Buổi điều trần công khai sẽ được trình bày bằng tiếng Anh. Tuy nhiên, nếu quý vị muốn tham dự tại buổi họp 

gặp trực tiếp hoặc trực tuyến online, nhưng gặp khó khăn về ngôn ngữ và cần người phiên dịch hoặc lấy bản in 

bằng tiếng Việt, người tàn tật, xin vui lòng ghi danh trước với Văn Phòng Thông Tin TxDOT, gọi số (214) 320-

4480, trước 4 p.m. chiều, Thứ 2, ngày 13 tháng 02, 2023 để được hỗ trợ. *Quý vị lưu ý là cần phải đăng ký 

sớm với văn phòng tổ chức để sắp xếp dịch vụ hỗ trợ kịp thời.*  

Công chúng được khuyến khích đóng góp ý kiến và bình luận về dự án đề xuất tại văn phòng Dallas TxDOT 4777 

East US Highway 80, Mesquite, Texas 75150- 6643 hoặc gởi email đến Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov. hoặc gọi số 

(833) 933-0443. Mọi nhận xét, bình luận cần phải được ghi nhận trước Thứ 3, ngày 21 tháng 03, 2023. Lời 

phản hồi từ TxDOT tới những ý kiến, câu hỏi và lời bình luận nhận được ghi nhận trước thời hạn đưa ra sẽ được 

chia sẻ trên website của dự án.  

Nếu quý vị có bất kỳ câu hỏi, hoặc thắc mắc liên quan đến dự án này hoặc từ buổi điều trần, xin vui lòng liên lạc 

trực tiếp đến Giám Đốc Dự Án TxDOT, Mr. Stephen Endres, P.E. bằng cách gọi số (214) 320-4469 hoặc 

Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov.  

TxDOT đang thực hiện mọi hoạt động, tư vấn cho dự án và đánh giá môi trường theo luật môi trường hiện hành 

của chính phủ Liên Bang 23 U.S.C. 327 và Biên bản ghi nhớ ngày 9 tháng 12 năm 2019, và được thực hiện bởi 

FHWA và TxDOT. 

 

 

 



Dự Án Cải Tiến Đại Lộ US 380 từ Đường Coit Road đến FM 1827
Buổi Điều Trần Trực Tiếp Ngày 16 và Ngày 21 tháng 2, 2023

Mã điều lệ CSJs: 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, 0135-15-002

Hướng dẫn đường đến buổi họp tại Tòa Án Quận Collin 
Đi từ Đại Lộ US 380
• Đi theo hướng Bắc US 75
• Đi lối ra Exit Laud Howell Parkway
• Rẽ trái vào Đường Bloomdale Road 
• Tòa án Quận Collin ở bên phải 

Thông tin liên lạc: Giám Đốc Dự Án TxDOT, Mr. Stephen Endres, P.E. Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov. | (214) 320-4469

Quý vị tham gia sự kiện này hoàn toàn miễn phí, sẽ không cần phải trả phí vào cổng và đậu xe. 

CÁC ĐỊA ĐIỂM BUỔI HỌP GẶP MẶT TRỰC TIẾP 

Tòa Án Quận Collin
Phòng Central Jury Room

2100 Bloomdale Rd. 
McKinney, TX 75071

Thứ 5, Ngày 16 tháng 02, 2023 
Từ 5:30 p.m. đến 7:30 p.m. (Giờ chiều) 

Nhà thờ Rhea’s Mill Baptist Church
Tại phòng Gym

5733 N. Custer Rd. 
McKinney, TX 75071

Thứ 3, Ngày 21 tháng 02, 2023
Từ 5:30 p.m. đến 7:30 p.m. (Giờ chiều)

Theo dõi điều trần công khai online bất cứ thời điểm nào từ Thứ 5, ngày 16 tháng 02, 2023 5:30 p.m. 
đến tối Thứ 3, Ngày 21 tháng 03 lúc 11:59 p.m. Nội dung của buổi điều trần được truyền tải Online 
và qua buổi họp gặp mặt trực tiếp đều như nhau. Quý vị có thể đăng nhập bằng cách chụp hình 
vuộng QR code ở trang này bằng điện thọai di động hoặc bản tablet hoặc tra cập trang web:

www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS

Hướng dẫn đường đến buổi họp tại nhà thờ 
Rhea’s Mill Baptist Church

Đi từ Đại Lộ US 380
• Đi theo hướng Bắc đường Custer Road
• Rẽ trái đường Old Custer Road 
• Nhà thờ Rhea’s Mill Church nằm ở phía bên trái

CR 161/Ridge Rd
to SH 5

SH 5 to FM 1827
Coit Road to CR 
161/Ridge Rd

THEO DÕI ĐIỀU TRẦN CÔNG KHAI ONLINE



 
 

760.06.TEM 

C3 Mailing Lists  

Property Owners & Residents 

Elected Officials, City Staff & Agencies 

  



PROPERTY ID NAME (LAST NAME FIRST) NAME CON'T ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP CODE

10937 CALATX PROPERTIES LLC 2600 STILL SPRINGS DR LITTLE ELM TX 75068-6946

10937 CALATX PROPERTIES LLC 1044 FM 1827 MCKINNEY TX 75071

10947 DALLAS ROSE PROPERTY COMPANY LLC 4715 S LINDHURST AVE DALLAS TX 75229-6527

12826 LOEZA RAMON A 6225 COUNTY ROAD 163 MCKINNEY TX 75071

16771 NORTH COLLIN SPECIAL UTILITY DISTRICT NORTH COLLIN WATER SUP CORP 1044 COUNTY ROAD 278 MELISSA TX 75454

17929 TURNER WALDO 616 N THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

17930 TURNER WALDO A & LEE R 618 N THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

19118 SHANHOLTZER RICHARD 10050 NORTH AMERICAN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

19118 SHANHOLTZER RICHARD 10050 N AMERICAN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071-6553

21471 WOODS ROSIE 611 N RAILROAD ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

459872 JAMES DORIS SCHATTE LIVING TRUST 14132 EDGECREST DR DALLAS TX 75254-2802

459925 MALOUF MARITAL TRUST 4731 COUNTY ROAD 277 MELISSA TX 75454

459925 MALOUF MARITAL TRUST 3445 WESTMINSTER AVE DALLAS TX 75205-1336

461002 MELISSA 121/5 PARTNERS LTD 25 HIGHLAND PARK VLG STE 100-574 DALLAS TX 75205-2789

461422 BURROW MARCUS D & SHEILA D 3913 COUNTY ROAD 276 MELISSA TX 75454

461814 LOFTICE LIVING TRUST & LOFTICE FAMILY TRUST 4653 COUNTY ROAD 277 MELISSA TX 75454

461823 BROOKS MINNIE LEE & RICKY GREER & BARBARA DURHAM 4525 COUNTY ROAD 277 MELISSA TX 75454

461903 ROPER AMMON B & WELDON L 3822 COUNTY ROAD 276 MELISSA TX 75454

461912 ROPER AMMON B & WELDON L 107 COUNTY ROAD 915 ANNA TX 75409-4411

461921 BASS JOHN & FELIX DIAZ 4304 OAK KNOLL DR PLANO TX 75093-3249

461967 HOBBS JACKIE MURPHY - LE JAMES BRADLEY JOHNSON 3412 COUNTY ROAD 275 MELISSA TX 75454

462038 HENDRICKS MARIA C 5957 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454

462092 COTTEN CONNIE D 1089 COUNTY ROAD 278 MELISSA TX 75454

462118 GEMFUL HOLDINGS LLC 6322 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454

462118 GEMFUL HOLDINGS LLC 15923 PRESTON RD # 2003 DALLAS TX 75248-3550

462136 SMITH SANDRA 6465 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454

462145 BURNS THOMAS RANDALL & SMITH GLENDA JO PO BOX 498 MELISSA TX 75454-0498

462145 BURNS THOMAS RANDALL & SMITH GLENDA JO 6444 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454

463313 EASTERLING CHRISTOPHER C & JULIANA J N TEX ROOF SYSTEMS INC/PRISTINE AUTOMOTIVE 5906 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454

463313 EASTERLING CHRISTOPHER C & JULIANA J N TEX ROOF SYSTEMS INC/PRISTINE AUTOMOTIVE 4508 KNIGHTSBRIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75072-5299

463322 EVANS FAMILY REVOCABLE TRUST 584 BREEZY HILL RD MELISSA TX 75454

463340 M&M DEBRIS REMOVAL LLC NEW CONCEPT AUTOMOTIVE 5818 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454

463340 M&M DEBRIS REMOVAL LLC NEW CONCEPT AUTOMOTIVE 4906 DILLEHAY DR STE 100 ALLEN TX 75002-6490

463359 WOOLARD LLC - BREEZY HILL SERIES 651 BREEZY HILL RD MELISSA TX 75454

463368 BISHOP TEDDY 507 BREEZY HILL RD MELISSA TX 75454

463395 WILLIAMS LIVING TRUST THE DAVID & KELLIE DAVID WILLIAMS & KELLIE TRUSTEES 585 COUNTY ROAD 4020 SAVOY TX 75479-2320

463395 WILLIAMS LIVING TRUST THE DAVID & KELLIE DAVID WILLIAMS & KELLIE TRUSTEES 5671 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454

463402 GING CHRISTOPHER YEAR-SING 5595 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454

463439 MCLEMORE GARY WAYNE LIVING TRUST 5728 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454

463457 GING CHRISTOPHER 5523 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454

463475 413 SOVEREIGN HOMES LLC XOOM AUTOS & A&M SERVICE TIRE SHOP 602 HIGHTRAIL DR ALLEN TX 75002-4778

463475 413 SOVEREIGN HOMES LLC XOOM AUTOS & A&M SERVICE TIRE SHOP 5550 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454

463518 ADAMS WILLIAM & PATTY 895 PRIVATE ROAD 5053 MELISSA TX 75454

463527 DENSMORE BILLY 3012 PINYON PL MELISSA TX 75454-0135

463536 BRANDON JOAN 840 PRIVATE ROAD 5053 MELISSA TX 75454

463545 BRANDON JOAN 873 PRIVATE ROAD 5053 MELISSA TX 75454

463554 PILKINTON FRANCIS 835 PRIVATE ROAD 5053 MELISSA TX 75454

463563 DOCEKAL WILLIAM L & BARBARA A 4408 SHADYWOOD MCKINNEY TX 75070-4614

463563 DOCEKAL WILLIAM L & BARBARA A 3314 COUNTY ROAD 275 MELISSA TX 75454

463572 WOOLARD LLC - CAR LOT SERIES BURLS USED CARS 5310 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454

463616 MARTIN JEANNIE 5232 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454

463625 LACORE RENTAL PROPERTIES LLC 673 LACORE LN MELISSA TX 75454

464483 HOTTIES HOTRODS LLC SERIES 5 LIHOUDIES 6573 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454

464526 RUDCO LAND LLC C/O THE RUDMAN PARTNERSHIP 4851 LBJ FWY STE 210 DALLAS TX 75244-6018

464553 HOTTIES HOTRODS LLC SERIES LLC 4 8 SHADYWOOD LN MELISSA TX 75454-2121

464553 HOTTIES HOTRODS LLC SERIES LLC 4 1033 CENTRAL EXPY MELISSA TX 75454

464562 RKC OWENS FAMILY LTD 814 INWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75069-4840

464571 MELISSA ENTERPRISES INC 8001 LBJ FWY STE 110 DALLAS TX 75251-1371

464571 MELISSA ENTERPRISES INC 1101 CENTRAL EXPY MELISSA TX 75454

464615 RICH INVESTMENTS PO BOX 2306 RIVERSIDE CA 92516-2306

465044 SJCC CONSTRUCTION LLC 630 FANNIN RD MELISSA TX 75454

465044 SJCC CONSTRUCTION LLC 1110 CROSS PLAINS DR ALLEN TX 75013-1148

535709 PLEASANT J B JR & LUCY 6218 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454

535870 PILKINTON KENNETH D 787 PRIVATE ROAD 5053 MELISSA TX 75454

535889 HUGHES CRYSTAL PILKINTON 817 PRIVATE ROAD 5053 MELISSA TX 75454

535889 HUGHES CRYSTAL PILKINTON 658 E FARM ROAD 71 MOUNT PLEASANT TX 75455-6950

960419 CHACON FRANCISCO 4023 AKELA WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

960419 CHACON FRANCISCO 1804 DAWN CIR RICHARDSON TX 75081-4761

960428 YARBOROUGH RYAN 4053 AKELA WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

960437 MARQUIS KENNETH R III & KRISTA L LEONARD 4111 AKELA WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

960446 CHILDERS PETRI & DALE M 4127 AKELA WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

960543 LANDE JOSEPH A 5764 COUNTY ROAD 123 MCKINNEY TX 75071

961695 NWW STORAGE LLC 6737 COUNTY ROAD 124 MCKINNEY TX 75071

961702 PURDY DAWN 7160 SLEEPY HOLLOW RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

963586 CROW-BILLINGSLEY MCK 380 LTD ONE ARTS PLAZA 6500 W UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

964200 CHANDLER MARTHA R 16000 REDBUD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

964362 TOLLESON DAN 3535 E FIRST ST PROSPER TX 75078

965165 FOUR CHRISTIE INVESTMENT PROPERTIES LTD 971 ROCKPORT LN ALLEN TX 75013-5675
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965245 SCOTT CEMETERY CEMETERY - SCOTT 6146 COUNTY ROAD 161 MCKINNEY TX 75071

965600 RICHARDSON WILLIAM PHILLIP JR LIVING TRUST THE 2548 N CUSTER RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

965600 RICHARDSON WILLIAM PHILLIP JR LIVING TRUST THE 1505 GLASTONBURY DR PLANO TX 75075-2740

965628 STORY FAMILY TRUST U/T/A CAROL STORY TRUSTEE 8301 W UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

965673 BRACKEEN PAUL B BRACKEEN TRAILER SALES 8734 W UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

965913 POGUE JACK 7760 W UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

965913 POGUE JACK 2000 MCKINNEY AVE STE 975 DALLAS TX 75201-2084

965931 WHITSELL JACK W & LINDA KAY WHITSELL PRITCHARD 8074 W UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

965968 SMART GUYS REALTY LLC 7818 W UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

965995 MCDONALD MATTHEW T 2124 COUNTY ROAD 852 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966002 DEBORD DANIEL BRYANT & DARCY MAE DEBORD 2168 COUNTY ROAD 852 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966039 S A PAUL ENTERPRISE INC 6383 FRANCIS LN FRISCO TX 75035-7364

966048 PRIME URBAN FLEX MCKINNEY LLC 8400 W UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

966057 PRIME URBAN FLEX MCKINNEY LLC 2099 COUNTY ROAD 856 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966066 URBAN GARAGES MCKINNEY LLC 2111 COUNTY ROAD 856 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966075 PRIME URBAN FLEX MCKINNEY LLC 6136 FRISCO SQUARE BLVD STE 400 FRISCO TX 75034-3251

966084 JOPLIN BILLY K & PAULETTE - LE JOPLIN LIVING TRUST 2199 COUNTY ROAD 856 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966093 PEDERSEN CALEB BRADFORD & APRIL C 2466 COUNTY ROAD 852 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966100 WESTBACK DONALD & MARY WESTBACK 2538 COUNTY ROAD 852 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966128 MONSON JAMES G III & COLLEEN G 2406 COUNTY ROAD 852 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966137 LONG ALEXANDER JEFFREY & AMANDA PEREIRA 2368 COUNTY ROAD 852 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966146 VASUDEVAN VIVEKANANDAN & UMAMAHESWARI RAMASAMY 2312 COUNTY ROAD 852 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966155 SUBBIAH SATHAPPUN NACHIAPPAN 2363 COUNTY ROAD 854 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966173 EISENMANN THEODORE J BUISSON GAYLE E 8945 COUNTY ROAD 853 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966182 WEI LEI 8873 COUNTY ROAD 853 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966217 BRADAM JERRY W & C A REAVIS 2159 COUNTY ROAD 852 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966226 MENDEZ PEDRO J & LEYDA MENDEZ 2221 COUNTY ROAD 852 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966235 PEREZ RAUL JR & YOHELI 8823 COUNTY ROAD 853 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966244 CHESNEY JOE KEITH & DEBORAH A 8774 COUNTY ROAD 853 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966253 RUSE-PETERSEN JILL L 8726 COUNTY ROAD 853 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966262 CHESNEY JOE W 8630 COUNTY ROAD 853 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966271 LONG REVOCABLE TRUST 2329 COUNTY ROAD 852 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966315 BAILEY CHRISTOPHER A & JANET R 2425 COUNTY ROAD 852 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966324 ST JOHN JAMES ANDREW & ELISE MICHELLE HARPER 2465 COUNTY ROAD 852 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966324 ST JOHN JAMES ANDREW & ELISE MICHELLE HARPER 13 WOODED LN ALLEN TX 75013-2955

966333 BRUNO EVAN B MANAGEMENT TRUST 2485 COUNTY ROAD 852 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966342 BRACKEEN BARBARA S 2363 COUNTY ROAD 856 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966351 CONNOLLY KENNETH & TRACEY 2479 COUNTY ROAD 856 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966360 GRIFFIN MARGARET 2523 COUNTY ROAD 856 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966379 BROWN JERRY D & WANDA 2600 COUNTY ROAD 856 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966388 JOPLIN JUDSON & SHERRY 2542 COUNTY ROAD 856 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966397 BRASELTON JOHN 2486 COUNTY ROAD 856 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966404 BALASUBRAMANIAM SIVARAJAH 2362 COUNTY ROAD 856 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966422 BARAJAS JOSE CARMEN & SARA 2340 COUNTY ROAD 856 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966431 WALDEN TERRY RANDALL & SALLY LANE 2280 COUNTY ROAD 856 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966440 WYSONG WHITNEY 2256 COUNTY ROAD 856 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966459 PIERCE GARY G & MELIN 2214 COUNTY ROAD 856 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966468 VOGEL FRED A & CYNTHIA L 2170 COUNTY ROAD 856 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966495 WEISS LIVING TRUST 2610 COUNTY ROAD 856 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966501 CARTER ROBERT SHERWOOD 8110 COUNTY ROAD 860 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966538 MERCER DALE R & MARIA C 8137 COUNTY ROAD 859 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966574 SCHWARTZ JAMES E & SARAH SCHWARTZ 8161 COUNTY ROAD 860 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966583 MATLOCK ROBERT J & JOAN M 8185 COUNTY ROAD 860 MCKINNEY TX 75071-6886

966583 MATLOCK ROBERT J & JOAN M 8185 COUNTY ROAD 858 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966592 HUSBY REVOCABLE TRUST MICHAEL ALLEN HUSBY & ENID HUSBY - COTRUSTEES 2812 COUNTY ROAD 856 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966609 DAVIS MARTIN BEAU & TISHA 2740 COUNTY ROAD 856 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966618 BURNS OLIVER W 2709 COUNTY ROAD 856 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966627 SHEPHERD MICHAEL W & STEFFANIE D SHEPHERD 2424 COUNTY ROAD 855 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966636 EVANS JAMES E & MARILEE EVANS 2721 COUNTY ROAD 856 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966645 ABBASI BOB & FERESHTEH KHAGHANABBASI 3101 PROVINE RD MCKINNEY TX 75072-9216

966645 ABBASI BOB & FERESHTEH KHAGHANABBASI 2464 COUNTY ROAD 855 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966672 HAIR ROBERT & DEBORAH NEWTON-HAIR 2520 COUNTY ROAD 855 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966681 COX DAVID & JENNIFER COX 2566 COUNTY ROAD 855 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966690 TUCKER THOMAS LEONARD - INDEP EXEC LEONARD TUCKER ESTATE OF 8449 COUNTY ROAD 857 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966707 GOWEN MARY C & GOWEN JEFFREY R 8373 COUNTY ROAD 857 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966716 MONTY LAUREEN ANN 8057 COUNTY ROAD 858 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966725 AFA DEVELOPMENT LLC 8177 COUNTY ROAD 858 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966725 AFA DEVELOPMENT LLC 11827 FORGE DR FRISCO TX 75035-6946

966734 ONLEY PATRICIA 8231 COUNTY ROAD 858 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966743 HIGHFIELD DOUGLAS C & DONNA E 1214 ICHABOD CT IRVING TX 75061-4403

966752 SOLTYSIK ROBERT C & LINDA L 8537 COUNTY ROAD 858 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966761 CLARE RICHARD W ET AL 8469 COUNTY ROAD 858 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966798 SCHOEL TODD A 8338 COUNTY ROAD 858 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966805 WALKER FAMILY LIVING TRUST THE FRANK A WALKER JR & NANCY JEAN CO-TR 8420 COUNTY ROAD 858 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966814 VANMETER RICHARD K 8510 COUNTY ROAD 858 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966832 TERRELL BILL H & LYNETTE L 8564 COUNTY ROAD 858 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966841 CREME STEPHEN & RUTH 8726 COUNTY ROAD 858 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966850 BLEW ROBERT M 8760 COUNTY ROAD 858 MCKINNEY TX 75071
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966903 PELAPROLU VIJAY SAGAR 2469 COUNTY ROAD 855 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966921 JERNIGAN GREGORY L & GRETCHEN M 2527 COUNTY ROAD 855 MCKINNEY TX 75071

966949 WALTER JACOB & MARILYN WALTER 8665 COUNTY ROAD 857 MCKINNEY TX 75071

967001 COOK KENTON C & SUSAN J 2656 N CUSTER RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

967010 WILES MICHAEL S & CYNTHIA 2680 N CUSTER RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

967430 SHAGRITHAYA REVOCABLE TRUST 7290 SLEEPY HOLLOW RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

967430 SHAGRITHAYA REVOCABLE TRUST 4420 RHEIMS PL DALLAS TX 75205-3627

969599 ACJ LE LLC 3701 FM 1461 MCKINNEY TX 75071

969599 ACJ LE LLC 14820 WEBB CHAPEL RD DALLAS TX 75234-2330

969955 GIDNEY BETHANY D 6741 COUNTY ROAD 202 MCKINNEY TX 75071-7337

969955 GIDNEY BETHANY D 4113 LINEHAN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

969973 CASE STAN 5632 COUNTY ROAD 123 MCKINNEY TX 75071

970382 HIXON FAMILY PARTNERSHIP LTD PO BOX 172 MELISSA TX 75454-0172

972424 STANDISH PATRICIA 2173 COUNTY ROAD 852 MCKINNEY TX 75071

973156 BILLINGSLEY CORNELL CAPITAL LP 1722 ROUTH ST STE 1313 DALLAS TX 75201-2517

973192 RVS MCKINNEY #1 LP ATTN: VICTOR R MENDIOLA JR 8105 RASOR BLVD STE 302 PLANO TX 75024-0267

973227 WATSON RALPH REVOCABLE TRUST 3155 PRIVATE ROAD 5343 MCKINNEY TX 75071

973263 BAYNE JAMES G 7391 COUNTY ROAD 124 MCKINNEY TX 75071

973263 BAYNE JAMES G 196 BUFFALO CREEK DR CRANDALL TX 75114-2300

973281 GRIGGS GRANT D & CRISTA JO 3032 PRIVATE ROAD 5343 MCKINNEY TX 75071

973281 GRIGGS GRANT D & CRISTA JO 103 E NORTH ST POTOMAC IL 61865-9410

973290 ZARATE MARIO M & JUANITA PO BOX 612 PROSPER TX 75078-0612

973290 ZARATE MARIO M & JUANITA 3092 PRIVATE ROAD 5343 MCKINNEY TX 75071

973307 FEDERLINE BRUCE H & THERESA L 3176 PRIVATE ROAD 5343 MCKINNEY TX 75071

973316 WHITE HARLEY L 7137 COUNTY ROAD 124 MCKINNEY TX 75071

973334 DANIEL JACKIE L 3222 PRIVATE ROAD 5343 MCKINNEY TX 75071

973343 SELF TERRY 7293 COUNTY ROAD 124 MCKINNEY TX 75071

973441 TURNER FAMILY LIMITED P/S 12700 PARK CENTRAL DR STE 1400 DALLAS TX 75251-1507

973566 OWNER OF RECORD 6423 COUNTY ROAD 161 MCKINNEY TX 75071

973600 MCKINNEY CITY OF 6048 COUNTY ROAD 124 MCKINNEY TX 75071

973664 DEEP CREEK 14 LP 8352 COUNTY ROAD 124 MCKINNEY TX 75071

973673 FRASER NORTH CREEK MCKINNEY LLC ATTN: STEPHEN SMITH 3882 N CUSTER RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

973673 FRASER NORTH CREEK MCKINNEY LLC ATTN: STEPHEN SMITH 17250 DALLAS PKWY DALLAS TX 75248-1136

973691 DAMIANO VINCENT R & BETTY J 3550 N CUSTER RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

973780 MORRISS CHRISTIAN P & JANICE L 8708 EASY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

973780 MORRISS CHRISTIAN P & JANICE L 1205 N WADDILL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069-2852

973799 HAMILL KATHRYN 8818 EASY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

973806 BLANCO JORGE ALCIDES 8728 EASY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

973815 WOODMEN PROPERTIES LLC 8888 EASY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

973824 BLANCO JORGE 8748 EASY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

973833 DARLING PRISCILLA L 3332 N CUSTER RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

973860 EVANS JOHN J 3514 N CUSTER RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

973897 HARPOLE JERRY LEE 7505 COUNTY ROAD 124 MCKINNEY TX 75071

973913 FOUR WINDS ENTERPRISES LTD 12377 MERIT DR STE 450 DALLAS TX 75251-2343

973922 WRISTON BRYAN NEIL DBA WRISTON AVIATION PO BOX 6168 MCKINNEY TX 75071-5105

973922 WRISTON BRYAN NEIL DBA WRISTON AVIATION 10035 REARWIN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

974011 SNOWDEN GEORGE R & MARCIA M 1663 PRIVATE ROAD 5312 MCKINNEY TX 75071

974020 CHIHUAHUA AIRPORT PARTNERS LP 10010 STEARMAN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

974048 DAVIS PAUL E 10010 VOUGHT LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

974057 ARDIZZONE MARK 10015 VOUGHT LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

974066 VOUGHT LANE 10030 A SERIES OF AVIASCHIN HOLDINGS LLC 10030 VOUGHT LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

974075 ARDIZZONE MARK 10025 VOUGHT LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

974084 CHIHUAHUA AIRPORT PARTNERS LP 10015 TAYLORCRAFT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

974093 MOE TOM 2430 WESTCHESTER DR ALLEN TX 75002-8593

974093 MOE TOM 10050 STEARMAN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

974100 BUTTON CLAIR J & ELLEN L BUTTON 575 S VIRGINIA HILLS DR UNIT 304 MCKINNEY TX 75072-2828

974100 BUTTON CLAIR J & ELLEN L BUTTON 10035 TAYLORCRAFT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

974119 MILLER BRUCE A AND CHERYL HOLLER - MILLER 10040 REARWIN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

974128 OGLE WILLIAM E 10055 REARWIN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

974137 TOFIL ROCH B 10035 PHANTOM LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

974146 ARDIZZONE MARK R 10025 STEARMAN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

974155 BROTT MARVIN F ETAL 1102 HILLS CREEK DR MCKINNEY TX 75072-5208

974155 BROTT MARVIN F ETAL 10020 REARWIN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

974164 KEE MARK ANTHONY 2004 BRIARCREEK CT PLANO TX 75074-4638

974164 KEE MARK ANTHONY 10025 REARWIN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

974173 BILYEU JAMES - LE HOLLY S ELLIOTT & KELLY L WOODARD & WILLIAM L BILYEU 10035 STEARMAN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

974191 MWE HANGAR LLC 6251 FM 2478 MCKINNEY TX 75071-3022

974191 MWE HANGAR LLC 10010 NORTH AMERICAN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

974208 DAVIS WINSTON M & RONALD MEDELLIN 2505 LAKESIDE DR MCKINNEY TX 75072-4031

974208 DAVIS WINSTON M & RONALD MEDELLIN 10015 PHANTOM LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

974217 TM RENTAL PARTNERS LP 10010 REARWIN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

974226 DONALD A D PO BOX 866443 PLANO TX 75086-6443

974226 DONALD A D 10030 REARWIN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

974271 STORY FAMILY TRUST U/T/A 10753 W UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

974299 2750 MIKE & CHRISTY LLC 4001 QUAIL RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75072-5318

974299 2750 MIKE & CHRISTY LLC 10015 REARWIN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

974306 AIRPORT PROPERTIES J V 10015 STEARMAN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

974315 TOULMIN ASHBY PO BOX 600966 DALLAS TX 75360-0966
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974315 TOULMIN ASHBY 10020 PHANTOM LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

974360 AUSTIN PAUL KEITH 10115 GENERAL BOND CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

974379 DuCHARME WILLIAM W & PATRICE M 10195 GENERAL BOND CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

974388 GARDNER MARVIN L II 275 AERO COUNTRY RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

974397 BUONO DAVID & ALINA BUONO 265 AERO COUNTRY RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

974422 TM RENTAL PARTNERS LP 10065 STEARMAN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

974440 55 PROSPER LP 6482 COUNTY ROAD 933 PROSPER TX 75078

974510 310 PROSPER LP 6271 COUNTY ROAD 933 PROSPER TX 75078

974592 MONTEAPOLO LLC 2721 N CUSTER RD PROSPER TX 75078

974592 MONTEAPOLO LLC 1200 JUPITER RD # 940581 PLANO TX 75074-9996

999129 BELL FAMILY LIVING TRUST THE HENRY M BELL & ROBBIE A TRUSTEES 2287 COUNTY ROAD 852 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1047030 MCKINNEY CITY OF ERWIN PARK 4300 COUNTY ROAD 1006 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1047165 MCKINNEY CITY OF 3734 COUNTY ROAD 164 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1052327 EUBANK RICHARD H & SHERRI L 2371 COUNTY ROAD 338 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1052390 GIBSON GARY M & APRIL 1954 COUNTY ROAD 338 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1052470 REA CAPITAL LP C/O R E AYCOCK JR PRES OF WINDOM FARMS MGMT LLC GE 3677 FM 2933 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1053095 SCHAEFFER GEORGE M REVOCABLE TRUST 641 HUMBOLDT ST RENO NV 89509-1607

1059482 BODIFORD JAMES W & ZONDA L 2922 COUNTY ROAD 338 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1059491 AYCOCK R E JR 2752 COUNTY ROAD 338 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1059623 BEAUCHAMP BEVERLY 1600 BANDY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1059954 RATTAN JOHN H THE BODY SHOP 708 N MCDONALD ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1060014 SAULS FAMILY LTD SAULS WRECKER SERVICE 832 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

1060595 JBG RENT HOUSES LLC C/O JUDY GLAZER 4022 COUNTY ROAD 331 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1060746 CARAWAY MEAGHAN K & STEVE L 2904 WOODLAWN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

1060755 MUELLER JENS 2902 WOODLAWN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

1060835 MCLAUGHLIN GAIL LIVING TRUST PO BOX 2424 WHITNEY TX 76692-5424

1060835 MCLAUGHLIN GAIL LIVING TRUST 2605 WOODLAWN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

1061077 ROMERO J GUADALUPE H 3850 N MCDONALD ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

1061077 ROMERO J GUADALUPE H 1105 PEARSON AVE MCKINNEY TX 75069-1727

1061353 LACORE TERRY 5398 N US HWY 75 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1061807 GROGEAN STEVEN A & BRENDA 5705 SEVILLE CT PLANO TX 75093-4230

1061816 CLARK CRAIG S 6890 TRINITY FALLS PKWY MCKINNEY TX 75071

1061816 CLARK CRAIG S 3100 CARAVAN DR PLANO TX 75025-5316

1061898 MCCALLUM WILLIAM J 8600 GREENTREE CT FORT WORTH TX 76179-3019

1061941 WESTGOLD REALTORS INC 79687 COUNTRY CLUB DR STE 201 BERMUDA DUNES CA 92203-1251

1061969 ASSOCIATED TEXAS DEV 543 JV C/O HOWARD D HAMILTON 802 E 15TH ST PLANO TX 75074-5806

1062263 RWR PARTNERS LP 4101 COMMUNITY AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

1062352 TALUKDER JAMAL & NAZNEEN 600 W MCDERMOTT DR STE B ALLEN TX 75013-2700

1062370 LACORE TERRY 522 LACORE LN MELISSA TX 75454

1062833 LONE TREE RESOURCES & CONSULTING INC LONE TREE RESOURCES & CONSULTING 4000 N MCDONALD ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

1064001 SALINAS OSIEL 900 HART RD FAIRVIEW TX 75069-9514

1064001 SALINAS OSIEL 2415 WOODLAWN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

1064010 KRIECHBAUM VICTOR M & MONIKA 2501 WOODLAWN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

1064029 THUONG HANH BUDDHIST MONASTERY 2301 WOODLAWN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

1064216 INTERMCKINNEY LLC MCKINNEYEAST PROPERTIES LLC 813 E VIRGINIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1064341 LATTIMORE PROPERTIES LATTIMORE RAILROAD PO BOX 556 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8139

1064378 INTERMCKINNEY LLC MCKINNEYEAST PROPERTIES LLC 915 SENECA BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75069

1064396 SAULS FAMILY LTD PO BOX 2882 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8178

1064485 CARTER EDGAR LAMAR III & CLINTON ELI HAISLIP 2663 COUNTY ROAD 332 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1064617 EDMONDS LAVONNE TESTAMENTARY TRUST RENFRO DAVID M TRUSTEE 126 SLEEPY HOLW LEWISVILLE TX 75077-7255

1064804 SHAW JESSIE 905 CENTER ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1064822 MAXWELL RAYMOND EDWARD & MARY E WIGGINS & LEONDARD MAXWELL & BERTRAND MAXWELL SR & ORA LEE CROCKETT & DOROTHY ANN CHENAULT ETAL 2508 BLACK CANYON DR MCKINNEY TX 75072-2346

1064939 PICAZO ERNEST & ESTHER 809 E VIRGINIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1064939 PICAZO ERNEST & ESTHER 201 RANDY LEE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071-3537

1065297 HOWELL SALLIE EST C/O JESSIE SHAW 1001 CENTER ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1068098 SANNER PROPERTIES LLC HALES CHIMNEY CLEANING & REPAIR 3677 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

1068105 BENSON O I CHURCHILL AGENCY CORP BENPAPA INSURANCE 3645 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

1068141 DIAZ CAROLINA 3422 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

1068178 CHURCHILL BENSON 3629 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

1068203 DIAZ CAROLINA 3454 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

1068221 PATEL ARTI 3552 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

1068221 PATEL ARTI 2950 GENTLE CREEK TRL PROSPER TX 75078-9226

1068258 BARROSO JERONIMO 3438 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

1068515 AVICENNA MANAGEMENT LLC 3701 JAMES PITTS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1068515 AVICENNA MANAGEMENT LLC 1629 HILTON HEAD LN FRISCO TX 75034-6920

1068542 ARPC LIVING LLC 3901 JAMES PITTS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1068542 ARPC LIVING LLC 3889 MAPLE AVE STE 200 DALLAS TX 75219-3916

1076418 BROWDER KENNETH WAYNE PO BOX 888 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8145

1076418 BROWDER KENNETH WAYNE 3187 FM 2933 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1091892 RACREB VENTURES LLC 1207 E VIRGINIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1091892 RACREB VENTURES LLC 1 MANOR LN LUCAS TX 75002-8115

1091909 MAXWELL ELLA JO 331 BONNIE VIEW DR APT C PRINCETON TX 75407-9667

1091909 MAXWELL ELLA JO 1209 E VIRGINIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1091918 WIN WIN HOME BUYERS LLC 14651 DALLAS PKWY STE 136 DALLAS TX 75254-8900

1091918 WIN WIN HOME BUYERS LLC 1211 E VIRGINIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1091945 GRIFFIN LETHECIA DOMANIC 1301 E VIRGINIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1091954 KAMY REAL PROPERTY TRUST PO BOX 50593 DENTON TX 76206-0593

1091990 HOSEY MICHAEL L & CANDELARIA PONSE 310 LIVELY HL MCKINNEY TX 75069
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1092007 PARNELL LAND HOLDINGS LLC 6803 CHESWICK CT PARKER TX 75002-3027

1092034 CASTRO FLORENCE ESTATE OF & LOIS DEGARSO 1212 GARCIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1092052 MINZCORP INVESTMENTS LLC & CITI NETWORKS INC LLC & BLUEWATER CAPITAL INVESTMENT LLC - SERIES 7 8951 COLLIN MCKINNEY PKWY STE 503 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8483

1092052 MINZCORP INVESTMENTS LLC & CITI NETWORKS INC LLC & BLUEWATER CAPITAL INVESTMENT LLC - SERIES 7 1301 MONTEREY ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1092061 BROOKS MINNIE LEE & RICKY GREER & BARBARA DURHAM 621 LOST CREEK DR PROSPER TX 75078-7235

1092061 BROOKS MINNIE LEE & RICKY GREER & BARBARA DURHAM 400 1/2 LIVELY HL MCKINNEY TX 75069

1092123 HARRIS MAETTA 420 LIVELY HL MCKINNEY TX 75069

1092123 HARRIS MAETTA 1022 DANIELS DR MCKINNEY TX 75069-6206

1092169 GONZALES GERTRUDE H PO BOX 644 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8141

1092169 GONZALES GERTRUDE H 1212 ROOSEVELT ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1092178 AYALA SANTIAGO & MARIA ISABEL AYALA & GUSTAVO AYALA & ROSA MARIA VENTURA 1210 ROOSEVELT ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1092187 CHURCH OF THE HOLY FAMILY 1208 ROOSEVELT ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1092196 EPISCOPAL CHURCH PROTESTANT HOLY FAMILY SCHOOL 410 LINCOLN ST MCKINNEY TX 75069-4263

1092258 WATER THINGY LLC 502 LIVELY HL MCKINNEY TX 75069

1092258 WATER THINGY LLC 2716 CLUBLAKE TRL MCKINNEY TX 75072-4008

1092267 GUERRERO MARIA 1215 ROOSEVELT ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1092285 CORONADO MARCELINO J 2908 CEDAR CT PRINCETON TX 75407-4468

1092294 GARCIA AMY 1205 ROOSEVELT ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1092301 PONSE JUAN U & TEODORA 1315 ROOSEVELT ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1092329 PONSE JUAN & TEODORA 1305 ROOSEVELT ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1095406 WHITE ZETA FAYE 906 THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069-2330

1095406 WHITE ZETA FAYE 906 N THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1095488 HOLLEY GARY WAYNE 908 N THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1095488 HOLLEY GARY WAYNE 11100 4TH ST APT L106 RANCHO CUCAMONGA CA 91730-0916

1095503 B & H FARR ENTERPRISES LLC 1409 SANCTUARY LN MCKINNEY TX 75069-4962

1095503 B & H FARR ENTERPRISES LLC 1000 N THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1095512 MCKINNEY TAMMY R 1004 THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069-2342

1095512 MCKINNEY TAMMY R 1004 N THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1095530 CAMPBELL JENNY 1001 CANAL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1095558 SIMPSON MARILYN JEAN CROCKETT & DONNA CHARLENE CROCKETT MATTHEWS & ETAL 2204 HOMESTEAD DR MESQUITE TX 75181-1772

1095558 SIMPSON MARILYN JEAN CROCKETT & DONNA CHARLENE CROCKETT MATTHEWS & ETAL 1105 CANAL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1095567 TURNER WALDO A & LEE R 1100 N THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1095576 RODRIGUEZ MARIA 1102 THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069-2344

1095576 RODRIGUEZ MARIA 1102 N THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1095585 TREVINO PAUL A JR & MONICA TREVINO & PAUL TREVINO 5775 COUNTY ROAD 408 MCKINNEY TX 75071-0745

1095585 TREVINO PAUL A JR & MONICA TREVINO & PAUL TREVINO 1104 N THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1095594 BMAC IRREVOCABLE ASSET TRUST THE BRUCE MCANALLY TRUSTEE 1106 N THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1095601 TURNER WALDO 709 HIGHT ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1095610 MAXWELL ANTHONY & TINA 3208 RIVERVIEW DR MESQUITE TX 75181-1664

1095610 MAXWELL ANTHONY & TINA 1240 CANAL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1095629 MCANALLY BRUCE MCKINNEY FELLOWSHIP 802 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

1095629 MCANALLY BRUCE MCKINNEY FELLOWSHIP 2501 BRIDLE PATH AUSTIN TX 78703-3211

1095718 ARCHER JOHN & TABITHA GARZA 1100 CANAL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1095727 EVANS REBECCA LYNNE 1104 CANAL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1095736 ST JAMES CME CHRIST METH EP CH 801 HIGHT ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1095745 STITT KEVIN 1243 CANAL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1095754 JACKSON NEALIE - LE DARYL JACKSON 1245 CANAL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1095763 OWENS WARREN - INDEP ADMIN BOBBY OWENS ESTATE OF 2308 CHAMBRAY DR CORINTH TX 76210-3252

1095763 OWENS WARREN - INDEP ADMIN BOBBY OWENS ESTATE OF 1247 CANAL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1105752 INTERMCKINNEY LLC MCKINNEYEAST PROPERTIES LLC 411 MAIN ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1105798 PEREZ MARGARITA DE LEON 606 SENECA BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75069

1105814 BROWN BETTINA PO BOX 431 WAXAHACHIE TX 75168-0431

1105823 THOMAS MARIE % JESSIE SHAW 403 N THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1105832 BECHTOLD DEBORAH A LONGHORN MAINTENANCE INC 401A N THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1105832 BECHTOLD DEBORAH A LONGHORN MAINTENANCE INC 1502 PLEASANT RUN ALLEN TX 75002-1555

1105841 SHAW JESSIE MAE 401 N THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1105896 INTERMCKINNEY LLC MCKINNEYEAST PROPERTIES LLC 408 MAIN ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1105903 VEGA MARTIN 307 N THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1105912 COLE CHRISTOPHER DWAYNE 309 N THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1105912 COLE CHRISTOPHER DWAYNE 1700 FLETCHER DR ROCKY MOUNT NC 27801-6318

1106127 DFW DISTRIBUTORS PETROLEUM INC CIRCLE K 801 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

1106127 DFW DISTRIBUTORS PETROLEUM INC CIRCLE K 11551 FOREST CENTRAL DR STE 230 DALLAS TX 75243-3922

1106154 LEE VERTIS MAE 809 HIGHT ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1106154 LEE VERTIS MAE 1013 DANIELS DR MCKINNEY TX 75069-6205

1106163 MCGOWEN JESSE B 807 HIGHT ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1106172 MCGOWEN JESSE B 204 HIGHT ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1106181 ROBINSON PARIS LISA 803 HIGHT ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1106207 MCGOWEN JESSE B JR & JUNE M 806 HIGHT ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1106216 MCGOWEN JESSE B JR 810 HIGHT ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1106225 SERENO CONSTANTINO 809 CENTER ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1106234 HERNANDEZ JOSE 807 CENTER ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1106234 HERNANDEZ JOSE 12211 QUEEN DR BALCH SPRINGS TX 75180-2937

1106243 CERRITOS EMELIA P 805 CENTER ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1106252 NEWMAN MADELINE C 803 CENTER ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1106289 DOHENY SERIES AN INDIVIDUAL SERIES OF MCKINNEY RENTAL APARTMENTS LLC 810 CENTER ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1106289 DOHENY SERIES AN INDIVIDUAL SERIES OF MCKINNEY RENTAL APARTMENTS LLC 202 REDBUD TRL OFC MCKINNEY TX 75069-3372

1106298 ALLEN LYCEDA F 913 DREXEL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1106305 ALLEN LYCEDA F 911 DREXEL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069
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1106341 KACHHADIA NIRAJ & LISHA 912 DREXEL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1106341 KACHHADIA NIRAJ & LISHA 1733 BOXWOOD LN WYLIE TX 75098-8168

1106350 INTERMCKINNEY LLC MCKINNEYEAST PROPERTIES LLC 1007 CHARLESTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1106369 QUEST TRUST COMPANY FBO JOHN WILDE IRA 909 CHARLESTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1106369 QUEST TRUST COMPANY FBO JOHN WILDE IRA 17171 PARK ROW STE 100 HOUSTON TX 77084-4935

1106387 HENDERSON JAMES 901 CHARLESTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1112806 MMVG PROPERTIES LP 301 N THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1112806 MMVG PROPERTIES LP 11625 CUSTER RD # 110-358 FRISCO TX 75035-8783

1112940 INTERMCKINNEY LLC MCKINNEYEAST PROPERTIES LLC 704 SENECA BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75069

1112959 MALVERN IOLA LEE 406 N THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1112977 KINO LAND LLC 404 N THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1112977 KINO LAND LLC 3408 CEDAR FALLS LN PLANO TX 75093-7566

1119015 INTERMCKINNEY LLC MCKINNEYEAST PROPERTIES LLC 601 FENET ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1119042 INTERMCKINNEY LLC MCKINNEYEAST PROPERTIES LLC 605 FENET ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1119051 ALLEN CLAUDETTE COLE 607 FENET ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1119060 MOSLEY MARY ETAL 609 FENET ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1119079 VEGA MARTIN 611 FENET ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1119088 VEGA MARTIN 613 FENET ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1119088 VEGA MARTIN 307 THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069-4027

1119097 GALLARDO FRANCISCO CHACON & JUANA TREVIZO 615 FENET ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1119104 SERIES 617 FENET 617 FENET ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1119168 GREER BETTIE JEAN 603 N THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1119177 GREER BETTIE JEAN 605 N THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1119186 GREER LAWRENCE 812 MAPLES AVE MCKINNEY TX 75069-6451

1119186 GREER LAWRENCE 607 N THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1119202 MACK SHIRLEY J PO BOX 2514 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8171

1119211 INTERMCKINNEY LLC MCKINNEYEAST PROPERTIES LLC 600 FENET ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1119220 JONES SUSIE & GEORGE 602 FENET ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1119220 JONES SUSIE & GEORGE 524 WINDSOR DR ALLEN TX 75002-4003

1121155 EUCEDA JOSE & ELIA 506 DREXEL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1121164 CAMACHO JUAN C 811 MAIN ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1121173 VILLALOBOS HUMBERTO 809 MAIN ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1121182 JACKSON JACQUEITA JACKSON SHIRLEY 807 MAIN ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1121191 HINKLE JACOB K 805 MAIN ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1121208 ELLIS NANNETTA - LE & ESTATE OF OSCAR H ELLIS 803 MAIN ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1121217 DIXON KAREL E & MICHAEL CASEY & DIANA CASEY 801 MAIN ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1121217 DIXON KAREL E & MICHAEL CASEY & DIANA CASEY 1904 MEADOWCREEK DR PLANO TX 75074-4662

1121226 STITT KEVIN L & JEANETTE R 801 BLUFFWOOD AVE MCKINNEY TX 75072-8371

1121226 STITT KEVIN L & JEANETTE R 705 MAIN ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1121235 HOLLINS JOYCE M 703 MAIN ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1121244 HOLLINS BETTY LOU 701 MAIN ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1121271 JOHNSON GLORIA HAZEL LEE 804 ODELL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1121280 REGALADO JORGE & MARIA G PEREZ 806 ODELL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1121299 REGALADO JORGE & MARIA G PEREZ 808 ODELL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1121306 CHEN XIANAONG & DEGANG XIA 810 ODELL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1121306 CHEN XIANAONG & DEGANG XIA 1811 SAN CARLOS AVE ALLEN TX 75002-2681

1121315 REDDY STEPHEN 812 ODELL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1121315 REDDY STEPHEN 13962 MATTHEW LN FRISCO TX 75035-9239

1121324 GREER CARRIE JEAN 504 DREXEL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1121333 WOMBLE STUART 815 ODELL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1121342 YU MING 813 ODELL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1121342 YU MING 4313 HEATH CT PLANO TX 75024-3741

1121351 GILMORE RITA 811 ODELL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1121360 ELLIS NANNETA STATON JOHNNIE 809 ODELL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1121379 WILDE FAITH K 807 ODELL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1121388 GRANADOS FLORES MARIA D 805 ODELL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1121397 TUTT EDE FAITH 803 ODELL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1121404 ROBERTS LONNIE J 801 ODELL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1137656 GFC HOLDINGS LLC 606 ANNIE ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1137665 GFC HOLDINGS LLC 604 ANNIE ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1137674 JOHNSON ANNIE 608 ANNIE ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1137674 JOHNSON ANNIE 1807 GIBBONS ST GREENVILLE TX 75401-3015

1137709 ROGERS DIANNE M & RONALD L ROGERS 503 SMITH ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1137709 ROGERS DIANNE M & RONALD L ROGERS 501 SMITH ST MCKINNEY TX 75069-2154

1137727 SPENCER WILL O & JACKIE 505 SMITH ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1137736 GFC HOLDINGS LLC 609 N RAILROAD ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1137754 GFC HOLDINGS LLC 607 N RAILROAD ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1137763 GFC HOLDINGS LLC 605 N RAILROAD ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1137772 SHAW JAMES & SHAW MARSHEL 609 ROCKY SPRINGS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071-7753

1137772 SHAW JAMES & SHAW MARSHEL 603 N RAILROAD ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1137825 OWENS LESLEY BUMPASS - ESTATE OF 503 N RAILROAD ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1137834 JACKSON NEALIE - LE DARYL JACKSON 505 N RAILROAD ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1137861 ST JAMES CME CHURCH TRUSTEES ST JAMES CME CHURCH PO BOX 613 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8141

1138058 MCCOWEN GEORGE W ESTATE OF C/O AGNES WATSON PO BOX 1879 NORTH HIGHLANDS CA 95660-8879

1138067 GARCIA MARIA ESTHELA 4508 WORCHESTER LN MCKINNEY TX 75070-2669

1138352 BROWN BILLY L 505 DREXEL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1138352 BROWN BILLY L 207 N TENNESSEE ST MCKINNEY TX 75069-3922

1138478 LEE AARON 612 FENET ST MCKINNEY TX 75069
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1138487 JIMENEZ LIBRADO & CARMELA 615 SENECA BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75069

1138496 WILLIAMS RENEE DELANA COFIELD & VERDEOLA M COFIELD & REGGIE GROVER COFIELD 617 SENECA BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75069

1138502 PAULK HEATHER JO 614 FENET ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1138511 SERIES 616 FENET 616 FENET ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1138520 PROSUM VENTURES INC 503 SENECA BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75069

1138539 PROSUM VENTURES INC 501 SENECA BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75069

1138539 PROSUM VENTURES INC 1304 TIMARRON LN MCKINNEY TX 75072-4554

1138548 SERIES 618 FENET 618 FENET ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1138548 SERIES 618 FENET 3948 LEGACY DR STE 106 PLANO TX 75023-8336

1138575 AHUJA HEMANT K 705 FENET ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1138575 AHUJA HEMANT K 2763 AVENIDA SIMI SIMI VALLEY CA 93065-1008

1138584 CHURCH OF CHRIST CHURCH OF CHRIST 501 THROCKMORTON PL MCKINNEY TX 75069-2304

1138584 CHURCH OF CHRIST CHURCH OF CHRIST 501 N THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1138593 ROBINSON BOBBY J & LETTIE 212 BROAD ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1138600 ROGERS CLIMMIE U 208 BROAD ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1138619 ROBINSON BOBBY JOE & LETTIE 210 BROAD ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1138628 MCKINNEY CITY OF 206 BROAD ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1138637 LISCANO RICHARD 501 DREXEL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1138646 FIRST HISPANIC ASSEMBLY OF GOD 900 N RAILROAD ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1138646 FIRST HISPANIC ASSEMBLY OF GOD 1009 ANTHONY ST MCKINNEY TX 75069-5809

1138655 HOLLINS JENNIFER 503 DREXEL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1138655 HOLLINS JENNIFER 2134 NORWAY DR GARLAND TX 75040-4330

1138682 TURNER WALDO A 603 DREXEL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1138691 TURNER WALDO A 903 THROCKMORTON PL MCKINNEY TX 75069

1138708 TURNER WALDO A SR 600 DREXEL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1138717 TURNER WALDO A 806 MAIN ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1138744 ALLEN R Q 603 BROAD ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1138753 MCKINNEY CITY OF 601 BROAD ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1138780 WIGGINS MARY M ETAL 613 THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069-2323

1138780 WIGGINS MARY M ETAL 613 N THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1138799 STEVENSON THELMA L & ETAL C/O JAMES C STEVENSON 609 N THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1138799 STEVENSON THELMA L & ETAL C/O JAMES C STEVENSON 44003 FLORENCE TER ASHBURN VA 20147-3840

1138806 THOMPSON JOHN & KACIA 8100 CANYON DR AUBREY TX 76227-1348

1138806 THOMPSON JOHN & KACIA 607 1/2 N THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1138824 VALLES CONSTRUCTION AND LANDSCAPING LLC PO BOX 1888 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8160

1138824 VALLES CONSTRUCTION AND LANDSCAPING LLC 606 N THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1138833 HUNT COLLEEN R 608 THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069-2324

1138833 HUNT COLLEEN R 608 N THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1138842 MONTANO SERGIO JONATHAN TINAJERO & ARACELI TINAJERO 610 THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069-2324

1138842 MONTANO SERGIO JONATHAN TINAJERO & ARACELI TINAJERO 610 N THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1138904 MCKINNEY FIRST BAPTIST CHURCH THE 706 DREXEL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1138995 MACK CECIL 1003 DANIELS DR MCKINNEY TX 75069-6205

1139002 COX JUDY B 705 ST CROIX ST ALVIN TX 77511-2358

1139011 MCKINNEY CITY OF & COLLIN COUNTY & COLLIN COUNTY CCD & MCKINNEY ISD 605 HOWARD ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1139020 TURNER WALDO A & LEE R 801 FENET ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1139048 JOHNSON LEOTA C/O WATTLEY DOROTHY 803 FENET ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1139048 JOHNSON LEOTA C/O WATTLEY DOROTHY 2337 GLENCREST DR FORT WORTH TX 76119-4557

1139075 YIP KENT 502 HOWARD ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1139084 MARTIN GENEVA EGIYA 504 HOWARD ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1139084 MARTIN GENEVA EGIYA 2517 BUCKSKIN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071-2659

1139093 MALVERN IOLA 506 HOWARD ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1139100 TURNER WALDO A 508 HOWARD ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1139119 TURNER WALDO 802 FENET ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1139137 SCHROEDER FAMILY BYPASS TRUST 810 FENET ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1139146 WILLIAMS LOIS BERNITA 808 FENET ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1139155 LANDMARK CAPITAL REAL ESTATE PARTNERS LLC 11107 MIAMI AVE LUBBOCK TX 79423-2930

1139164 MALVERN MAURICE RANDOLPH SR 602 HOWARD ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1139173 BIERHALTER REECE 807 FENET ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1139191 LE MIEP M 809 FENET ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1139191 LE MIEP M 5704 QUICKSILVER DR MCKINNEY TX 75070-0110

1139217 REST & RECREATION LLC 813 FENET ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1139217 REST & RECREATION LLC 7507 MEADOW RUN LN SACHSE TX 75048-2236

1139226 LUCKETT TAMMY 815 FENET ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1139226 LUCKETT TAMMY 6921 BANDOLERO WAY BAKERSFIELD CA 93308-6427

1139235 SEAGRAVES WILLIAM KEITH 702 FENET ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1139253 TOMAINO PROPERTIES LP 613 SENECA BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75069

1139253 TOMAINO PROPERTIES LP 2626 COLE AVE STE 606 DALLAS TX 75204-0825

1141963 JARAL JOSE PRISCILIANO FRANCO & MARIA ROSALIA GUAPO DIAZ 612 WASHINGTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1141963 JARAL JOSE PRISCILIANO FRANCO & MARIA ROSALIA GUAPO DIAZ 612 WASHINGTON AVE MCKINNEY TX 75069-4049

1141972 GARCIA KIMBERLY 610 WASHINGTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1141972 GARCIA KIMBERLY 610 WASHINGTON AVE MCKINNEY TX 75069-4049

1141981 TORRES MA GABRIELA MENDES 4000 CENTRAL EXPY RV 341 PLANO TX 75074

1141990 BANDA SANTOS & SANDRA & MARIA ELAINA BANDA 602 WASHINGTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1141990 BANDA SANTOS & SANDRA & MARIA ELAINA BANDA 602 WASHINGTON AVE MCKINNEY TX 75069-4049

1142016 INTERMCKINNEY LLC MCKINNEYEAST PROPERTIES LLC 1005 ROOSEVELT ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1142025 INTERMCKINNEY LLC MCKINNEYEAST PROPERTIES LLC 1007 ROOSEVELT ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1142034 MOSLEY MARY ETAL 150 ENTERPRISE DR APT 2134 MCKINNEY TX 75069-7341

1142052 ALLEN DERRICK 406 WASHINGTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069
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1142052 ALLEN DERRICK 406 WASHINGTON AVE MCKINNEY TX 75069-4032

1142070 MONTGOMERY SANDRA M ESTATE OF & ESTATE OF OWEN TERRELL JR & CHRISTOPHER W TERRELL 1003 GARCIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1142105 YU KEVIN 403 CARVER ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1142105 YU KEVIN 3200 E PINTAIL WAY ELK GROVE CA 95757-8208

1142114 CERVANTES RICARDO 405 CARVER ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1142123 CERVANTES RICARDO & ANGELITA 407 CARVER ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1142132 MAXWELL CALVIN JAMAL & BIANCA QUANTA GABRIELLE CASTILLO 409 CARVER ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1142169 INTERMCKINNEY LLC 308 WASHINGTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1142178 SEVENTY THREE LLC 4173 TRUMAN DR FRISCO TX 75034-6379

1142178 SEVENTY THREE LLC 306 WASHINGTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1142196 GARCIA JESUS PENA 1003 MONTEREY ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1142203 JIMENEZ FRANCO C & MARCELINO C 1007 MONTEREY ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1142212 JIMENEZ FRANCO C & MARCELINO C 1005 MONTEREY ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1142221 CORONADO FRANCISCO 9963 COUNTY ROAD 1079 PRINCETON TX 75407-4825

1142221 CORONADO FRANCISCO 301 CARVER ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1142230 MICCOLO JEANINE K 303 CARVER ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1142285 GARCIA MARIA D 208 CARVER ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1142294 INTERMCKINNEY LLC MCKINNEYEAST PROPERTIES LLC 1105 E VIRGINIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1142301 GARCIA TERESA 1107 E VIRGINIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1142310 VELA SANDRA VILLANUEVA 1109 E VIRGINIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1142338 MARTINEZ PATRICIA & ROBERT ARCE 211 LINCOLN ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1142365 MCKINZIE JOHNNY & MARIA 1100 GARCIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1142374 DAVIS PATSY GONZALES 308 CARVER ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1142383 DANIEL VON 306 CARVER ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1142409 HERRERA FELIPE & VICTORIA 1111 MONTEREY ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1142418 CASAREZ PATRICIA TANGUMA & CASAREZ MARK A 305 LINCOLN ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1142445 WILLIAMS RHONDA L 311 LINCOLN ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1142481 PONSE JUAN 408 CARVER ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1142506 COMPEAN FRANCISCO JAVIER & COMPEAN MARIA ISABEL 405 LINCOLN ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1142515 OLVERA VIRGINIA A 409 LINCOLN ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1142551 SANCHEZ DANIEL JR & JOHN 1100 ROOSEVELT ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1142597 MCKINNEY CITY OF 312 LINCOLN ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1142604 ARRIOLA ERNEST M 310 LINCOLN ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1142622 CASAREZ PATRICIA 308 LINCOLN ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1142631 TANGUMA ESPERANZA 212 LINCOLN ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1142640 SANCHEZ DANIEL JR & JOHN 1201-1203 E VIRGINIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1142659 DELUNA JUANITA 206 LINCOLN ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1142677 ESPERANZA TANGUMA 1205 E VIRGINIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1168177 CALDWELL D L CARROLL'S AUTOMOTIVE 2229 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

1168186 MALDONADO MARTIN 2321 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

1168220 COLLIN COUNTY RECYCLERS INC ROY MILLER AUTO SALVAGE% ROY MILLER AUTO SALVAGE 2933 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

1168257 FEAGIN LIVING TRUST PO BOX 699 MELISSA TX 75454-0699

1168266 RODRIGUEZ ANITA 680 W NEW HOPE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

1168266 RODRIGUEZ ANITA 680 NEW HOPE RD W MCKINNEY TX 75071-3959

1168284 RODRIGUEZ ERNESTO F 2480 COUNTY ROAD 330 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1168337 MA ALICE ARTURO'S AUTO REPAIR 3936 DUBOIS DR PLANO TX 75093-8551

1168337 MA ALICE ARTURO'S AUTO REPAIR 2468 COUNTY ROAD 337 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1168854 OXFORD BARBARA J ETAL PO BOX 215 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8134

1168854 OXFORD BARBARA J ETAL 461 W NEW HOPE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

1168872 LUCID PARTNERS LLC 631 W NEW HOPE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

1168890 GRAYCOURT REAL ESTATE LLC PLATINUM PET MEMORIAL SERVICES 511 W NEW HOPE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

1168890 GRAYCOURT REAL ESTATE LLC PLATINUM PET MEMORIAL SERVICES 511 NEW HOPE RD W MCKINNEY TX 75071-8716

1168907 LOVE JONETH WILLIAM JR ESTATE OF C/O RAY LOVE INDEPENDENT ADMINISTRATOR & ETAL 521 W NEW HOPE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

1168907 LOVE JONETH WILLIAM JR ESTATE OF C/O RAY LOVE INDEPENDENT ADMINISTRATOR & ETAL 3920 FM 2933 MCKINNEY TX 75071-0347

1168916 PETTY FAMILY LIVING REVOC TRUST JAMES L & BARBARA A PETTY - CO-TRUSTEES 561 W NEW HOPE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

1168916 PETTY FAMILY LIVING REVOC TRUST JAMES L & BARBARA A PETTY - CO-TRUSTEES 561 NEW HOPE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

1168925 LUCID PARTNERS LLC 601 W NEW HOPE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

1168952 CASTLE JOYCE 531 FM 2933 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1168961 OWEN MIKE 500 W NEW HOPE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

1168961 OWEN MIKE 4173 FM 299 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1168998 LOZANO TRISTAN & ANGELINA 650 W NEW HOPE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

1168998 LOZANO TRISTAN & ANGELINA 650 NEW HOPE RD W MCKINNEY TX 75071-3959

1169005 ALEXANDER REVOCABLE LIV TRUST ALEXANDER JOHN W/JW TRUSTEE 660 W NEW HOPE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

1169014 ALEXANDER REVOCABLE LIV TRUST ALEXANDER JOHN W/JW TRUSTEE 9465 COUNTY ROAD 423 ANNA TX 75409-5606

1169014 ALEXANDER REVOCABLE LIV TRUST ALEXANDER JOHN W/JW TRUSTEE 670 W NEW HOPE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

1169023 TALIAFERRO JAMES D & TALIAFERRO FRANCES K 610 W NEW HOPE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

1169023 TALIAFERRO JAMES D & TALIAFERRO FRANCES K 610 NEW HOPE RD W MCKINNEY TX 75071-3959

1169032 SIMS SHERRY 620 W NEW HOPE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

1169032 SIMS SHERRY 620 NEW HOPE RD W MCKINNEY TX 75071-3959

1169041 PHAM TRISTAN 630 W NEW HOPE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

1169041 PHAM TRISTAN 5718 REMINGTON DR GARLAND TX 75044-4692

1169130 WORTHAM INVESTMENTS LLC WORTHUM BROTHERS INC. 1492 FM 2933 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1169265 MURLEY ADDIE JEAN 1836 COUNTY ROAD 329 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1169274 SULLIVAN JIMMY & ANGELA 1814 COUNTY ROAD 329 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1169283 PINGLETON DANNY E 701 FM 2933 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1169292 TEXAS LAND & BUILDING COMPANY LLC 721 FM 2933 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1169292 TEXAS LAND & BUILDING COMPANY LLC 1114 STRATFORD DR RICHARDSON TX 75080-2915

1169309 PRINCE PEGGY 2566 COUNTY ROAD 332 MCKINNEY TX 75071
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1169318 CAVE JAMES L & PATSY 1675 FM 2933 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1169336 PAT VENTURES LLP 1872 COUNTY ROAD 329 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1169345 WILSON AMBER 2550 COUNTY ROAD 332 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1169407 FISHER TRUST JOHNNIE DEE FISHER TRUSTEE 160 FISHER RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

1169434 OWEN MIKE A/K/A EDDY MIKE OWEN & GARY OWEN & PAMELA d/b/a FIVE O FARMS 2834 BANDIT TRL CADDO OK 74729-3002

1169452 PATEL MALTI 2236 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

1169531 GARCIA JOSE 505 N 4TH ST PRINCETON TX 75407-6602

1169531 GARCIA JOSE 1184 FM 1827 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1169540 DONNELL STEPHEN F 1162 FM 1827 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1169568 CAMPBELL WAITE 1128 FM 1827 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1169577 SPURGIN KENNETH NELSON EFFICIENT AUTO REPAIR 899 S STATE HIGHWAY 5 FAIRVIEW TX 75069-9460

1169577 SPURGIN KENNETH NELSON EFFICIENT AUTO REPAIR 671 W NEW HOPE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

1169595 GARCIA TOMAS 2380 STICKHORSE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

1169639 SCALZI HOWARD A & ELIZABETH V 2826 STICKHORSE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

1169657 WALTRIP KENNETH & ESTATE OF LANA GEAN WALTRIP 2729 STICKHORSE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

1169728 WALTRIP KENNETH & ESTATE OF LANA GEAN WALTRIP 4904 HOT SPRINGS TRL FORT WORTH TX 76137-4162

1169728 WALTRIP KENNETH & ESTATE OF LANA GEAN WALTRIP 2985 STICKHORSE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

1169755 GONZALES TERRY GLENN 2461 COUNTY ROAD 330 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1169764 JOHNSON CURTIS L & DEBRA M 2273 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

1169835 D'OTTAVIO MARIANO JR & TRESSA R 2353 STICKHORSE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

1169844 CALDWELL CHARLES D & DEBORAH A 2243 STICKHORSE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

1169853 TREJO RUDDY & GLORIA 2155 STICKHORSE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

1169862 MONDY EMILY M & ANDREW J MONDY 3289 STICKHORSE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

1169871 MILLER CHRISTINE CLARK & LANCE 2357 COUNTY ROAD 1084 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1169880 SENAIDA CHAVEZ FLORES LIVING TRUST THE & ESTATE OF MARIO LONGORIA FLORES SR 3378 STICKHORSE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

1169899 TAMPLEN MICHEAL D & MARCUS DREW TAMPLEN 2675 COUNTY ROAD 330 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1169915 BERHOW JEAN J 2539 COUNTY ROAD 330 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1169924 AREVALO-FRANCO ARTURO 2115 STICKHORSE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

1169933 SHAW JOHN J - LE SHIRLEY A SHAW 2278 STICKHORSE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

1169951 COLLINS PROPERTY CO THE AMERIGAS PO BOX 578 WYLIE TX 75098-0578

1169951 COLLINS PROPERTY CO THE AMERIGAS 2659 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

1169997 LAWSON LIVING TRUST C/O TENA MOORE PO BOX 2304 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8169

1169997 LAWSON LIVING TRUST C/O TENA MOORE 3038 COUNTY ROAD 330 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1170002 RAFAELOV MOSHE 6423 LINDEN LN DALLAS TX 75230-1407

1170002 RAFAELOV MOSHE 2720 COUNTY ROAD 330 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1170020 MCCLELLAN AMY HINES THE AUTO HAIL 2891 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

1170039 HOLLAND GERALD C VIPER AUTO 2861 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

1170039 HOLLAND GERALD C VIPER AUTO 2126 FM 982 PRINCETON TX 75407-5069

1170048 IZAGUIRRE CRESENCIO 2784 COUNTY ROAD 330 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1170075 APOSTOLIC CHURCH OF JESUS APOSTOLIC CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST PO BOX 1537 PRINCETON TX 75407-1537

1170075 APOSTOLIC CHURCH OF JESUS APOSTOLIC CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST 2987 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

1170084 KHORASAN PROPERTIES LLC 3007 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

1170093 HERNANDEZ ALEJANDRO LOPEZ & MARIA DOLORES PAREDES CERVANTES 2944 COUNTY ROAD 330 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1170100 MCCLELLAN BRADLEY PO BOX 442 VAN ALSTYNE TX 75495-0442

1170100 MCCLELLAN BRADLEY 2804 COUNTY ROAD 330 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1170128 MCCLELLAN AMY HINES 2814 COUNTY ROAD 330 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1170137 SARVER MILDRED C/O MILDRED HOLLEY 2910 COUNTY ROAD 330 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1170155 AZAMI MOHAMMAD S & PARKWAY AUTO SALESJAMSHID AZAMI 2675 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

1170155 AZAMI MOHAMMAD S & PARKWAY AUTO SALESJAMSHID AZAMI 1803 HACKBERRY BRANCH DR ALLEN TX 75002-6369

1170164 RAFAELOV MOSHE C/O A26 LUMBER 2805 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

1170164 RAFAELOV MOSHE C/O A26 LUMBER 11836 JUDD CT STE 322 DALLAS TX 75243-4412

1170182 MCCLELLAN AMY HINES 2834 COUNTY ROAD 330 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1170217 TIMORY WAHAB & SALIHA 5702 S BRIAR RIDGE CIR MCKINNEY TX 75072-5460

1170262 MCCLELLAN BILLY JOEL & AMY GAIL 3210 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

1170379 NORTH COLLIN SPECIAL UTILITY DISTRICT NORTH COLLIN WATER SUP CORP 2710 COUNTY ROAD 330 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1171154 PATTON JOSEPH MICHAEL II 2493 COUNTY ROAD 337 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1171172 ETHAN MC PROPERTY LLC - SERIES L 2901 BROKEN BOW WAY PLANO TX 75093-3385

1171172 ETHAN MC PROPERTY LLC - SERIES L 2465 COUNTY ROAD 337 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1171190 DUNN CALLIE MESSINA PO BOX 327 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8136

1171190 DUNN CALLIE MESSINA 3190 COUNTY ROAD 407 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1171207 HARLOW BILLY JOE 3347 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

1171216 KHORASAN PROEPRTIES LLC 2193 COUNTY ROAD 337 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1171225 MEZA DIANA 3401 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

1171234 EVANS NAYELI 3150 COUNTY ROAD 407 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1171243 BECHTHOLD SCOTT S & JULIA G 3383 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

1171252 CALDWELL D L 3365 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

1171298 WILLINGHAM RANDY 2245 COUNTY ROAD 337 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1171369 FLEENER CLAUD E & BEVERLY S 2240 SONGBIRD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

1171387 CENTRAL BAPTIST CHURCH CENTRAL BAPTIST CHURCH 2142 COUNTY ROAD 337 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1171403 CENTRAL BAPTIST CHURCH CENTRAL BAPTIST CHURCH 3048 COUNTY ROAD 407 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1171421 SANNER PROPERTIES LLC 3687 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

1171421 SANNER PROPERTIES LLC 361 FARMS RD MCKINNEY TX 75071-4161

1171458 CHURCHILL BENSON 3069 COUNTY ROAD 407 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1225070 DARLING PRISCILLA L 3362 N CUSTER RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

1225098 SATARA INC PO BOX 238 FRISCO TX 75034-0004

1225098 SATARA INC 10040 PHANTOM LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

1225169 COSTELLO LAWRENCE J & DALE 2495 COUNTY ROAD 330 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266258 DOHANYOS JAMES & OLIVIAH CAMBELL 14205 RED WOOD CIR N MCKINNEY TX 75071-6192
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1266258 DOHANYOS JAMES & OLIVIAH CAMBELL 14205 N RED WOOD CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266267 GUENTHER TRAVIS & LAUREN J 14155 RED WOOD CIR N MCKINNEY TX 75071-6137

1266267 GUENTHER TRAVIS & LAUREN J 14155 N RED WOOD CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266276 GRAHAM ERIC S & KELLY LYNN 14105 RED WOOD CIR N MCKINNEY TX 75071-6137

1266276 GRAHAM ERIC S & KELLY LYNN 14105 N RED WOOD CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266285 LINDSTROM TODD & DEBORAH 14055 RED WOOD CIR N MCKINNEY TX 75071-6138

1266285 LINDSTROM TODD & DEBORAH 14055 N RED WOOD CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266294 BOX DOUGLAS H & LENNETTA 14005 RED WOOD CIR N MCKINNEY TX 75071-6138

1266294 BOX DOUGLAS H & LENNETTA 14005 N RED WOOD CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266301 MCGRATH JAMES & ELIZABETH 13955 RED WOOD CIR N MCKINNEY TX 75071-6139

1266301 MCGRATH JAMES & ELIZABETH 13955 N RED WOOD CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266310 FULCHER TYRA & RRAMON GREGORY 13905 RED WOOD CIR N MCKINNEY TX 75071-6139

1266310 FULCHER TYRA & RRAMON GREGORY 13905 N RED WOOD CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266329 REGADANZ FAMILY TRUST 16485 W RED WOOD CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266329 REGADANZ FAMILY TRUST 16485 RED WOOD CIR W MCKINNEY TX 75071-6198

1266338 PITTFIELD HEATHER A 16435 W RED WOOD CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266338 PITTFIELD HEATHER A 16435 RED WOOD CIR W MCKINNEY TX 75071-6198

1266347 TSUR-TSAR STEFANIDA & PETER BUHAY 16385 W RED WOOD CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266347 TSUR-TSAR STEFANIDA & PETER BUHAY 16385 RED WOOD CIR W MCKINNEY TX 75071-6197

1266356 GALE ANDREA M 16335 W RED WOOD CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266356 GALE ANDREA M 16335 RED WOOD CIR W MCKINNEY TX 75071-6197

1266365 STOWERS ROBERT & SELENA STOWERS 16285 W RED WOOD CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266365 STOWERS ROBERT & SELENA STOWERS 16285 RED WOOD CIR W MCKINNEY TX 75071-6196

1266374 BAROT EKTA 7932 MALTESE LN FRISCO TX 75034-0685

1266374 BAROT EKTA 16235 W RED WOOD CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266383 HOFFMAN GERALD A 16185 W RED WOOD CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266383 HOFFMAN GERALD A 16185 RED WOOD CIR W MCKINNEY TX 75071-6195

1266392 BEATY SINDA REVOCABLE HOMESTEAD TRUST 16135 W RED WOOD CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266392 BEATY SINDA REVOCABLE HOMESTEAD TRUST 16135 RED WOOD CIR W MCKINNEY TX 75071-6195

1266409 RICHARDSON KRISTIN ANN RICHARDSON CHAD ERIC 13880 S RED WOOD CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266409 RICHARDSON KRISTIN ANN RICHARDSON CHAD ERIC 13880 RED WOOD CIR S MCKINNEY TX 75071-6144

1266418 JANZEN KINSEY ERIN & ROBERT CHARLES GEIGER 13930 S RED WOOD CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266418 JANZEN KINSEY ERIN & ROBERT CHARLES GEIGER 13930 RED WOOD CIR S MCKINNEY TX 75071-6140

1266427 KOTHALANKA SRIDHAR 13980 S RED WOOD CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266427 KOTHALANKA SRIDHAR 10689 KINGSFORD LN FRISCO TX 75035-1245

1266436 NAVARRETE-MONTOYA FERNANDO 14030 S RED WOOD CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266436 NAVARRETE-MONTOYA FERNANDO 14030 RED WOOD CIR S MCKINNEY TX 75071-6142

1266445 CLEVELAND STEPHANIE DAWN 14080 S RED WOOD CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266445 CLEVELAND STEPHANIE DAWN 14080 RED WOOD CIR S MCKINNEY TX 75071-6142

1266454 MILLER JAMES E II ETUX 14130 S RED WOOD CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266454 MILLER JAMES E II ETUX 14130 RED WOOD CIR S MCKINNEY TX 75071-6146

1266463 TANGHONGS JAMES & VIVIENNE S YOON 14200 RED WOOD CIR N MCKINNEY TX 75071-6148

1266463 TANGHONGS JAMES & VIVIENNE S YOON 14200 N RED WOOD CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266472 RODRIGUEZ JOHN & MAGDA 14150 RED WOOD CIR N MCKINNEY TX 75071-6186

1266472 RODRIGUEZ JOHN & MAGDA 14150 N RED WOOD CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266481 DUNN BRIAN 14100 S RED WOOD CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266481 DUNN BRIAN 14100 RED WOOD CIR S MCKINNEY TX 75071-6146

1266490 LONG DAVID W 14050 RED WOOD CIR N MCKINNEY TX 75071-6136

1266490 LONG DAVID W 14050 N RED WOOD CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266506 HARVEY BRYAN & CINDY 14000 RED WOOD CIR N MCKINNEY TX 75071-6136

1266506 HARVEY BRYAN & CINDY 14000 N RED WOOD CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266515 MACK JEFFREY A 13950 RED WOOD CIR N MCKINNEY TX 75071-6165

1266515 MACK JEFFREY A 13950 N RED WOOD CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266524 GORSKI JOSEPH P 13900 RED WOOD CIR N MCKINNEY TX 75071-6165

1266524 GORSKI JOSEPH P 13900 N RED WOOD CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266533 ETHRIDGE KEVIN 13885 S RED WOOD CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266533 ETHRIDGE KEVIN 13885 RED WOOD CIR S MCKINNEY TX 75071-6145

1266542 PENGUIN LIVING TRUST THE C/O AARON J IRWIN & ERIN L IRWIN 13935 S RED WOOD CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266542 PENGUIN LIVING TRUST THE C/O AARON J IRWIN & ERIN L IRWIN 13935 RED WOOD CIR S MCKINNEY TX 75071-6141

1266551 MASTIN LIVING TRUST 13985 S RED WOOD CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266551 MASTIN LIVING TRUST 13985 RED WOOD CIR S MCKINNEY TX 75071-6141

1266560 MCCOMBER SEAN J & LINDSAY M 14035 S RED WOOD CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266560 MCCOMBER SEAN J & LINDSAY M 14035 RED WOOD CIR S MCKINNEY TX 75071-6143

1266579 YOUNGLOVE J H & DONNA J 14085 S RED WOOD CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266579 YOUNGLOVE J H & DONNA J 14085 RED WOOD CIR S MCKINNEY TX 75071-6143

1266588 CASTLEBERRY GARY D ETUX 14135 S RED WOOD CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266588 CASTLEBERRY GARY D ETUX 14135 RED WOOD CIR S MCKINNEY TX 75071-6188

1266597 DUVALL CHRISTOPHER BRYAN & JANEL L 14185 S RED WOOD CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266597 DUVALL CHRISTOPHER BRYAN & JANEL L 14185 RED WOOD CIR S MCKINNEY TX 75071-6188

1266604 HILL JOHN JR & JANA 16540 REDBUD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266613 ETHEREDGE TANNER & MACI 16490 REDBUD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266622 WILLIAMS JEFFREY L ETUX 16440 REDBUD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266631 KETCHENS DONNIE E & JUDY E 16390 REDBUD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266640 SANDOVAL JAIRO EDUARDO & JASON LEWIS 16340 REDBUD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266659 PRICE NORMA 16300 REDBUD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1266668 KOPENSKI MARTIN C & JENNIFER 16240 REDBUD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1280303 KIRKUM JIMMIE D 5306 26TH AVE S SEATTLE WA 98108-3046

1326443 REED RICHARD M & JEAN 401 MAIN ST MCKINNEY TX 75069
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1326452 CAREY WILLIAM & ADRIENNE PO BOX 1214 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8149

1326452 CAREY WILLIAM & ADRIENNE 403 MAIN ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1326461 INTERMCKINNEY LLC MCKINNEYEAST PROPERTIES LLC 405 MAIN ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1326470 BERRY LOUISE THOMAS 407 MAIN ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1326498 BOLLIN WALTER & CALLI 409 MAIN ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1326498 BOLLIN WALTER & CALLI 3105 HIDDEN COVE DR PLANO TX 75075-1791

1342951 PAT VENTURES LLP PEARLS WEDDING VENUE 3402 SPRINGBRANCH DR RICHARDSON TX 75082-2437

1342951 PAT VENTURES LLP PEARLS WEDDING VENUE 1687 FM 2933 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1494804 BOUDREAUX AL J & NAOMI 5776 FRANKLIN BRANCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

1494813 MORRIS JOHN & JILL 5186 BAXTER WELL RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

1499435 BURKE DARLENE A 212 S VILLAGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75072-5198

1499435 BURKE DARLENE A 101 OAK CREEK DR NEW HOPE TX 75071

1499444 BOURLAND MARCUS & MANDY 111 OAK CREEK DR NEW HOPE TX 75071

1499453 WOOD WILLIAM E 121 OAK CREEK DR NEW HOPE TX 75071

1499462 RUTLEDGE MICHAEL LEON & VICKI 111 OAK CT NEW HOPE TX 75071

1499471 HOFFMANN CONNIE 110 OAK CT NEW HOPE TX 75071

1499471 HOFFMANN CONNIE 110 OAK CREEK CT MCKINNEY TX 75071-4323

1499480 KIM KYONG UN & GRACE J S 100 OAK CT NEW HOPE TX 75071

1499480 KIM KYONG UN & GRACE J S 100 OAK CREEK CT MCKINNEY TX 75071-4349

1499783 WOODALL PATRICK & CAROLYN 220 ELM GROVE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071-4325

1499783 WOODALL PATRICK & CAROLYN 220 ELM GROVE NEW HOPE TX 75071

1499792 WARREN DARRELL D & SHERRY 210 ELM GROVE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071-4325

1499792 WARREN DARRELL D & SHERRY 210 ELM GROVE NEW HOPE TX 75071

1499809 WATERMAN MARK V & LYNN J 200 ELM GROVE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071-4325

1499809 WATERMAN MARK V & LYNN J 200 ELM GROVE NEW HOPE TX 75071

1499818 SAMMONS PATRICK M & LETITIA A & SAMMONS NADINE G 1301 RENDYN ST ANNA TX 75409-8216

1499818 SAMMONS PATRICK M & LETITIA A & SAMMONS NADINE G 120 OAK CREEK DR NEW HOPE TX 75071

1499827 LUNA WAYNE & CONNIE 110 OAK CREEK DR NEW HOPE TX 75071

1499836 HOWARD ROBERT J & MELINDA 100 OAK CREEK DR NEW HOPE TX 75071

1514579 CENTRAL BAPTIST CHURCH CENTRAL BAPTIST CHURCHOF MCKINNEY 2218 COUNTY ROAD 337 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1514828 COWART MILTON & VANESSA PO BOX 2955 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8179

1514828 COWART MILTON & VANESSA 2503 WOODLAWN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

1514837 GIBSON GARY MAX 1984 COUNTY ROAD 338 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1515827 MULLINS PATRICK A & SUSAN 6161 COUNTY ROAD 163 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1515836 RIGGS DARIN & TAMARA L 5935 BAXTER WELL RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

1515845 RIZZO DANIEL & MORGAN 5859 BAXTER WELL RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

1515854 LE DAVID & LISA N 5745 BAXTER WELL RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

1515854 LE DAVID & LISA N 1616 COYOTE RDG CARROLLTON TX 75010-3226

1515872 KLEIN MARK & REBECCA 660 HASTY TRL CANTON GA 30115-5835

1515907 ZAFAR ZAHID & FATIMA FAMILY REVOCABLE TRUST 4404 HARVARD LN FRISCO TX 75034-6923

1515925 DALE JOHNTHAN E & ELIZABETH 6200 COUNTY ROAD 123 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1515943 JMJ TEXAS VENTURES LLC 6410 COUNTY ROAD 123 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1515961 ROGERS LARRY & AE C 5575 PEBBLE CREEK DR PROSPER TX 75078-9712

1515989 PRY WILLIAM B & BECKA HOLLY A 6303 COUNTY ROAD 163 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1515989 PRY WILLIAM B & BECKA HOLLY A 4100 ELDORADO PKWY STE 100-385 MCKINNEY TX 75070-6102

1520232 TOFIL ROCH 10045 PHANTOM LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

1520278 MILLER BRUCE & CHERYL HOLLER-MILLER 10050 REARWIN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

1520688 KWIK INDUSTRIES INC 4725 NALL RD DALLAS TX 75244-4698

1520688 KWIK INDUSTRIES INC 1429 S FANNIN RD MELISSA TX 75454

1522980 TRUEMPER KLAUS ETAL 2304 CLIFFSIDE DR PLANO TX 75023-5337

1522980 TRUEMPER KLAUS ETAL 10025 TAYLORCRAFT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1526049 JARRAH TAYSIR F MD PA PROFIT SHARING PLAN & TRUST & HIND ELSAADI ELJARRAH 951 GRAY BRANCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

1528546 ROJAS JOSE & MARIA DE LA LUZ 3316 STICKHORSE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

1551733 HARRIS BILLY 630 COUNTY ROAD 278 MELISSA TX 75454

1579857 BLANKMAN CHERYL 1818 FANNIN RD MELISSA TX 75454

1587713 ROESCHLEY KEITH & MARCIE 14205 RED OAK CIR N MCKINNEY TX 75071-6167

1587713 ROESCHLEY KEITH & MARCIE 14205 N RED OAK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1587722 FORTUNE GERSHWYN 14155 N RED OAK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1587722 FORTUNE GERSHWYN 13494 BAYFIELD DR FRISCO TX 75033-0960

1587731 ESMAILI MAHMOOD R 6302 TELLURIDE LN DALLAS TX 75252-5761

1587731 ESMAILI MAHMOOD R 14105 N RED OAK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1587740 BIUS GORDON R & CATHERINE - LE GORDON BIUS & CATHERINE FAMILY TRUST 14055 RED OAK CIR N MCKINNEY TX 75071-6133

1587740 BIUS GORDON R & CATHERINE - LE GORDON BIUS & CATHERINE FAMILY TRUST 14055 N RED OAK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1587759 THOMPSON RICHARD D ETUX 14005 RED OAK CIR N MCKINNEY TX 75071-6133

1587759 THOMPSON RICHARD D ETUX 14005 N RED OAK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1587768 VAN TASSELL FRANCES 13955 RED OAK CIR N MCKINNEY TX 75071-6179

1587768 VAN TASSELL FRANCES 13955 N RED OAK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1587777 BUHAY PETER & STEFANIDA TSUR-TSUR 13905 RED OAK CIR N MCKINNEY TX 75071-6179

1587777 BUHAY PETER & STEFANIDA TSUR-TSUR 13905 N RED OAK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1587786 SAKHAEE KHASHAYAR 6905 LUPTON DR DALLAS TX 75225-1739

1587786 SAKHAEE KHASHAYAR 16485 W RED OAK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1587795 SVR REALTY MANAGEMENT LLC 8008 BARRYMOORE LN PLANO TX 75025-5528

1587795 SVR REALTY MANAGEMENT LLC 16435 W RED OAK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1587802 MITCHELL BRADLEY D ETUX 16335 W RED OAK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1587802 MITCHELL BRADLEY D ETUX 16335 RED OAK CIR W MCKINNEY TX 75071-6185

1587811 WATSON RANDY LEE ETUX 16285 W RED OAK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1587811 WATSON RANDY LEE ETUX 16285 RED OAK CIR W MCKINNEY TX 75071-6184

1587820 MARSTON STEVEN A & WYNDI LEA 16235 W RED OAK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071
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1587820 MARSTON STEVEN A & WYNDI LEA 16235 RED OAK CIR W MCKINNEY TX 75071-6184

1587839 PAUL CONNIE JO 16185 W RED OAK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1587839 PAUL CONNIE JO 16185 RED OAK CIR W MCKINNEY TX 75071-6183

1587848 STONE MICHAEL D & NORMA 16153 W RED OAK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1587857 STONE MICHAEL D & NORMA 13880 S RED OAK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1587857 STONE MICHAEL D & NORMA 13880 RED OAK CIR S MCKINNEY TX 75071-6169

1587866 BRATCHER LINDA HERRINGTON BRATCHER JOHN L 13930 S RED OAK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1587866 BRATCHER LINDA HERRINGTON BRATCHER JOHN L 13930 RED OAK CIR S MCKINNEY TX 75071-6128

1587875 DEJEAN AMY ELIZABETH & MICHAEL BRANDON PRESLEY 13980 S RED OAK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1587875 DEJEAN AMY ELIZABETH & MICHAEL BRANDON PRESLEY 13980 RED OAK CIR S MCKINNEY TX 75071-6128

1587884 WILSON TRAVIS CRAIG & TRESA RENEE 14030 S RED OAK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1587884 WILSON TRAVIS CRAIG & TRESA RENEE 14030 RED OAK CIR S MCKINNEY TX 75071-6129

1587893 BEAL PAUL LAWRENCE 14080 S RED OAK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1587893 BEAL PAUL LAWRENCE 14080 RED OAK CIR S MCKINNEY TX 75071-6129

1587900 BELOTE BRENT M & ERIKA R BELOTE 14130 S RED OAK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1587900 BELOTE BRENT M & ERIKA R BELOTE 14130 RED OAK CIR S MCKINNEY TX 75071-6130

1587928 FLINT MARK 14200 RED OAK CIR N MCKINNEY TX 75071-6166

1587928 FLINT MARK 14200 N RED OAK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1587937 ROESCHLEY LUCAS ANTHONY BAUM & BRETT PHILLIPS BANDERBROOK 14150 RED OAK CIR N MCKINNEY TX 75071-6175

1587937 ROESCHLEY LUCAS ANTHONY BAUM & BRETT PHILLIPS BANDERBROOK 14150 N RED OAK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1587946 STEPHAN WERNER 14100 RED OAK CIR N MCKINNEY TX 75071-6175

1587946 STEPHAN WERNER 14100 N RED OAK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1587955 HOPKINS DUSTIN & KAYLON 14050 RED OAK CIR N MCKINNEY TX 75071-6132

1587955 HOPKINS DUSTIN & KAYLON 14050 N RED OAK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1587964 BISHOP RUSSELL BENJAMIN & AUBRIANNE MARGARET 14000 RED OAK CIR N MCKINNEY TX 75071-6132

1587964 BISHOP RUSSELL BENJAMIN & AUBRIANNE MARGARET 14000 N RED OAK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1587973 SUMPTER MARLIN R & LORRAINE E 13950 RED OAK CIR N MCKINNEY TX 75071-6170

1587973 SUMPTER MARLIN R & LORRAINE E 13950 N RED OAK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1587982 WASCHER LENA & STEVEN SHANE 13990 RED OAK CIR N MCKINNEY TX 75071-6170

1587982 WASCHER LENA & STEVEN SHANE 13990 N RED OAK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1587991 SANDOVAL BENJAMIN & BETHANY 13885 S RED OAK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1587991 SANDOVAL BENJAMIN & BETHANY 13885 RED OAK CIR S FRISCO TX 75071-6178

1588008 OSTROWSKI BRIAN & MICHELLE 13935 S RED OAK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1588008 OSTROWSKI BRIAN & MICHELLE 13935 RED OAK CIR S MCKINNEY TX 75071-6131

1588017 SPRAY NATHAN J & CAROLYN M SPRAY 13985 S RED OAK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1588017 SPRAY NATHAN J & CAROLYN M SPRAY 13985 RED OAK CIR S MCKINNEY TX 75071-6131

1588026 ISLAM SHARIAR MOHAMMED 14035 S RED OAK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1588026 ISLAM SHARIAR MOHAMMED 14035 RED OAK CIR S MCKINNEY TX 75071-6134

1588035 KINKAID KARI A & JASON M 14085 S RED OAK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1588035 KINKAID KARI A & JASON M 14085 RED OAK CIR S MCKINNEY TX 75071-6134

1588044 MAYES JOHN W GWENDOLYN G 14135 S RED OAK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1588044 MAYES JOHN W GWENDOLYN G 14135 RED OAK CIR S MCKINNEY TX 75071-6135

1588053 HUEY GALE & BARBARA ANN HUEY 14185 S RED OAK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1588053 HUEY GALE & BARBARA ANN HUEY 14185 RED OAK CIR S MCKINNEY TX 75071-6135

1588062 SMITH R L & VALERIE SMITH 16990 REDBUD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1588071 WARREN JAMES W & JERRI 16940 REDBUD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1588080 CUCCIO MELISSA ANNE & JAMES CHAD REAMS 16890 REDBUD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1588099 WILSON FAMILY TRUST 16840 REDBUD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1588106 MOULDER ROBERT & KAY 16790 REDBUD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1588115 LEE WILLIAM & CASSANDRA 16740 REDBUD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1588124 BROWN NORMA 16690 REDBUD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1588124 BROWN NORMA 1324 SHADY LN S KELLER TX 76248-3014

1588133 WARD LELAND DALLAS & RANDIE KARLENE 16640 REDBUD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1588142 JOHNSON LARRY KEITH & JOHNSON SANDRA KAY 16590 REDBUD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1589711 SCHOLL JONATHAN W 10030 TAYLORCRAFT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1589720 RAF AVIATION RICHARD A FUNK 10055 STEARMAN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

1590736 HOPPER JACK 5502 US HIGHWAY 377 S AUBREY TX 76227-6202

1590736 HOPPER JACK 10025 PHANTOM LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

1591147 MALDONADO MARTIN 860 S STATE HIGHWAY 5 FAIRVIEW TX 75069-9459

1591174 OSTICK RANDY G & TERRY A 2148 STICKHORSE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

1591183 WEIBLEY RICHARD E & PAMELA D 2514 COUNTY ROAD 332 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1591236 TEXAS SKY REAL ESTATE LLC 425 WOOD RIDGE DR NEW HOPE TX 75071

1591469 SERENO CARLOS 2425 COUNTY ROAD 564 PRINCETON TX 75407-2559

1591469 SERENO CARLOS 2258 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

1593387 LEANING TREE I LTD PRINT ART 413 INTERCHANGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

1614257 BEST WAY PROPERTIES LLC 3616 TREE SHADOW TRL PLANO TX 75074-1601

1614257 BEST WAY PROPERTIES LLC 2613 COUNTY ROAD 330 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1622453 WATSON RALPH REVOCABLE TRUST 3195 PRIVATE ROAD 5343 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1622471 LIVESAY GREGORY KEITH 10065 TAYLORCRAFT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1622480 DAVIS PAUL 10055 TAYLORCRAFT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1622499 WILSON LIVING TRUST 7905 CADDO CV MCKINNEY TX 75071-3472

1622499 WILSON LIVING TRUST 10045 TAYLORCRAFT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1633600 LANSDEN JOHN ETAL 9232 HARRISBURG LN MCKINNEY TX 75071-6036

1633600 LANSDEN JOHN ETAL 10050 PHANTOM LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

1646776 LAFON RANDAL ETUX 7136 COUNTY ROAD 124 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1683814 LACORE ENTERPRISES LLC PRUVIT VENTURES 901 SAM RAYBURN HWY MELISSA TX 75454

1697079 55 PROSPER LP 3220 E FIRST ST PROSPER TX 75078

1716762 HANGAR ASSOCIATES LLC 10070 STEARMAN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071
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1716799 BROWN TODD & KIMBERLY BROWN 5605 TWIN CITIES LN MCKINNEY TX 75070-4885

1716799 BROWN TODD & KIMBERLY BROWN 10020 NORTH AMERICAN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

1725538 BUDDY MARTIN REAL ESTATE LTD BUDDY MARTIN EROSION CONTROL 418 METRO PARK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1725538 BUDDY MARTIN REAL ESTATE LTD BUDDY MARTIN EROSION CONTROL 211 MCMILLEN RD ALLEN TX 75002-8155

1731344 416 INTERCHANGE BUSINESS PARK LP MISSION SITE SERVICES 416 INTERCHANGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

1751189 TM AVIATION PARTNERS LP 10010 PHANTOM LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

1751250 BROADWAY TWO LLC c/o G DEAN CLUBB, PRESIDENT OF BROADWAY TWO LLC 1600 CLIFFVIEW DR PLANO TX 75093-2414

1751250 BROADWAY TWO LLC c/o G DEAN CLUBB, PRESIDENT OF BROADWAY TWO LLC 10030 MOONEY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1751633 ESCAMILLA PATRICIA ANNETTE & BRYAN ESCAMILLA 3001 WOODLAWN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

1751633 ESCAMILLA PATRICIA ANNETTE & BRYAN ESCAMILLA 2327 W LINE RD WHITESBORO TX 76273-7160

1752614 THOMAS MARIE % JESSIE SHAW 407 N THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1784625 RODRIGUEZ CLEMENTE 3444 STICKHORSE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

1797023 KEATING SONIA M 4420 EMERSON DR PLANO TX 75093-6729

1797023 KEATING SONIA M 10040 MOONEY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1804300 CUEVAS JOSE C 1003 ROOSEVELT ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1804694 HAIR CHARLES A & BARBARA D 10050 MOONEY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1804747 SNOWDEN GEORGE R & MARCIA M 1669 PRIVATE ROAD 5312 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1822825 A&A EXCLUSIVE LLC NEW HOPE FOOD MARKET 420 FOUR STONES BLVD LEWISVILLE TX 75056-3891

1822825 A&A EXCLUSIVE LLC NEW HOPE FOOD MARKET 400 FM 2933 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1841886 NORTH COLLIN SPECIAL UTILITY DISTRICT NORTH COLLIN WATER SUP CORP 2333 SAM RAYBURN HWY PO BOX 343 MELISSA TX 75454-0343

1841886 NORTH COLLIN SPECIAL UTILITY DISTRICT NORTH COLLIN WATER SUP CORP 1045 COUNTY ROAD 278 MELISSA TX 75454

1861854 BATES BRETT WILLIAM & ELIZABETH MICHELLE DANIEL 2809 PINNACLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1861863 HOFMEISTER CHASTINE & JASON 2103 SUMMIT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1861872 RATLIFF CAROLYN - LE RATLIFF LIVING TRUST THE 2807 PINNACLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1861881 SINGH TRIPATPAL & JASMEEN KAUR 2105 SUMMIT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1861881 SINGH TRIPATPAL & JASMEEN KAUR 1505 ABBY WAY ALLEN TX 75013-5807

1861890 BADO ANGELA R 7002 OLD YORK RD MCKINNEY TX 75072-5715

1861890 BADO ANGELA R 2805 PINNACLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1861907 RODRIGUEZ ANGELA 2107 SUMMIT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1861916 DODGE JOHN ROSS & MARICELA G 2803 PINNACLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1861925 KASSELA THOMAS WAYNE & HEATHER RENEE MAYES 2109 SUMMIT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1861934 SAE PROPERTIES LLC 2801 PINNACLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1861934 SAE PROPERTIES LLC 17300 PRESTON RD STE 120 DALLAS TX 75252-4635

1861943 SESSOM MICHAEL J ETUX 2111 SUMMIT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1861961 SVENSSON BJARNE L & ROBIN A 2113 SUMMIT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1861989 DOTY TAYELOR & TAYLOR 2115 SUMMIT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1862005 YAMASHITA YOSUKE 2908 SHADYWOOD LN PLANO TX 75023-3466

1862005 YAMASHITA YOSUKE 2117 SUMMIT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1862023 ASKEW RANDY & JENNIFER 2119 SUMMIT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1862041 DOGGETT PATSY N PO BOX 3674 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8201

1862041 DOGGETT PATSY N 2201 SUMMIT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1862069 ROMANCHENKO VLADIMIR & YELENA 2203 SUMMIT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1862096 SMITH COURTNEY G 2808 PINNACLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1862112 MILLER ADAM SCOTT & GWEN CHRISTINE 2806 PINNACLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1862130 RM1 SFR PROPCO B LP 2804 PINNACLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1862158 HENEGAN LIVING TRUST 2802 PINNACLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1862158 HENEGAN LIVING TRUST 1109 PARKVIEW LN PLANO TX 75075-4016

1862176 ESPINAL BEATO JOSE & YESENIA A EUGENIA 2106 SUMMIT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1862194 RUETZ CHARLES M ETUX 2104 SUMMIT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1862210 SERAPHIM FATHER & MARINA HOLLAND FAMILY REVOCABLE TRUST 2102 SUMMIT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1862238 WALKER ANTHONY J & LORI A WALKER 2101 SUMMIT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1875554 WILLY'S JOURNEY OF FLIGHT LLC 2605 MILLINGTON DR PLANO TX 75093-3560

1875554 WILLY'S JOURNEY OF FLIGHT LLC 10060 STEARMAN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

1883224 WILSON JOSHUA 10040 VOUGHT LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

1883233 FERGUSON RICHARD E 10050 VOUGHT LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

1883242 FERGUSON RICHARD E 10060 VOUGHT LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

1883251 STUBBS BARBARA L - LE STUBBS FAMILY TRUST 10045 VOUGHT LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

1883260 STUBBS BARBARA L - LE STUBBS FAMILY TRUST 4535 EXPLORER DR FRISCO TX 75034-7513

1883260 STUBBS BARBARA L - LE STUBBS FAMILY TRUST 10055 VOUGHT LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

1883279 HILL BARRY A 4041 LOST CREEK DR PLANO TX 75074-7773

1883279 HILL BARRY A 10035 VOUGHT LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

1890234 WILLIAMS STEVEN M KAREN K 2665 COUNTY ROAD 338 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1897442 SOUTHARD KENNETH DALE 2800 STICKHORSE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

1897442 SOUTHARD KENNETH DALE 1502 WILLOW CREST DR RICHARDSON TX 75081-3041

1901348 MELISSA STAR INVESTMENTS LLC 1724 FANNIN RD MELISSA TX 75454

1901348 MELISSA STAR INVESTMENTS LLC 14969 HUFFMAN LN FRISCO TX 75035-0675

1902061 RATTAN JOHN H 700 N MCDONALD ST MCKINNEY TX 75069-2138

1917073 HENDERSON TERRY & SUSAN 6919 COUNTY ROAD 123 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1921843 PETWAY JOHN & DEBBIE 501 W NEW HOPE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

1921843 PETWAY JOHN & DEBBIE 501 NEW HOPE RD W MCKINNEY TX 75071-8716

1930021 WEYENBERG MATTHEW G & STEPHANIE M WEYENBERG 5861 BAXTER WELL RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

1930030 MARR DUSTIN & TINA 5855 BAXTER WELL RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

1933876 SCICCHITANO RICCARDO 6508 COUNTY ROAD 123 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1935053 PROSPER KENNELS LLC HIDEAWAY BOARDING KENNELS 803 E MAIN ST STE A ALLEN TX 75002-3100

1935053 PROSPER KENNELS LLC HIDEAWAY BOARDING KENNELS 3577 E FIRST ST PROSPER TX 75078

1942740 SCHOLL JONATHAN W 10040 TAYLORCRAFT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1950008 C & N AIRCRAFT INC C/O LAURA FISHER 4407 SAN FERNANDO LN MCKINNEY TX 75070-4401

1950008 C & N AIRCRAFT INC C/O LAURA FISHER 10010 WACO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071
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1955049 HITE D & J REVOCABLE TRUST 10A RHEA MILLS CIR PROSPER TX 75078-9136

1955049 HITE D & J REVOCABLE TRUST 10030 NORTH AMERICAN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

1960547 GAYTAN CARLOS & LUCIANO GAYTAN & VIRGINIA CERVANTES 120 FISHER RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

1960548 ALGAM TARIK 100 FISHER RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

1960550 SANCHEZ DANIEL JR & JOHN 209 W STANDIFER ST MCKINNEY TX 75069-5450

1961183 THANKFUL LIVING LLC PO BOX 1357 ALLEN TX 75013-0022

1961183 THANKFUL LIVING LLC 4180 COUNTY ROAD 277 MELISSA TX 75454

1961596 BEST CARL A 2604 WINTERSTONE DR PLANO TX 75023-7860

1961596 BEST CARL A 10060 NORTH AMERICAN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

1965139 PLEASANT J B JR 6202 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454

1965289 STARNES DICKY H - LE STARNES LIVING TRUST 641 FM 2933 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1965642 MANEGAIT 3160 N CUSTER RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

1965742 LANEY KIRK 4301 HIGH MESA DR PLANO TX 75093-3254

1965742 LANEY KIRK 2201 WOODLAWN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

1966020 MCKINNEY CITY OF 639 FANNIN RD MELISSA TX 75454

1966108 CASTLE JOYCE 521 FM 2933 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1966453 TIJERINA HERIBERTO 3453 STICKHORSE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

1967088 REID RYAN M & CATHERINE M KEEN 5817 WATERFORD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071-8032

1967088 REID RYAN M & CATHERINE M KEEN 10040 STEARMAN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

1967206 CANO ROSALVA & JACINTO CANO 1005 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1969829 MANEGAIT MANEGAIT THERAPEUTIC HORSEMANSHIP 3154 N CUSTER RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

1970352 RANDALL PAULA HERRON 1185 FM 1827 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1971209 PADRON MOSES & SARAH 3266 COUNTY ROAD 275 MELISSA TX 75454

1973552 MCKINNEY HEALTHCARE INVESTMENTS LLC LONG TERM ACUTE CARE HOSPITAL PO BOX 11 RUMFORD ME 04276-0011

1973552 MCKINNEY HEALTHCARE INVESTMENTS LLC LONG TERM ACUTE CARE HOSPITAL 6601 W UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

1974159 AYCOCK R E JR 2724 COUNTY ROAD 338 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1974561 GARZA GILDA JOSEPHINE - ESTATE OF 1208 GARCIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

1986240 CAPPS THOMAS A SR & TAMMY R 2342 STICKHORSE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

1990246 O'NEAL MARGARET RODDEY 2235 COUNTY ROAD 338 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1990269 SANDERS WAYNE E 2179 STICKHORSE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

1990809 WILDER SCHARLOTTE LAVERNE 2330 COUNTY ROAD 337 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1990810 PETERS ROBERT & ESTATE OF LINDA RUTH PETERS & ESTATE OF DAVID LEE PETERS 2278 COUNTY ROAD 337 MCKINNEY TX 75071

1996000 DAVIS HARRELL L & JOAN TRUSTEE DAVIS FAMILY TRUST 5974 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454

1996410 ESCAMILLA AMY DEANNE 3248 COUNTY ROAD 275 MELISSA TX 75454

1996418 MCGRAW JAMES D & VICKI L 1833 FANNIN RD MELISSA TX 75454

2000462 REA CAPITAL LP C/O R E AYCOCK JR PRES OF WINDOM FARMS MGMT LLC GE 6403 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454

2000464 REA CAPITAL LP C/O R E AYCOCK JR PRES OF WINDOM FARMS MGMT LLC GE 6407 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454

2002347 TAUCH ERIC D 10160 GENERAL BOND CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2002726 PETTIS AVIATION LLC 10065 PHANTOM LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2004967 MCBROOM JOHN THOMAS 2571 COUNTY ROAD 332 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2005109 INNOUT INVESTMENTS LLC 6514 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454

2009532 RAF AVIATION RICHARD A FUNK 2709 BURNING TREE MCKINNEY TX 75072-3615

2009532 RAF AVIATION RICHARD A FUNK 10045 STEARMAN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2012144 WOOLARD WILLIAM BURL & REBECCA S 6015 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454

2012144 WOOLARD WILLIAM BURL & REBECCA S 5274 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454-2361

2012294 ARISPE JAMIE & MANUEL ANTHONY 10160 DOOLITTLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2012294 ARISPE JAMIE & MANUEL ANTHONY 10160 DOOLITTLE MCKINNEY TX 75071-6171

2013583 BIZONE AVIATION LLC - 10020 WACO SERIES 10020 WACO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2013651 FRANKLIN RICHARD L & TANYA 1650 W VIRGINIA ST STE 212 MCKINNEY TX 75069-7703

2017583 LEON'S FINE FOODS INC DBA LEON'S TEXAS CUISINE LEON'S TEXAS CUISINE PO BOX 1850 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8160

2017583 LEON'S FINE FOODS INC DBA LEON'S TEXAS CUISINE LEON'S TEXAS CUISINE 2100 REDBUD BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75069

2017584 HALL PROPERTIES LTD BRANDON INDUSTRIES 1601 WILMETH RD MCKINNEY TX 75069

2017729 MERE AND MEEK LLC ENTERPRISE TRUCK RENTAL 8519 NW 23RD CT ANKENY IA 50023-0005

2017729 MERE AND MEEK LLC ENTERPRISE TRUCK RENTAL 426 METRO PARK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2018615 AFEMAN STEVE D 10130 GENERAL BOND CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2018616 HAIR CHARLES A & BARBARA D 10110 GENERAL BOND CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2018617 LIVESAY GREGORY K & MARY W 10120 GENERAL BOND CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2018618 SCHLUND HOLDINGS LLC 575 S VIRGINIA HILLS DR UNIT 1403 MCKINNEY TX 75072-2831

2018618 SCHLUND HOLDINGS LLC 10190 DOOLITTLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2019666 PLEASANT JOHNNIE B JR 6274 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454

2021736 JUSTUS DOUGLAS QAM/MOORE SUPPLY CO/THE BATH & KITCHEN SHOWPLACE 424 METRO PARK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2021736 JUSTUS DOUGLAS QAM/MOORE SUPPLY CO/THE BATH & KITCHEN SHOWPLACE 10010 HIGH HILL PL GREAT FALLS VA 22066-3542

2025103 JMJ TEXAS VENTURES LLC 2004 EXALL ST ALLEN TX 75013-4792

2027434 MCCLELLAN JOE & AMY DONS WRECKER SERVICE 2052 PRIVATE ROAD 5446 MCKINNEY TX 75069

2028089 LESTER KENNETH O CO PERFORMANCE FOOD GROUP CUSTOMIZED DISTROBUTION PO BOX 688 LEBANON TN 37088-0688

2028089 LESTER KENNETH O CO PERFORMANCE FOOD GROUP CUSTOMIZED DISTROBUTION 500 METRO PARK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2028334 CAMOZZI PROPERTIES LTD CAMOZZI GROUP 2160 REDBUD BLVD STE 101 MCKINNEY TX 75069-8252

2028334 CAMOZZI PROPERTIES LTD CAMOZZI GROUP 2160 REDBUD BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75069

2029137 LI GUO XIANG & YIP KIN WAH 3030 POTOMAC DR GARLAND TX 75042-4853

2029137 LI GUO XIANG & YIP KIN WAH 1002 N THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2029483 SULLIVAN JIMMY & ANGELA 1834 COUNTY ROAD 329 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2029484 P4 HOLDINGS LLC TEXAS ARCHERY 3300 N A ST MIDLAND TX 79705-5421

2029484 P4 HOLDINGS LLC TEXAS ARCHERY 2452 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

2032347 REED REMINGTON GRAFF 2004 TRUST II THE ELDORADO CHEVROLET COLLISION REPAIRSTANLEY V GRAFF TRUSTEE 1800 BRAY CENTRAL DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

2032737 OGDON LIVING TRUST 2278 SONGBIRD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2032737 OGDON LIVING TRUST 1608 N WADDILL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069-4854

2032743 GARRETT TODD L & LAURA S 6677 COUNTY ROAD 161 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2032786 SHEPARD PHILIP 18 AVENUE TWENTY TROPHY CLUB TX 76262-5401
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2032786 SHEPARD PHILIP 10050 WACO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2033986 10015 YAK SERIES 10015 YAK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2039870 BLANCO CESAR ANTONIO 1134 FM 1827 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2039880 TALLEY GARY GENE & SUSAN H TALLEY 1001 N INDEPENDENCE PKWY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2041414 SHILOH PLACE PO BOX 2371 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8169

2041414 SHILOH PLACE 3600 N MCDONALD ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2041448 KOHLER GEORGE & BRANDEE 1167 COUNTY ROAD 278 MELISSA TX 75454

2041452 BECK CRAIG 10040 WACO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2042568 WEBSTER RICKY JACK JR 2526 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

2042569 PANNKUK BOBBY JR & SPURGIN MONTY PO BOX 1309 LEONARD TX 75452-1309

2046796 GIRARD DAVID & LOIS GIRARD 1172 FM 1827 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2050657 10030 WACO SERIES 8722 PRESTONVIEW DR PROSPER TX 75078-8713

2050657 10030 WACO SERIES 10030 WACO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2050658 BECK CRAIG A & KATHLEEN A 10035 YAK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2050659 BECK CRAIG A & KATHLEEN A 409 N VILLAGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071-7849

2050659 BECK CRAIG A & KATHLEEN A 10025 YAK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2055754 FERGUSON ROBERT L & HEATHER L 2268 COUNTY ROAD 852 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2055979 CUEVA MARCO 3530 FM 1461 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2055980 MASTERS BRIAN R & TAMMY Z 3500 FM 1461 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2055981 ASAVA ANAND & POONAM 5901 LOUISVILLE DR FRISCO TX 75035-8328

2055982 LUNA WAYNE & CONNIE 3444 FM 1461 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2055983 GALLOWAY KAYE 4550 NEW HOPE RD AUBREY TX 76227-7011

2055983 GALLOWAY KAYE 3420 FM 1461 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2055984 ALL STORAGE LAKE FOREST @ 164 LLC 5000 COUNTY ROAD 164 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2055985 BHATT TANAY & RUSSANN 777 CUSTER RD APT 1-1 RICHARDSON TX 75080-5168

2055986 5441 INVESTORS LLC 3389 PRIVATE ROAD 5441 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2055986 5441 INVESTORS LLC 3332 REMINGTON DR PLANO TX 75023-5703

2055987 5441 INVESTORS LLC 3394 PRIVATE ROAD 5441 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2055987 5441 INVESTORS LLC 1700 AMELIA CT APT 123 PLANO TX 75075-6121

2055988 COOPER CHRISTOPHER B & KATHERINE LYNN 4692 COUNTY ROAD 164 MCKINNEY TX 75071-2561

2055988 COOPER CHRISTOPHER B & KATHERINE LYNN 3360 PRIVATE ROAD 5441 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2056424 TORRES JULIO CESAR 2733 COUNTY ROAD 330 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2056439 VOUGHT LANE 10020 A SERIES OF AVIASCHIN HOLDINGS LLC 15269 FOREST HAVEN LN FRISCO TX 75035-6887

2056439 VOUGHT LANE 10020 A SERIES OF AVIASCHIN HOLDINGS LLC 10020 VOUGHT LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2056449 FERGUSON ENTERPRISES INC FERGUSON ENTERPRISES/NEXTEL 10071 W UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2056484 SIFUENTES SALVADOR S ETAL 708 1ST AVE MCKINNEY TX 75069-4800

2056484 SIFUENTES SALVADOR S ETAL 2501 COUNTY ROAD 332 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2059063 PHIPPS J B 1865 PRIVATE ROAD 5312 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2059066 DIAZ ALEJANDRO & ALICIA 3700 N MCDONALD ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2059310 W/J WILMETH RIDGE LP 5885 COUNTY ROAD 161 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2060128 TOMSETT ARTHUR K & HEIDI 425 FANNIN RD MELISSA TX 75454

2060349 FITZAU BERND & VALERIE A 6551 COUNTY ROAD 161 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2062905 LYLE LAND COMPANY LLC - MCKINNEY LANDMARK EQUIPMENT 3774 N CENTRAL EXPY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2062905 LYLE LAND COMPANY LLC - MCKINNEY LANDMARK EQUIPMENT 1351 S LOOP 12 IRVING TX 75060-6319

2063078 CROSS ZACHARY ALLEN 2185 STICKHORSE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2073059 AGARITA NET HOLDINGS LLC CHAPMAN CONSTRUCTION INC. 115 W EL PRADO DR STE 3 SAN ANTONIO TX 78212-2082

2073059 AGARITA NET HOLDINGS LLC CHAPMAN CONSTRUCTION INC. 10011 W UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2073063 UH STORAGE (DE) LP U-HAUL SELF STORAGEATTN: TAX DEPT 10061 W UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2073089 MAYER HELMUTH JR & NICOLE MAYER 3361 FM 2933 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2073128 PRINCE O'ANN SPENCER & GRADY M 2563 COUNTY ROAD 332 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2074148 MASTER HALCO INC MASTER HALCO FENCE SYSTEMS 3010 LYNDON B JOHNSON FWY STE 800 DALLAS TX 75234-2776

2074148 MASTER HALCO INC MASTER HALCO FENCE SYSTEMS 2462 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

2074611 CALDWELL DURRIE L PO BOX 812 PRINCETON TX 75407-0812

2074905 FARMIGONI ROBERT & KIMBERLY GREEN OAKS LANDSCAPRE & MAINTENANCE 5852 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454

2074905 FARMIGONI ROBERT & KIMBERLY GREEN OAKS LANDSCAPRE & MAINTENANCE 19607 S STATE HIGHWAY 78 LEONARD TX 75452-3697

2074906 MEZA LEONEL III & MIGUEL ANGEL RUIZ & SANTIAGO RUIZ MIKES GARAGE 5878 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454

2075019 VOLEK TRUST THE 1075 GRAY BRANCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2084403 BOTTOM LINE CONSULTANTS INC CALIBER COLLISION 9983 W UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2084403 BOTTOM LINE CONSULTANTS INC CALIBER COLLISION 120 RAYFLEX DR RICHARDSON TX 75081-3339

2087266 HIGH POINTE CHURCH OF CHRIST OF MCKINNEY HIGH POINT CHURCH OF CHRIST 3201 N CENTRAL EXPY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2088756 D-F 88 LLC 212 S PALM AVE # 200 ALHAMBRA CA 91801-3105

2089083 RUBARTS BONNIE - LE DANA PARK 2855 COUNTY ROAD 338 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2089359 DICUS BRUCE E & IRENE R 90 OAK CREEK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2089665 PETTINGALE ALAN ARTHUR 3318 COUNTY ROAD 275 MELISSA TX 75454

2090672 ALVARADO DANIEL S 709 ELM ST MCKINNEY TX 75069-6717

2092549 SUMMERS DENNIS DEAN 433 FANNIN RD MELISSA TX 75454

2092821 GING CHRISTOPHER 412 S DAVIS DR ARLINGTON TX 76013-6685

2092821 GING CHRISTOPHER 3322 COUNTY ROAD 275 MELISSA TX 75454

2101476 TORRES JUAN & CONTRERAS MARIA ESTHER 604 FENET ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2101753 UBP INVESTMENTS LLC UNIVERSITY BUSINESS PLAZA 1951 UNIVERSITY BUSINESS DR STE 119 MCKINNEY TX 75071-5806

2101753 UBP INVESTMENTS LLC UNIVERSITY BUSINESS PLAZA 1951 UNIVERSITY BUSINESS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2109711 BLACK KELLY & AMY OAKCREST 2310 N WALNUT GROVE RD MIDLOTHIAN TX 76065-4753

2109711 BLACK KELLY & AMY OAKCREST 2252 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

2109982 TOLLESON VIRGIL DAN JR 3663 E FIRST ST PROSPER TX 75078

2110854 EUBANKS KIM & LAURA E 1050 GRAY BRANCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2110858 HAQ MOHAMMAD IMRAN & SARAH VANTRUMP 5770 BAXTER WELL RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2110922 CORTES JAVIER AGUILAR 5561 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454

2110924 LACORE RENTAL PROPERTIES LLC 5559 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454
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2111402 VIRTUWAVE HOLDINGS LLC MCKINNEY TECHNOLOGY CENTER/ARETE ATHLETICS 260 ADRIATIC PKWY MCKINNEY TX 75072-8278

2111402 VIRTUWAVE HOLDINGS LLC MCKINNEY TECHNOLOGY CENTER/ARETE ATHLETICS 1720 BRAY CENTRAL DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

2111509 MORTON BLDGS INC 3461 MCLARRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2111512 AIP MCKINNEY LLC 3531 MCLARRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2111512 AIP MCKINNEY LLC 1504 EAGLE CT STE 9 LEWISVILLE TX 75057-2330

2111513 MORTON BLDGS INC MORTON SALES PO BOX 399 MORTON IL 61550-0399

2111513 MORTON BLDGS INC MORTON SALES 3514 N CENTRAL EXPY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2111533 PETERS BRADLEY LYNN & CYNTHIA CARNES PETERS REVOCABLE TRUST 495 WOOD RIDGE DR NEW HOPE TX 75071

2112907 BALDERRAMA RACHEL R 2229 COUNTY ROAD 337 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2112908 JONES BOB A & PEGGY J 2267 COUNTY ROAD 337 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2112908 JONES BOB A & PEGGY J 116 S MORRIS ST MCKINNEY TX 75069-4649

2114091 DRAFFEN PROPERTY MGMT LP 5989 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454

2114091 DRAFFEN PROPERTY MGMT LP 5 VICTORIAN CIR ALLEN TX 75002-5244

2115181 ROBINSON EUGENE A & BARBARA L 1200 LAKE POINT CIR MCKINNEY TX 75072-5166

2115181 ROBINSON EUGENE A & BARBARA L 10060 WACO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2115398 RELIANSE GLOBAL LLC 5596 BAXTER WELL RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2117138 TIBEUS JOHAN & ALICIA 2801 STICKHORSE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2117572 BAIRD KATHLEEN K 1329 COUNTY ROAD 278 MELISSA TX 75454

2117692 MCKINNEY ISD 412 INTERCHANGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2118544 CHUDEJ FAMILY LIVING TRUST STEPHEN M CHUDEJ & DELIA HEJNY TRUSTEES 1812 RUSTIC CIR PLANO TX 75075-6601

2118544 CHUDEJ FAMILY LIVING TRUST STEPHEN M CHUDEJ & DELIA HEJNY TRUSTEES 10020 MOONEY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2118545 KRAMER KARTIE 10010 MOONEY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119321 MOYER ROBERT J III 2308 AVALON CREEK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119322 HUMMEL JOHN C 2304 AVALON CREEK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119323 GRIMES GREGORY J & ANGIE R 2300 AVALON CREEK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119324 RICHARD ALICE 2208 AVALON CREEK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119325 ROBINSON MELODY M 2204 AVALON CREEK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119326 BEHEYDT ROBIN LEE 2200 AVALON CREEK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119327 WRIGHT FRANCIS PATRICK & MONICA M 3816 WILLOW CREEK TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119328 SWAIN RUSSELL 3812 WILLOW CREEK TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119329 VILCHES RAYMOND & PATRICIA VILCHES 3808 WILLOW CREEK TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119330 CONNER ELIZABETH 3804 WILLOW CREEK TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119331 LESHOWITZ TERESA A 3800 WILLOW CREEK TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119332 MENDIOLA MANUEL JR 3712 WILLOW CREEK TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119333 WALIZADA-NIAZI SANYA 3708 WILLOW CREEK TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119334 SALINAS RHEA A & DAVID 3704 WILLOW CREEK TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119335 BAILEY TIMOTHY & SONDRA 3700 WILLOW CREEK TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119336 OROZCO AGRIPIN RAMIREZ 3624 WILLOW CREEK TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119337 ABDEL-MAGEED SARA 3620 WILLOW CREEK TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119338 DURAN JODY L 3616 WILLOW CREEK TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119339 AGYEMANG KWASI A 3612 WILLOW CREEK TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119340 DUQUE JOSE A & PILAR P 3608 WILLOW CREEK TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119340 DUQUE JOSE A & PILAR P 2836 GLENDALE WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071-2425

2119341 CABALLERO LUCINA 3604 WILLOW CREEK TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119342 HUDDLESTONE MICHELLE & JEFF PO BOX 24082 SILVERTHORNE CO 80497-4082

2119342 HUDDLESTONE MICHELLE & JEFF 3600 WILLOW CREEK TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119343 SATHYENDRA HARSHA & SHWETA HARVE 5305 KIRKDALE DR PARKER TX 75002-2877

2119343 SATHYENDRA HARSHA & SHWETA HARVE 3524 WILLOW CREEK TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119344 JAMES SHIBU & SUBHA JAMES 9911 RED CEDAR DR FRISCO TX 75035-3009

2119344 JAMES SHIBU & SUBHA JAMES 3520 WILLOW CREEK TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119345 MENTESANA MARK 3516 WILLOW CREEK TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119346 KING CHAD M 3512 WILLOW CREEK TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119347 AUSTIN JOE & KAREN 3508 WILLOW CREEK TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119348 CERVANTES ANTONIO 3504 WILLOW CREEK TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119349 HIX LESLIE G & JASON H 3500 WILLOW CREEK TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119357 OIDTMAN GREG & CHASTAIN VICTORIA L 2305 AVALON CREEK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119358 KUMAR RAM & MEENA RANI 2301 AVALON CREEK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119358 KUMAR RAM & MEENA RANI 1514 HIDDEN COVE CT ALLEN TX 75002-1836

2119359 HOSSAIN MOHAMMAD KAMAL & HOSSAIN U ZAMAN 2300 SPRUCE MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119360 ARPI REIT LLC ATTN: PROPERTY TAX DEPARTMENT 2304 SPRUCE MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119373 WOODS ANGELA MONIQUE RICHARDSON 2301 SPRUCE MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119374 GORHAM KEITH ANDREW & KORINE KAY 2300 TIMBER CREEK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119382 SMITH PATRICK E & DARLA G SMITH 3600 TRICKLING CRK MCKINNEY TX 75071-2685

2119382 SMITH PATRICK E & DARLA G SMITH 3600 TRICKLING CREEK LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119383 CLENDENING JAMES & UNHWA 3512 TRICKLING CRK MCKINNEY TX 75071-2687

2119383 CLENDENING JAMES & UNHWA 3512 TRICKLING CREEK LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119384 CRUZ MARCO 3508 TRICKLING CRK MCKINNEY TX 75071-2687

2119384 CRUZ MARCO 3508 TRICKLING CREEK LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119385 SPROUL CAMERON & DANIELLE 3504 TRICKLING CRK MCKINNEY TX 75071-2687

2119385 SPROUL CAMERON & DANIELLE 3504 TRICKLING CREEK LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119386 BOUSKILA SHALOM & SAMANTHA 3500 TRICKLING CRK MCKINNEY TX 75071-2687

2119386 BOUSKILA SHALOM & SAMANTHA 3500 TRICKLING CREEK LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119387 BTRA V, LLC 5001 PLAZA ON THE LK STE 200 AUSTIN TX 78746-1053

2119387 BTRA V, LLC 3501 WILLOW CREEK TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119388 LIU JOAN 2018 TRUST 6 ASBURY IRVINE CA 92602-1620

2119388 LIU JOAN 2018 TRUST 3505 WILLOW CREEK TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119389 DEGISE RICHARD & ATHENA CALDWELL 3509 WILLOW CREEK TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119390 LAYUG OSCAR SOLIS JR 3513 WILLOW CREEK TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2119391 HOVING WILLIAM B 3517 WILLOW CREEK TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119392 PETERS MAUREEN IRREVOCABLE LIVING TRUST THE 3521 WILLOW CREEK TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119393 WANYANGA ANTHONY 3525 WILLOW CREEK TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119394 CAIN GINGER ELAYNE & JAMES Q 3601 WILLOW CREEK TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119395 MEHRABYAN MARINA 3605 WILLOW CREEK TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119396 KARIM NASRIN 3609 WILLOW CREEK TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119397 FANG MING-SUM CHAN & RUDY WONG 3620 DIAMONDHEAD DR PLANO TX 75075-1552

2119397 FANG MING-SUM CHAN & RUDY WONG 3613 WILLOW CREEK TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119398 DIAZ DAVID & ADRIANA B DIAZ 3617 WILLOW CREEK TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119399 HALL MICHAEL W & PAMELA J 3621 WILLOW CREEK TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119452 BERGMAN STEPHEN M & STACY E 2313 BRINLEE BRANCH LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119453 CORLEY RONALD D 2309 BRINLEE BRANCH LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119454 BATTU PRASANTH JOHN PAUL 2305 BRINLEE BRANCH LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119455 LOPEZ GERARDO & DOLORES 2301 BRINLEE BRANCH LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119456 CORTES DIEGO A & MARIA E 2209 BRINLEE BRANCH LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119457 BAO YULIN 2205 BRINLEE BRANCH LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119457 BAO YULIN 1504 CAPITAL DR ALLEN TX 75013-2947

2119458 KUMAR B & D FAMILY TRUST 5729 YEARY RD PLANO TX 75093-8514

2119458 KUMAR B & D FAMILY TRUST 2201 BRINLEE BRANCH LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2119707 MONDRAGON LUIS SERENO 802 CENTER ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2119708 RM1 SFR PROPCO B LP 804 CENTER ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2120254 HAVENS HUNTER R 7405 COUNTY ROAD 124 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2120256 6631 COUNTY RD 124 LLC 6631 COUNTY ROAD 124 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2120257 MALONE LARRY M 6557 COUNTY ROAD 124 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2120258 DAVIS LARRY R & ANNA L 2921 NATURE NATE FARMS MCKINNEY TX 75071

2120529 MCKINNEY HILL PARK LP 2020 FM 2933 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2120530 MCKINNEY HILL PARK LLC 494 PRIVATE ROAD 5537 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2120538 560 NEW HOPE HOLDINGS LLC 560 W NEW HOPE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2120538 560 NEW HOPE HOLDINGS LLC 10327 OFFSHORE DR IRVING TX 75063-5092

2120540 COLLIN COUNTY 2163 E DAVE BROWN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2120540 COLLIN COUNTY 210 S MCDONALD ST MCKINNEY TX 75069-7602

2120542 LOMAS OCTAVIO 2508 STICKHORSE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2120543 MISHRA DHARMENDRA & SHALINI 2928 STICKHORSE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2120543 MISHRA DHARMENDRA & SHALINI 12765 TIMBER CROSSING DR FRISCO TX 75033-3211

2120544 JONES KATHY W & KENNETH 2150 COUNTY ROAD 1084 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2120545 VALLE ISRAEL D & ALMA PO BOX 3753 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8195

2120545 VALLE ISRAEL D & ALMA 3321 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

2120550 SAMS DONALD D 3343 STICKHORSE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2120551 YU TIANHUA 2705 GOLDEN MEADOW CT MCKINNEY TX 75069-7440

2120552 HASCAL RANDY J & LYNNE K 1892 PEACOCK TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2120709 RIDGE MCKINNEY REALTY LLC 6795 COUNTY ROAD 123 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2120709 RIDGE MCKINNEY REALTY LLC 12498 RIVERHILL RD FRISCO TX 75033-2886

2120710 LOUGHRIDGE FLINT & REGINA 8200 STONEBROOK PKWY STE 210 FRISCO TX 75034-5588

2120710 LOUGHRIDGE FLINT & REGINA 6665 COUNTY ROAD 161 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2120711 WIGGINS JAMES WILLIAM 6400 COUNTY ROAD 124 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2120712 KNUTH KENNETH G & MARSHA J 6071 COUNTY ROAD 161 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2120714 HOPKINS TRACY J & RHONDA D 6235 COUNTY ROAD 161 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2120717 DAMIANO SAVANNAH & BROOKLYN DAMIANO 3598 N CUSTER RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2120727 BATES RENE - ESTATE OF 4484 COUNTY ROAD 1006 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2120731 CULBREATH MICHAEL L & PAULA 4449 COUNTY ROAD 1006 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2120732 CARRINGTON LANCE & MONICA PO BOX 6351 MCKINNEY TX 75071-5109

2120732 CARRINGTON LANCE & MONICA 4441 COUNTY ROAD 1006 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2120733 CHRIST REDEEMER CHURCH PO BOX 206 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8134

2120733 CHRIST REDEEMER CHURCH 4101 COUNTY ROAD 1006 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2120751 WALTON COY & JOI STOERKEL-WALTON 2931 COUNTY ROAD 338 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2120759 MILES SUSAN L 7425 OAK RIDGE DR PLANO TX 75025-3203

2120759 MILES SUSAN L 3983 COUNTY ROAD 331 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2120761 2118 CR 338 LLC 2118 COUNTY ROAD 338 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2120762 O'NEAL MARGARET RODDEY 2149 COUNTY ROAD 338 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2120763 BORCHARD JOE & MARY PO BOX 354 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8136

2120763 BORCHARD JOE & MARY 2161 BORCHARD TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2120788 JBG RENT HOUSES LLC C/O JUDY GLAZER 2343 COUNTY ROAD 335 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2120789 JBG RENT HOUSES LLC C/O JUDY GLAZER 2433 COUNTY ROAD 335 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2120791 COLLINS KENNETH BRYAN MCKINNEY STABLES 807 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

2120901 MELISSA CAPITAL LLC 973 HOLT LN ALLEN TX 75013-4731

2120901 MELISSA CAPITAL LLC 4916 COUNTY ROAD 277 MELISSA TX 75454

2120902 GRAND ROYAL MELISSA LLC 4728 COUNTY ROAD 277 MELISSA TX 75454

2121035 STEPPING STONES CHURCH OF MCKINNEY STEPPING STONES CHURCH 6828 COUNTY ROAD 202 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2121037 MCKINNEY RANCH LTD 5764 COUNTY ROAD 201 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2121038 HOWELL EDDIE P & GAILYN A PO BOX 88 WESTON TX 75097-0088

2121038 HOWELL EDDIE P & GAILYN A 5378 COUNTY ROAD 201 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2121046 W J FAMILY LP PO BOX 250128 PLANO TX 75025-0128

2121046 W J FAMILY LP 4080 N MCDONALD ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2121047 TALUKDER JAMAL TALUKDER NAZNEEN 600 W MCDERMOTT DR ALLEN TX 75013-8064

2121047 TALUKDER JAMAL TALUKDER NAZNEEN 1006 FM 543 MCKINNEY TX 75069

2121101 FIRST TEXAS HOMES INC % KRISTY MURDAY 11800 ROCKHILL PKWY FRISCO TX 75035

2121111 55 PROSPER LP 3488 E FIRST ST PROSPER TX 75078

2121483 DHIC - JAMES PITTS LLC c/o DHI COMMUNITIES 3601 JAMES PITTS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2121483 DHIC - JAMES PITTS LLC c/o DHI COMMUNITIES 1341 HORTON CIR ARLINGTON TX 76011-4310

2121723 BURROW MARCUS D & SHEILA D 3969 COUNTY ROAD 276 MELISSA TX 75454

2121724 BOURG WILFRED M JR & KAREN 4219 COUNTY ROAD 277 MELISSA TX 75454

2121726 KHEMSARA SAN JEEVA PO BOX 12725 DALLAS TX 75225-0725

2121726 KHEMSARA SAN JEEVA 630 CENTRAL EXPY MELISSA TX 75454

2121727 5849 N MCDONALD LLC 5849 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454

2121728 KCCI LAND DEVELOPMENT LLC 640 CENTRAL EXPY MELISSA TX 75454

2121884 STAR 90 PROPERTIES LLC 4496 COUNTY ROAD 1006 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2122034 W/J WILMETH RIDGE LP 5784 COUNTY ROAD 161 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2122038 HRC/WCD PARTNERS LP 5090 COUNTY ROAD 1205 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2122040 KV LAND DEVELOPMENTS LLC ICS 11927 HENDERSON DR FRISCO TX 75035-8857

2122041 MORRIS FRANK & PATSY REV LVNG TR MORRIS FRANK J & PATSY A TRS 6008 COUNTY ROAD 123 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2122042 LEWIS CHARLES & AMELIA 4177 LINEHAN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2122043 LEWIS CHARLES E & AMELIA J 4180 AKELA WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2122103 THOMAS CHARLES T & LYNDA K TEXAS INDEPENDENT PIPE SUPPLY/LKT & ASSOC PO BOX 332 MELISSA TX 75454-0332

2122103 THOMAS CHARLES T & LYNDA K TEXAS INDEPENDENT PIPE SUPPLY/LKT & ASSOC 3346 COUNTY ROAD 275 MELISSA TX 75454

2122104 LEGENDARY LIGHTNING GROUP INC 3239 COUNTY ROAD 275 MELISSA TX 75454

2122192 BEWLEY GIRLS LLC PO BOX 505 MELISSA TX 75454-0505

2122192 BEWLEY GIRLS LLC 900 FANNIN RD MELISSA TX 75454

2122203 STIDHAM JAMES H & LINDA 5751 COUNTY ROAD 161 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2122514 DANIEL FAMILY TRUST BILLY A & PATRICIA R DANIEL TRUSTEES 616 FANNIN RD MELISSA TX 75454

2122514 DANIEL FAMILY TRUST BILLY A & PATRICIA R DANIEL TRUSTEES 410 FANNIN RD MELISSA TX 75454-2227

2122516 SPAULDING FLOYD W & MONICA M 1429 COUNTY ROAD 278 MELISSA TX 75454

2122517 GRAHAM RONALD M & JOANN 1373 COUNTY ROAD 278 MELISSA TX 75454

2123586 PARSONS REGINA - LE JUSTIN CODY PARSONS 1006 THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069-2342

2123586 PARSONS REGINA - LE JUSTIN CODY PARSONS 1006 N THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2123588 JACKSON ANGELA & FULGHUM SHARON & ANTHONY MAXWELL & LEONARD B MAXWELL JR 1101 CANAL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2124125 EDWARDS STACY L & LINDA JAMES 1739 COUNTY ROAD 338 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2124125 EDWARDS STACY L & LINDA JAMES 1006 S WELLINGTON POINT RD MCKINNEY TX 75072-5751

2124147 BENSON JEFFREY SCOTT & MARCY BENSON 1722 ROSEMARY BARN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2124147 BENSON JEFFREY SCOTT & MARCY BENSON 1700 ROSEMARY BARN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071-1584

2124154 WILSON TOM B JR - CO INDEP EXECUTOR & DAVID W WILSON-CO-IND EX & SUSANNE WILSON SANDERS-CO IND EX TOM B WILSON SR ESTATE OF 22 CITRUS WAY ALLEN TX 75002-8033

2124156 BLAKE JASON P & SHANNON S 800 COUNTY ROAD 1200 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2124195 RELEMKE TRUST 2911 COUNTY ROAD 330 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2124195 RELEMKE TRUST 2701 W 15TH ST STE 169 PLANO TX 75075-7523

2125485 LANE BRUCE R JR & PAMELA P 1201 GRAY BRANCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2126215 SHAHID FAMILY TRUST PO BOX 3065 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8182

2126215 SHAHID FAMILY TRUST 3166 STICKHORSE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2126216 ABUDA RONALD & CYNTHIA 8502 INDIANOLA DR FRISCO TX 75033-6704

2126216 ABUDA RONALD & CYNTHIA 3088 STICKHORSE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2130116 MCKINNEY LEASED HOUSING ASSOCIATES OWNER I LLC KINWOOD APARTMENTS TC 3300 N MCDONALD ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2130116 MCKINNEY LEASED HOUSING ASSOCIATES OWNER I LLC KINWOOD APARTMENTS TC 2905 NORTHWEST BLVD STE 150 PLYMOUTH MN 55441-2644

2132831 STEWART LOIS J REVOCABLE LIVING TRUST THE 702 MAIN ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2132832 WORTHAM ROBERT D 900 GREEN BROOK DR ALLEN TX 75002-2313

2132832 WORTHAM ROBERT D 700 MAIN ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2137120 REED REMINGTON GRAFF 2004 TRUST II THE ELDORADO MAZDAC/O GRAFF STANLEY V 2150 N CENTRAL EXPY MCKINNEY TX 75070

2137392 DAVIS PAUL E 2901 PROVINE RD MCKINNEY TX 75072-9206

2137392 DAVIS PAUL E 10060 MOONEY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2137393 GBT-AREA 51 LLC 10075 PHANTOM LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2137598 BENSON DUSTIN & KENDRA BENSON 7612 TANGLECREST DR DALLAS TX 75254-8021

2137598 BENSON DUSTIN & KENDRA BENSON 1616 BANDY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2137704 SURTI HARESH & PRITI H 5700 BAXTER WELL RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2137705 SHANNON CHARLES E & NORAH N 5656 BAXTER WELL RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2137927 PADRON GILBERT & ALICA 5467 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454

2138534 PRESTON TRAIL MINISTRIES INC PRESTON TRAIL MINISTRIES PO BOX 418 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8138

2138534 PRESTON TRAIL MINISTRIES INC PRESTON TRAIL MINISTRIES 1611 WILMETH RD MCKINNEY TX 75069

2140992 FIRST NATIONAL BANK OF TRENTON FIRST NATIONAL BANK OF TRENTON PO BOX 4 TRENTON TX 75490-0004

2140992 FIRST NATIONAL BANK OF TRENTON FIRST NATIONAL BANK OF TRENTON 1218 SAM RAYBURN HWY MELISSA TX 75454

2141054 HOSEY MICHAEL L & CANDELARIA PONSE 301 BOLIN RD MCKINNEY TX 75069

2142573 BURGOS PETER & SANDRA 1124 PIEDMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2142574 MARTINEZ MARITZA E 3110 TURKEY CREEK TRL PROSPER TX 75078-9606

2142574 MARTINEZ MARITZA E 1120 PIEDMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2142575 MINGJIAYILIANG TEXAS LLC 1116 PIEDMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2142576 FLORES MARTHA 1112 PIEDMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2142577 RAMOS RICHARD RAUL 1108 PIEDMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2142578 SITU QISHAN STEVEN 6248 TYNING CIR FRISCO TX 75035-7264

2142578 SITU QISHAN STEVEN 1104 PIEDMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2142579 JONES HEIDI A 1100 PIEDMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2142580 RANA NIRMITA 75 N BROWNING AVE TENAFLY NJ 07670-1912

2142580 RANA NIRMITA 1024 PIEDMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2142581 LAM STEVEN 2529 ROCHDALE ST GARLAND TX 75040-3355

2142581 LAM STEVEN 1020 PIEDMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2142582 CHAKRALA SRINIVAS & GAYATHREE KARANAM 1016 PIEDMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2142583 DUNN JANE 1012 PIEDMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2142584 SONI ALKESH R & MANALI SONI TALSANIA 1008 PIEDMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2142587 COX CHRISTIAN N 9421 YORK PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2142588 PINUELAS EDWARD & EULALIA S 9417 YORK PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2142589 HOLLADAY CHRIS ALLEN 9413 YORK PL MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2142590 HERNDON ERRIN & RAYMEE 9409 YORK PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2142591 BUERHAUS MICHAEL & MARLA 9405 YORK PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2142592 ARPI REIT LLC ATTN: PROPERTY TAX DEPARTMENT 9401 YORK PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2142602 MCGOWEN DEBORAH K 905 CANAL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2144220 AMERCO REAL ESTATE COMPANY OF TEXAS INC ATTN: PROPERTY TAX DEPARTMENT PO BOX 29046 PHOENIX AZ 85038-9046

2144406 EPISCOPAL DIOCESE OF DALLAS THE CORPORATION HOLY FAMILY SCHOOL 5100 ROSS AVE DALLAS TX 75206-7798

2144406 EPISCOPAL DIOCESE OF DALLAS THE CORPORATION HOLY FAMILY SCHOOL 500 N THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2144998 HARVELL JOHN ERIC 1005 CHARLOTTE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2144999 ATKINSON WILLIAM PATRICK & HOLLY C 1009 CHARLOTTE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145000 PARSI SUDHAKAR & SIRISHA DEVI 1013 CHARLOTTE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145001 MUWALLIF NORMA J & AKILAH 1101 CHARLOTTE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145002 CASTILLO MARIO A 1105 CHARLOTTE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145003 TAWADROUS JOSEPH SABET & RANIA NABIL ATTIA MOUSSA 1109 CHARLOTTE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145004 MARELLA SAMEER K 7152 ATLAS PEAK DR DUBLIN CA 94568-4687

2145004 MARELLA SAMEER K 1113 CHARLOTTE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145005 HLAING MAUNG & NANDAR SHAR PO BOX 132377 TYLER TX 75713-2377

2145005 HLAING MAUNG & NANDAR SHAR 1117 CHARLOTTE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145006 GODFREY JAMES MICHAEL & LOURDES ESPINOSA 1121 CHARLOTTE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145007 TATUM CARMOS 1201 CHARLOTTE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145008 CHATTERGOON CHAT & PATRICE 861 ECHO DR PROSPER TX 75078-8439

2145008 CHATTERGOON CHAT & PATRICE 1205 CHARLOTTE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145009 PATEL RINKESHKUMAR M & NAIRAVI 1209 CHARLOTTE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145010 STELZER JOEY LEE 1213 CHARLOTTE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145011 PAWLIK GAIL A 1217 CHARLOTTE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145012 PAWLIK STEPHEN R 1221 CHARLOTTE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145013 MARQUEZ RICHARD & BRITTANY 9116 BRISTOL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145014 GRAVES CHRISTOPHER A & MEGAN R 9112 BRISTOL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145015 GOGGINS RICHARD & VICKIE M 9108 BRISTOL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145016 KE DE JIN & ZHENG WEN JIN 9104 BRISTOL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145017 DAVIS DWAMOND L 9100 BRISTOL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145018 COMBS LEAH K & JOHN RUSTY COMBS 9012 BRISTOL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145018 COMBS LEAH K & JOHN RUSTY COMBS 318 CRIPPLE CREEK DR CELINA TX 75009-4670

2145019 LOPEZ CARLOS 9008 BRISTOL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145020 UNNIKRISHNAN JAGADEESH KUMAR & KRISHUAN SUJATHA 9004 BRISTOL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145020 UNNIKRISHNAN JAGADEESH KUMAR & KRISHUAN SUJATHA 2163 FAIR HILL DR ALLEN TX 75013-5658

2145021 JORDAN JOSHUA & LISA MILNE 9000 BRISTOL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145022 NOLLEY JENNIFER 9001 BOONE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145023 CHAO YAXIN 9005 BOONE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145024 PERRIER PHILIPPE A & SUSAN M PERRIER 9009 BOONE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145024 PERRIER PHILIPPE A & SUSAN M PERRIER 4009 SUN MEADOWS ST PLANO TX 75024-3437

2145025 LONGUEVILLE FAMILY REVOCABLE LIVING TRUST JEFFREY D LONGUEVILLE- TRUSTEE 9013 BOONE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145026 NGUYEN-JOHNSON CINDY 9017 BOONE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145027 SN DFW LLC 9101 BOONE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145027 SN DFW LLC 8390 E VIA DE VENTURA F110 #303 SCOTTSDALE AZ 85258-3128

2145028 JAMES MORGAN R 9105 BOONE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145029 RABHI RACHID SALIM 9109 BOONE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145030 WILSON ANDREW & PAIGE 1012 CAMPBELL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145031 WARE WILLIAM MICHAEL 1008 CAMPBELL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145032 COHEN JAMES D & ALMA P COHEN 1004 CAMPBELL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145033 STANLEY CHARLES HEATH & SARAH MICHELLE 1000 CAMPBELL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145034 ROBINSON SAGE M 9116 BOONE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145035 TEU KIM LOON & JENNY PIT-CHING TAN 9112 BOONE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145035 TEU KIM LOON & JENNY PIT-CHING TAN 5603 MANCHESTER DR RICHARDSON TX 75082-2858

2145036 BIAN TAO & KAI ZHANG 9707 HARPERS LN APT 242 COPPELL TX 75019-5687

2145036 BIAN TAO & KAI ZHANG 9108 BOONE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145037 SHAH FAMILY TRUST 9104 BOONE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145037 SHAH FAMILY TRUST 6763 RANGER RD FRISCO TX 75035-0486

2145038 EUBANKS DARREN & BRANDI C 9100 BOONE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145039 COSNER GUY R & CAROLYN 9020 BOONE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145040 HULCY DECHARD ANDERSON 9016 BOONE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145040 HULCY DECHARD ANDERSON 5708 MISTED BREEZE DR PLANO TX 75093-8536

2145041 CUNNINGHAM KAYLA 9012 BOONE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145042 ABUGHAZALEH FARAH SALAH & WALEED ELGHUSSEIN 9008 BOONE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145043 GLEW LISANNE M & RICHARD A 9004 BOONE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145043 GLEW LISANNE M & RICHARD A 829 PARKWOOD CT MCKINNEY TX 75072-5390

2145044 HARDEMAN JOSEPH L & TERRI 9000 BOONE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145045 BULUSU VENKATA RAMA SRIKANTH 9001 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145046 TALUKDER JAMAL & NAZNEEN M 9005 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145046 TALUKDER JAMAL & NAZNEEN M 811 TIMBERWOOD CIR FAIRVIEW TX 75069-9183

2145047 JACOBS SHEILA 9009 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145048 BRASHEARS KATHRYN E 9013 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145049 JAIN TUSHAR 9017 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145049 JAIN TUSHAR 15892 CHRISTOPHER LN FRISCO TX 75035-3624

2145050 AGADI RADHA & DARSHAN ARKALGUD 9021 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145050 AGADI RADHA & DARSHAN ARKALGUD 2524 LOUIS LN LEWISVILLE TX 75056-5906

2145051 SFR BORROWER 2021-2 LLC 9101 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145052 OLIVER CHRISTY F & DONALD L 941 HIGH WILLOW DR PROSPER TX 75078-8323

2145052 OLIVER CHRISTY F & DONALD L 9105 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2145053 MOUNGER MCKINNEY RENTALS LLC 9109 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145053 MOUNGER MCKINNEY RENTALS LLC 2116 SOUTH ST NACOGDOCHES TX 75964-6126

2145054 HPA TEXAS SUB 2016 ML LLC 9113 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145055 MEREDITH VAN 9117 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145060 JANAHI MOHAMED & JESSICA NICOLE 1220 CHARLOTTE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145061 FALIK RACHEL & ELDAD FALIK 1510 W NORTH LOOP BLVD APT 423 AUSTIN TX 78756-2029

2145061 FALIK RACHEL & ELDAD FALIK 1216 CHARLOTTE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145062 COLE STEPHEN & LINDSEY 1212 CHARLOTTE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145063 HECKEL ALFRED C 1208 CHARLOTTE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145064 OKON THOMAS 1204 CHARLOTTE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145065 SRE PROPERTIES LLC 1741 HIGHLAND MEADOWS DR PROSPER TX 75078-9360

2145065 SRE PROPERTIES LLC 1200 CHARLOTTE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145066 FABER PAMELA SUE 1120 CHARLOTTE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145067 AGMG INVESTMENTS LLC 3371 LARGO RIDGE CT GREEN BAY WI 54311-4423

2145067 AGMG INVESTMENTS LLC 1116 CHARLOTTE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145068 BROWN EMANUEL & CHRISTINE BROWN 1112 CHARLOTTE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145069 MARTIN JOSE R 1108 CHARLOTTE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145070 SEAGRAVE KYLE & RACHEL SEAGRAVE 1104 CHARLOTTE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145071 HURST RACHEL M 1100 CHARLOTTE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145072 EMERSON MICHAEL & JANICE EMERSON PO BOX 1942 AZLE TX 76098-1942

2145072 EMERSON MICHAEL & JANICE EMERSON 1001 CAMPBELL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145073 ZIEGLER VYRONYCA 1005 CAMPBELL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145074 NISGAV TIKVA 1009 CAMPBELL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145075 ZHOU PING 4608 MEADOW RIDGE DR PLANO TX 75093-3396

2145075 ZHOU PING 1101 CAMPBELL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145076 DALTON TARA 1105 CAMPBELL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145077 ALVAZZI CHRISTOPHE & EUNICE ALVAZZI 16 BACHWEID BAAR SWITZERLAND 6340

2145077 ALVAZZI CHRISTOPHE & EUNICE ALVAZZI 1109 CAMPBELL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145078 COLO'N ARTHUR D 1113 CAMPBELL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145079 HPA TEXAS SUB 2016-2 LLC A DELAWARE LLC 9201 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145080 FREUDENBERG KERRY E 9205 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145081 TUNG STEPHEN BIHDING & PEGGY Y 9209 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145081 TUNG STEPHEN BIHDING & PEGGY Y 2564 HISTORY LN PLANO TX 75075-0010

2145082 OCHOA OVER E & CRISTINA R OCHOA 9213 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145083 NGO CHINH & KHANH DIEP 9217 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145083 NGO CHINH & KHANH DIEP 3088 GREENFIELD DR RICHARDSON TX 75082-3628

2145084 EDWARDS BARBARA 9301 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145085 TRETO LORENA S & RUDALFO A 9305 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145086 KOMIC ERMIN 9309 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145086 KOMIC ERMIN 601 DENTON CREEK DR MCKINNEY TX 75070

2145087 NAKRA MUKESH & MONICA LAKHWARA 9313 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145087 NAKRA MUKESH & MONICA LAKHWARA 7455 ROCKYFORD DR FRISCO TX 75035-0582

2145088 JACOBS ADAM S 9317 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145089 TALLEY JONATHAN 9321 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145090 MARIANI RICHARD A & JOANNE 9325 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145091 MURRAY LAINE ELIZABETH 9329 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145092 SMITH JERRY W JR 1000 CHESTERFIELD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145093 ALATORRE JORGE A 1004 CHESTERFIELD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145094 JONES EVAN & KINA 1008 CHESTERFIELD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145095 STINE BRETT R & MEREDITH 1012 CHESTERFIELD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145096 GUERRERO RICARDO & BARRAGAN IRMA 1016 CHESTERFIELD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145097 RUIZ DAVID RUBEN & CATHERINE I RUIZ 2241 ELDGER DR PLANO TX 75025-2144

2145097 RUIZ DAVID RUBEN & CATHERINE I RUIZ 1100 CHESTERFIELD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145098 MADSEN KENN & MEILAN WANG 1104 CHESTERFIELD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145098 MADSEN KENN & MEILAN WANG 1031 CAPROCK LN CARROLLTON TX 75010-1211

2145099 WEHKING PARKER & MONICA WEHKING 1108 CHESTERFIELD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145100 HULSTRAND TANYA 2033 W MCDERMOTT DR STE 320 # 281 ALLEN TX 75013-4675

2145100 HULSTRAND TANYA 1112 CHESTERFIELD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145101 BROWN MARY A REVOC TR - LE 1116 CHESTERFIELD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145102 PSK HOCO LLC- SERIES C A SERIES OF PSK HOCO LLC 539 W COMMERCE ST SUITE 5041 DALLAS TX 75208-1953

2145102 PSK HOCO LLC- SERIES C A SERIES OF PSK HOCO LLC 1120 CHESTERFIELD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145103 CONKLING BRIAN J 9000 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145104 SCHNITZ JENNIFER 9004 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145105 NGUYEN THUAN KELLY YANG 9008 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145106 MCLEOD KAREN B 9012 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145107 DANG CUONG 9016 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145107 DANG CUONG 805 HACKBERRY RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75072-6747

2145108 CHEN MINGLAN & ZHONG HUANG 9020 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145108 CHEN MINGLAN & ZHONG HUANG 6505 MARVIN GDNS MCKINNEY TX 75070-9453

2145109 KIRBY JAMES E & JEAN E-LE KIRBY JEFFREY E & KIRBY JOSEPH E 9024 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145110 PAVANI GANESH & GANGA GANESH 9100 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145110 PAVANI GANESH & GANGA GANESH 18313 31ST AVE SE BOTHELL WA 98012-6070

2145111 SCHROEDER FAMILY TRUST 9104 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145112 GOMEZ CARLOS A & VANESSA A WARREN 9108 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145113 LI MIN 9112 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145113 LI MIN 4651 S CUSTER RD APT 2211 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8114

2145114 GARRETT JEFF F & MCNEILL KIMBERLY K 9116 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145115 HALTOM LISA & THOMAS H III 9120 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2145116 MOLEPSKE SAMANTHA L & JEFFREY JUSTIN 9200 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145117 AMOR FAMILY TRUST 9204 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145117 AMOR FAMILY TRUST 1875 WREN CIR COSTA MESA CA 92626-4743

2145118 MOHEAD MYRON & MARQUISHA 9208 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145119 GUPTA VINOD 9212 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145119 GUPTA VINOD 681 NAVAJO WAY FREMONT CA 94539-7129

2145120 BURR MELISSA CAROL 9216 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145121 GREGORY NORRELLE & CHIP 9220 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145122 BABBITT BRIAN S & ASHLEY A 9224 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145123 HPA BORROWER 2018-1 LLC 9300 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145124 RE BTR LPF1 LLC 9304 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145124 RE BTR LPF1 LLC 42 E 22ND ST # 331B NEW YORK NY 10010-0010

2145125 CABRERA ALMA 9308 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145126 CHIU CHEN-YEN 9312 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145126 CHIU CHEN-YEN 4413 GALSFORD DR PLANO TX 75024-3744

2145127 LAYNE QUENTIN 9316 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145128 TOLEDO RUTE BATISTA GONCALVES aka RUTE B TOLEDO 9320 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145129 BOYLES THOMAS A & BARNETT ADRIENNE M 9324 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145130 KRAFT DAVID 9328 WARREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145130 KRAFT DAVID 7105 QUEEN ANNE DR MCKINNEY TX 75072-2314

2145131 NIDEY DUSTY 9325 LEESBURG CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145132 DUBEY FAMILY LIVING TRUST 9321 LEESBURG CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145132 DUBEY FAMILY LIVING TRUST 10709 SPRING LAKE RD FRISCO TX 75035-8474

2145133 BHUPALAM VIKAS & RAMYA L CHAKKA 9317 LEESBURG CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145133 BHUPALAM VIKAS & RAMYA L CHAKKA 5112 MONTIANO LN DUBLIN CA 94568-2805

2145134 MOSBY JASON MICHAEL & NICOLE DAWN 9313 LEESBURG CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145135 EICHER RANDALL & DONNA 9309 LEESBURG CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145136 MENDOZA ELPIDIO & ARCELLA 9305 LEESBURG CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145136 MENDOZA ELPIDIO & ARCELLA 10201 OLIVIA DR MCKINNEY TX 75072-2898

2145137 CHARP RYAN & KIMBERLY CHARP 9301 LEESBURG CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145137 CHARP RYAN & KIMBERLY CHARP 4681 W GEDDES AVE LITTLETON CO 80128-2517

2145138 DATE JOHN & PAULA 9300 LEESBURG CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145139 GRAVE KRISTINA A 9304 LEESBURG CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145140 FLOYD RICHIE & RENEE S 9308 LEESBURG CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145141 DE FREESE PAUL M JR & LIJUAN XU 9312 LEESBURG CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145142 FARMER CHRIS G 9316 LEESBURG CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145143 HEMPHILL DARRELL 9320 LEESBURG CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145144 BURNS JASON W 9324 LEESBURG CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2145145 VIRGINIA HILLS HOA C/O ALGONQUIN PROPERTY MANAGEMENT 1314 W MCDERMOTT DR STE 106-404 ALLEN TX 75013-3021

2145999 GARCIA MIGUEL ANGEL 3478 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

2148447 BENNETT WALTER & MARY 5668 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454

2149384 SALINAS MARIO & FAFAELA ARELLANO 1287 COUNTY ROAD 278 MELISSA TX 75454

2150173 ANDERS TIMOTHY W & JANET S 8168 COUNTY ROAD 859 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2150183 QUINTERO ANGELA MARIA 7007 SLEEPY HOLLOW RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2150260 DIERKS EMMITT T 5700 FRANKLIN BRANCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2150262 NALL MARILYNN R 5272 BAXTER WELL RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2152002 BATES RENE - ESTATE OF 4660 COUNTY ROAD 1006 MCKINNEY TX 75071-6614

2504360 GEHM LOUIS E III OR BROOKE A GEHM 1401 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504361 BROWN HAROLD SHANE & AMANDA G 1405 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504362 SHOUSE CORY 1409 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504363 BYROM JAMES M & JANICE M BYROM 1501 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504364 HARDIN EVELYN R & FREDERICK C MARTIN 1505 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504365 WEST DEANA SUZANN 1509 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504366 BRYANT ROBERT MATTHEW & AMY RENEE 1513 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504367 HOPE ZACHARY S & JORDAN B 1601 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504368 SHUTKA MICHAEL JOSEPH & DANIELLE MARIE 1605 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504369 COWAN LINDY ELIZABETH & ANDREW RYAN 1609 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504370 POWELL AARON & STACY 1613 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504371 WAYMAN JOHN & GAIL WAYMAN 1701 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504372 ACKLEY WILLIAM E & EILEEN P ACKLEY 1705 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504373 SIAS KENNETH C & TERRALYN 1709 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504374 HESITA JEROME L & KIM M 1713 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504376 CURTIS DANNY J & BARBARA L 1801 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504377 THOMPSON MICHAEL 1805 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504378 BECKETT PATRICIA M 1809 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504379 BRENNER JAMES E & RITA C 1813 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504380 MCMURTRY NICHOLAS T & LYNETTE R 1817 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504381 VAISHNAVI FNU & SAISREENATH SRINIVASAN GOVINDARAJAN 1901 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504382 SRIDHAR SRIDEVI 1905 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504383 FRY DAVID JR & NICOLE FRY 1909 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504384 HOLCOMB KELLY & RONNIE 1913 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504385 FANN DAWN & KENNETH 1917 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504386 FARIAS ERIKA L & ROBERTO P FARIAS 7416 PROVINCE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504387 PULLEY LINDA A 7412 PROVINCE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504388 ROSAS CHRISTIAN 7408 PROVINCE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504389 SUMRALL JACK FRANKLIN-LE & SUZY ADCOCK SUMRALL-LE JACK & SUZY SUMRALL LIVING TRUST 7404 PROVINCE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504390 MACAULAY ROBERT C & MAUREEN E 7400 PROVINCE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504391 MURPHY ELIZABETH L 7316 PROVINCE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2504392 CRUME KATHY 7312 PROVINCE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504393 HIGH HAROLD R III & JILLIAN 7308 PROVINCE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504394 JONES JAMES & ROSA 7304 PROVINCE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504395 WITHERS BRUCE & CASEY 7300 PROVINCE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504396 KIM PAUL S & SUSAN S 1916 VAN LANDINGHAM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504397 CANDELA IRENEO G JR 1912 VAN LANDINGHAM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504398 MACDONALD SHAWN & DANA 1908 VAN LANDINGHAM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504399 ALLEN ROBERT WINSTON & TAHNAE TARKENTON ALLEN 1904 VAN LANDINGHAM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504400 CHEN LUMENG 1900 VAN LANDINGHAM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504401 CAVNAR ADAM & ANNA N 1812 VAN LANDINGHAM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504402 WONG GAIL PETER & MIRANDA MULYANA LIVING TRUST 1808 VAN LANDINGHAM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504403 PERKINS DAVID & CRYSTAL PERKINS 1804 VAN LANDINGHAM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504404 SABATIER LAUREN & RICHARD SABATIER JR 1800 VAN LANDINGHAM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504405 CABUENA HENRY B 1716 VAN LANDINGHAM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504406 FOWLER JASON & LISA 1712 VAN LANDINGHAM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504407 FERRER JOSE TRONCHONI & AURI ZULEIKA BRITO ARIAS 1708 VAN LANDINGHAM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504408 VARGAS GONZALEZ JESSICA IVETTE & EDWARD REYES JR 1704 VAN LANDINGHAM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504409 C & T CONNECTION LLC PO BOX 734 CELINA TX 75009-0734

2504409 C & T CONNECTION LLC 1700 VAN LANDINGHAM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504410 BATES LAURA A & DUANE 1608 VAN LANDINGHAM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504411 STEVENS MICHAEL HUNTER & PAIJE E-L STEVENS 1604 VAN LANDINGHAM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504412 MOORE GRANT ALLAN & KARI LYNN 1600 VAN LANDINGHAM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504413 BROWN TONYA & ELMER T 1504 VAN LANDINGHAM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504414 LORMAN DOUGLAS & NINA YEE 1500 VAN LANDINGHAM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504415 HABECK CHRISTINE E & BRIAN D 7301 NABORS LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504416 SHEARER PAUL A & JILL MARI REDMOND 7305 NABORS LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504417 TAYLOR MELISSA M & CHASE O 7309 NABORS LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504418 HOLBEIN TROY A 7313 NABORS LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504419 HASTINGS AMOS L III & LISA MARIE HAMMOND 7317 NABORS LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504420 DANFORTH DAVID & KAREN REVOCABLE TRUST DAVID GLENN DANFORTH & KAREN LEE DANFORTH - COTRUSTEES 7321 NABORS LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504421 CAROLUS TED E & LYNN A 7401 NABORS LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504422 HENDERSON JAMES & SHELLY 7405 NABORS LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504423 LYNCH LAURA C & DARREN G 7409 NABORS LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504424 BLEVINS KENNETH D & ARLENE F BLEVINS 7413 NABORS LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504425 LERNER SCOTT & MARGO 7417 NABORS LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504426 HOWARD SUSAN 7421 NABORS LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504428 SENDER BRIAN DAVID 1500 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504429 DE JONG RONALD & SANDRA M 1504 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504430 SIMS CAROL K & KRISTIE A SANGUINET 1508 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504431 MARTIN ANDREW J & KARA M 1512 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504432 ROWLANDS ANTHONY R & JENNIFER RENEE 1600 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504433 RICKABY RYAN W & SHARON J 1604 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504434 KESSLER ROBERT R & JERI A KESSLER REVOCABLE TRUST 1700 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504435 MOORE LAWRENCE & DEBRA 1704 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504436 STEWART CHAD 1708 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504437 MARTINEZ JOHN & LISA 1800 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504438 BUSHNELL GERALD ALAN 1804 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504439 HUCK DAVID J & TRACY L 1808 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504440 BURCH WENDELL L & FRAN S BURCH 1812 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504441 PRATT DEVIN RAY & DIANNA WISEMANN PRATT 1816 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504441 PRATT DEVIN RAY & DIANNA WISEMANN PRATT 1051 COUNTRY TRL FAIRVIEW TX 75069-8786

2504442 HOVEN THOMAS WILLIAM 1900 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504443 BOVAIRD SCOTT & BONNIE REVOCABLE TRUST 1904 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504444 COLDWELL HOWARD JR & LEEANN SASKA 1908 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504445 GREY JOHN M & CHERYL A 1912 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504446 ASBURY KIP W 1916 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504447 WIEDERHOLD RUBY E 7409 PROVINCE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504448 MEDA-SCHLAMEL SELENE 7405 PROVINCE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504449 REYES RICHARD JAMES & JODY CHRISTINE REIMLER 7401 PROVINCE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504450 GUGGIA MEGAN MARIE & DAMION PETER 7313 PROVINCE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504451 VALLADARES MARIO & YANET 7309 PROVINCE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504452 SALAZAR FAMILY 2020 TRUST 7305 PROVINCE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504452 SALAZAR FAMILY 2020 TRUST 441 E DOUGHERTY ST FALLBROOK CA 92028-2105

2504453 HOLDT SCOTT A & SARA D 7301 PROVINCE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504454 GOLDMAN MICHAEL A & HOLLY J NILES 7300 OAK VALLEY CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504455 BROWN ANDREW & JENNIFER 7304 OAK VALLEY CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504456 HOCH PAUL DAVID & JENNIFER L 7308 OAK VALLEY CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504457 LAKE GREG & JENNIFER ANN 7312 OAK VALLEY CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504458 ZONOUZY JAY & JASMIN 7309 OAK VALLEY CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504459 COLLINS JUSTIN G & KUJTIME T 7305 OAK VALLEY CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504460 ACEVES MICHAEL & CELINA SAAVEDRA 7301 OAK VALLEY CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504461 PITTS ALLISON & NICHOLAS 1809 VAN LANDINGHAM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504462 PAWLICK PAMELA J 1805 VAN LANDINGHAM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504463 HOLLIS TIMOTHY AARON & KELSEY LYN HOLLIS 1801 VAN LANDINGHAM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504464 BLISS BRIAN M & 1713 VAN LANDINGHAM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504465 SANTOS ARMANDO & BEATRIZ 1709 VAN LANDINGHAM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504466 HALL BLAKE ALLEN & AUDREY BETH 1705 VAN LANDINGHAM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504467 THRASH LARRY & JACQUELINE 1701 VAN LANDINGHAM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2504468 MATLOCK AMY L & ROY L 1700 STAPLETON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504469 BROWN QUINCY L ELIZABETH BROWN 1704 STAPLETON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504470 BRUNSON ARTHUR & JOELY GRAY 1708 STAPLETON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504471 BRYANT TRAVIS P & STACEY LEIGH 1712 STAPLETON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504472 TAYLOR DOAK & PAMELA 1716 STAPLETON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504473 UPVALL DAVID & CHERYL 1713 STAPLETON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504474 CONDO BEVERLY 1709 STAPLETON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504475 RUSSELL CHASE TYREL & BROOKE RENEE RUSSELL 1705 STAPLETON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504476 RAY BLAKE & STACEY RAY 1701 STAPLETON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504477 SCHNITKER GARY & LUCINDA 7400 BRAEMAR TER MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504478 ACKLEY MATHEW C & MORGAN C 7404 BRAEMAR TER MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504479 MONTFORT JULI & BRIAN 7408 BRAEMAR TER MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504480 REYNOLDS THOMAS CHAD & MELISSA REYNOLDS 7413 BRAEMAR TER MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504481 URIOSTE ERIC H 7409 BRAEMAR TER MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504482 MUSHO LIVING TRUST 7405 BRAEMAR TER MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504483 WALSH KEVIN & DARELLE 7401 BRAEMAR TER MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504484 MOORE EDWIN A 7313 BRAEMAR TER MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504485 DOYLE ROBERT W & CARRIE D 7309 BRAEMAR TER MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504486 BORELLI TERESA L 7305 BRAEMAR TER MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504487 LEE FAMILY TRUST THE LEE LAWRENCE AMON JR & BONNIE AILENE - TRUSTEES 7301 BRAEMAR TER MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504488 JORDAN MAJOR T JR & JORDAN CLARENDA L 7300 NABORS LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504489 MAX GAINS WORLDWIDE INC C/O MIRANDA MULYANA 7304 NABORS LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504490 PEMBERTON DOUGLAS LEE & AMY 7308 NABORS LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504491 SHERRELL RICK & BRENDA 7312 NABORS LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504492 HAGEE WILLIAM HARLOW & JENNIFER MARILYN 7316 NABORS LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504493 TAYLOR BRIAN A & ALICE P 7400 NABORS LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504494 MOULCKERS STEPHANIE & DOYLE CHRISTOPHER FAUL 7404 NABORS LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504495 NORZ PAMELA K & ROBERT J 7408 NABORS LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2504496 HERNANDEZ PATRICK & SARA HERNANDEZ 7412 NABORS LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2506008 SOLANO TIMOTHY LEE SR 301 LIVELY HL MCKINNEY TX 75069

2506009 RICHEY SHERRY L 305 LIVELY HL MCKINNEY TX 75069

2506010 JIMENEZ HERLINDA 313 LIVELY HL MCKINNEY TX 75069

2506011 ALLSOP TERRY LYNN 317 LIVELY HL MCKINNEY TX 75069

2506012 SIMMONS KEYONDA RETOYCE 309 LIVELY HL MCKINNEY TX 75069

2506529 MILLER TOMMY LYNDE 100 SHADY LANE DR FAIRFIELD TX 75840-2512

2509282 TEAGUE CHAD M & AMY M LA COUR VENUE 1789 COUNTY ROAD 338 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2509283 MIRANDA MARIO & PATRICIA AGUILAR 6612 LAKE MEADOW LN SACHSE TX 75048-5569

2510751 KENNETH O LESTER CO INC 245 N CASTLE HEIGHTS AVE LEBANON TN 37087-2741

2510879 MURPHY AUBREY P II 802 HIGHT ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2510879 MURPHY AUBREY P II 1617 RIVER CROSSING DR ANNA TX 75409-4733

2511062 HERNANDEZ GONZALO 1828 PRIVATE ROAD 5446 MCKINNEY TX 75069

2511205 EAST CLAYTON & SARAH EAST 1301 PATRIOTIC LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511210 JEFFERY JOSEPH R & EMMA G 1117 CONSTITUTION DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511211 ASHBY WALTER & GAIL 1121 CONSTITUTION DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511212 FOSSEN JASON & LESLIE 1201 CONSTITUTION DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511213 GOODRICH JAMES S & CONNIE JO 1205 CONSTITUTION DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511214 ROMEO DONNA M 1209 CONSTITUTION DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511215 NANCE JOHN ALLEN JR & RUBY JOYCE 1301 CONSTITUTION DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511216 FONTENOT REED A III & DONNA L 1305 CONSTITUTION DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511217 BATES SEAN S & KELLY S 1309 CONSTITUTION DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511218 JANES DANE ALLEN 1313 CONSTITUTION DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511219 SOUZA EVERETT J & SHARON T 1317 CONSTITUTION DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511220 MILEWSKI ALISON ELAINE 1401 CONSTITUTION DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511221 LEWIS ROBERT H & DEBRA D 1405 CONSTITUTION DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511222 BEATTIE CHAD M & VANESSA XIMENES 1409 CONSTITUTION DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511223 ROMERO SAMUEL G & JANE ROMERO 1413 CONSTITUTION DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511224 KUNZ JULIE A & JOAN TACKEL 1417 CONSTITUTION DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511225 SMALLS TANZA 6809 ALLEGIANCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511226 LOCKLIER WILLIAM L III & MARILYN S LOCKLIER 6813 ALLEGIANCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511227 GOMES JOSEPH SHYAMO & BRIGET M 1416 PATRIOTIC LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511228 COOK THOMAS WILLIAM & APRIL BERG 8269 RICHMOND THE COLONY TX 75056-3580

2511228 COOK THOMAS WILLIAM & APRIL BERG 1412 PATRIOTIC LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511229 KLEINMAN JOANNE L 1408 PATRIOTIC LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511230 MORRISON LYNDA 1404 PATRIOTIC LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511231 SOONG HAWTHORNE C 2409 BUTTERNUT DR HILLSBOROUGH CA 94010-6201

2511231 SOONG HAWTHORNE C 1400 PATRIOTIC LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511232 HOLLE CHRISTOPHER & KYLEIGH 1316 PATRIOTIC LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511233 ERWIN ANDREA J 1312 PATRIOTIC LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511234 CHERNIZER JULIE & ARKADY CHERNOV & ROZITA CHERNOV 1308 PATRIOTIC LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511235 GIGLIONE BERNADENE R 1304 PATRIOTIC LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511236 MYERS CLEM A & MYRA 1300 PATRIOTIC LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511242 FALL RICHARD E & CANDACE L 6808 REPUBLIC DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511243 BOICH DEBORAH J & BOICH CHARLOTTE ANN 6812 REPUBLIC DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511244 KILGORE DONNA E & STEPHEN D 6816 REPUBLIC DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511245 TOLLESON SANDRA G- LE TOLLESON LIVING TRUST 6900 REPUBLIC DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511246 PATTERSON CARLEEN CLARE 1100 CONSTITUTION DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511247 JERNIGAN RICHARD W & ELIZABETH J 1104 CONSTITUTION DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511248 KUTZ RONALD & AMANDA 1108 CONSTITUTION DR MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2511249 RANCURET PAUL L 1112 CONSTITUTION DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511250 HAIR JUDY GAYLE REVOCABLE LIVING TRUST 1116 CONSTITUTION DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511251 TOWNSEND ERNEST KEENE JR & JOY S 1120 CONSTITUTION DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511252 CARPENTER DARRIN 6813 OLD GLORY CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511253 VANN BRENT & KAREN T 6809 OLD GLORY CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511254 RUTLEDGE MONTY 6805 OLD GLORY CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511257 ROBERTS JONATHAN M & VERONICA E 6804 OLD GLORY CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511258 WOLEBEN DOUGLAS & KASEY 6808 OLD GLORY CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511259 KIRKPATRICK TRISH PO BOX 577 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8139

2511259 KIRKPATRICK TRISH 1200 CONSTITUTION DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511260 FITCH LIVING TRUST THE 1204 CONSTITUTION DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511261 ISDELL LAURA & BARRY 1208 CONSTITUTION DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511262 GREEN MATTHEW N & JESSICA 6801 ANTHEM CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511263 TEMPLE REVOCABLE TRUST 6800 ANTHEM CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511264 HALEY PATRICK & KELSEY 6804 ANTHEM CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511265 METZGER SUE E & PAUL J 6808 ANTHEM CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511266 DONIHOO GARY D & RACHEL S 1312 CONSTITUTION DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511267 TURNER TRACY & STEVEN 1316 CONSTITUTION DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511268 JEFFREY D NELSON 1400 CONSTITUTION DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511269 GIBNEY DENIS P & SHARON Y 1404 CONSTITUTION DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511270 MCDONALD MORRIS T 1305 PATRIOTIC LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511271 OGUNSEINDE DEBO A & ABISOLA A 8704 BRUNSWICK LN MCKINNEY TX 75072-3533

2511271 OGUNSEINDE DEBO A & ABISOLA A 1309 PATRIOTIC LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511272 KNIPPEL DAVID T & PEGGY A KNIPPEL 1401 PATRIOTIC LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511273 ROSE GEORGE L & LISA L ROSE 1405 PATRIOTIC LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511274 LAWHON ALLYSON MARIA 1409 PATRIOTIC LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511275 ADRIAN YOLANDA 1875 SNOWFLAKE DR COLORADO SPRINGS CO 80921-4001

2511275 ADRIAN YOLANDA 1412 UNION CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511276 FLORCZAK ARJADIUSZ R & LISA MARY 1408 UNION CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511277 ALPEROVICH VLADIMIR & ZHANNA ALPEROVICH 3109 PRESTON MEADOW DR PLANO TX 75093-3379

2511277 ALPEROVICH VLADIMIR & ZHANNA ALPEROVICH 1404 UNION CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511278 JOHNSTON TODD A & MARINA A JOHNSTON 1400 UNION CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511279 DEERING PAUL W & JULIE L 7001 ALLEGIANCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511280 MOORE MELISSA LYNN 7005 ALLEGIANCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511281 SHERLEY REVOCABLE TRUST SYDNEY ROSE SHERLEY TRUSTEE 7009 ALLEGIANCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511282 BAKER RANDALL & JEFFREY BENTON 7017 ALLEGIANCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511283 SOLOMON JOHN F & STACY E 7021 ALLEGIANCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511284 CASTILLO ANA & JOHN GUERRERO 7020 ALLEGIANCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511285 GOMES RONIE T & DAISY CLARA GOMES 7016 ALLEGIANCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511286 CLAUNCH WILLIAM G & JENNIFER J 7012 ALLEGIANCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511287 BOUSKA JERRY F & ARLENE C 7008 ALLEGIANCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511288 DICKENS ROBIN M & DONNA S 7004 ALLEGIANCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511289 MICHELETTI JOAN L 7000 ALLEGIANCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511290 ORMSTON DOUGLAS K & DARLENE M 6916 ALLEGIANCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511291 MANTOR INGRID K 6912 ALLEGIANCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511292 HOFFMIRE WILLIAM L 6908 ALLEGIANCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511293 GHAZALAH STEVEN R 69904 ALLEGIANCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511293 GHAZALAH STEVEN R 6904 ALLEGIANCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511294 VANDERHEIDEN RICARDO B & DENISE G VANDERHEIDEN 6900 ALLEGIANCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511295 JANNESAR ANISOLLAH 6824 ALLEGIANCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511296 MIESCH MICHAEL D & JEAN-MARIE MIESCH 6820 ALLEGIANCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511297 REZAEI MEHDI 6816 ALLEGIANCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511298 FLOWERS DEBRA L 6812 ALLEGIANCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511299 ALLEGRO F REVOCABLE TRUST & L ALLEGRO REVOCABLE TRUST 6808 ALLEGIANCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511300 CHEPTENE ION 6804 ALLEGIANCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511301 BANDAS ROBERT F 6800 ALLEGIANCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511788 BOSTON RICHARD S & RHONDA M 1309 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511789 STEPHENS PAUL A & STEPHENS JAN M 1001 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511790 GORMLEY ANDREW & KARALINE 7216 FARADAY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511791 CAIN DONNIE & JENNIFER 1200 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511795 RUSKOWSKI TERRY W & CAROL J 7000 LANGMUIR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511796 CONVERSE CHRISTINA & KEVIN DENNIS 7004 LANGMUIR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511797 WEINBERGER CHARLES & LYNNE D 7008 LANGMUIR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511798 LANE KELVIN R & JACQUELINE M 7012 LANGMUIR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511799 HUERTA ROBERT A & SUSAN M 7100 LANGMUIR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511800 YON MICHAEL & MARY LIVINGSTON 7104 LANGMUIR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511801 PRUGH BRADLEY M & SHANA 7108 LANGMUIR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511802 MEDEIROS MICHAEL 7112 LANGMUIR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511803 TEESE KENNETH B & ANN E 7116 LANGMUIR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511804 MCDONALD RICHARD G 7120 LANGMUIR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511805 KUNG LAURENCE G & DEBORAH A 7124 LANGMUIR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511806 CUNNINGHAM CHRISTOPHER R & NICOLE S 7200 LANGMUIR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511807 CLAYTON RICHARD B 7204 LANGMUIR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511808 MCMILLAN WILLIAM W & CAROLYN D 7208 LANGMUIR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511809 GIDNEY SHANNON KAYE & JOHN EVERETT REVOCABLE TRUST 7105 WINSTANLEY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511810 EDGAR RANDALL & LAURA JEANETTE 7101 WINSTANLEY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511811 MCLAUGHLIN JOSHUA M & MCLAUGHLIN JENNIFER 7100 WINSTANLEY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511812 BECK JEREMY CARL & LARA LAINE 7104 WINSTANLEY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2511813 HARMON STEPHEN L & TONYA L 7108 WINSTANLEY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511814 FRAZIER JACQUELINE & RANDALL FRAZIER 1200 RUNFORD CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511815 RUIZ CAROLINE L & RUIZ PABLO ESTEBAN 1204 RUNFORD CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511816 HANLEY STEPHEN M & LORI A 1300 RUNFORD CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511817 HICKOX WILLIAM H IV & MARY K HICKOX 1304 RUNFORD CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511818 SEIVER HAROLD A & KAREN C 1305 RUNFORD CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511819 QUERNEMOEN BRUCE L & LYNN M 1301 RUNFORD CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511820 HIRSHOUER MELINDA & ERIC S 1209 RUNFORD CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511821 MADSEN DANIEL L AND JEANETTE S REVOCABLE TRUST 1205 RUNFORD CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511822 AU-YEUNG IAN & ELIZABETH 1201 RUNFORD CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511823 FULBRIGHT JUSTIN SCOTT & GABRIELLE ALICIA 1200 KRISTEN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511824 NERO STUART A & SUSARA 1204 KRISTEN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511825 JUROVIC JOHN W & SHERYL K 1208 KRISTEN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511826 BYRD GREGORY A & LAURA M 1212 KRISTEN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511827 ANDREWS ROY C & TERI L 1216 KRISTEN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511828 BOOTH GREGORY S & JOY A 7200 MAUDSLEY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511829 NOWLIN BRANDT C & SHANA D 7204 MAUDSLEY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511830 LENOX BENNIE H JR & DEBORAH G 7208 MAUDSLEY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511831 WOLFE JOHN F & LINDA M 7300 MAUDSLEY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511832 SEYB JACOB G & KATHERINE C 7304 MAUDSLEY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511833 ALSUP ZACHARY JAY & WHITNEY DIANE ALSUP 7308 MAUDSLEY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511834 BREHM GRANT & JENNIFER 7400 MAUDSLEY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511835 GORDON GREG A & CATHY S 7404 MAUDSLEY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511836 HERNDON JANET C 7408 MAUDSLEY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511837 WOODRUFF ANDREA JONI & MICHAEL TODD 7412 MAUDSLEY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511844 STONE BRIAN M & MIA J 1305 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511845 AGYAPONG DOMINIC & RHODELINE AGYAPONG 1301 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511846 KATYAL ANISH & AYUSHI ARORA 1221 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511847 KRUKAR TINA LYNNE 1217 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511848 PRESTON PAUL F & SUZANNE M PRESTON 1213 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511849 WILLIAMS REVOCABLE TRUST 1209 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511850 MILLER CARROL D & MILLER MARILYN G 213 HADDINGTON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071-4632

2511850 MILLER CARROL D & MILLER MARILYN G 1205 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511851 DAVIDSON JAMES C & DIANA M 1201 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511852 TATE CHRISTOPHER & SHAUNA 1101 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511853 BALKOVEC JOHN S & SHERRY ANN DOTY 917 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511854 ALBERTI JOHN R & ANDREA R 913 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511855 LEWIS JAMES MICHAEL & RITA JO 909 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511868 BYBEE DONALD G & MARILYN 7113 FARADAY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511869 BENNETT TIMOTHY & DEBORAH L 6900 OAKBURY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511872 BLACKMON JASUN W & TANJA 7212 FARADAY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511873 SMITH FAMILY TRUST 7208 FARADAY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511874 GALVAN DAN M & MARTHA B GALVAN 7204 FARADAY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511875 WIELGOSZINSKI GARY & TRACY A 7200 FARADAY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511876 KUETHE CHRISTIAN & ADRIANNE 7116 FARADAY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511877 FABINY MARK & HOLLY JANETTE 7112 FARADAY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511878 GIACCHINO MARIO & CHRISTINE 7108 FARADAY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511879 PARKS MARY ELLEN- LE DOROTHY ANN TORRES 7104 FARADAY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511880 HOLLIS KENYON K 7100 FARADAY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511881 OLIVARES ADRIAN & TRACI ELAINE OLIVARES 7004 FARADAY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511882 YOUNG MICKEY D- LE & VALERIE T YOUNG- LE YOUNG LIVING TRUST 7000 FARADAY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511883 HAN EUGENE 901 MAYBACH CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511883 HAN EUGENE 3610 GILLESPIE ST APT 13 DALLAS TX 75219-4979

2511884 ZIEMIANSKI MARK & DEBORAH ZIEMIANSKI 905 MAYBACH CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511885 TAPPERT DAVID ANDREW & GHISLAINE TAPPERT 909 MAYBACH CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511886 TROUTT KEITH G & REBECCA L 7013 LANGMUIR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511887 MCCANN KAITLIN & PATRICK 7017 LANGMUIR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511888 DESHER PAUL C & MINDY S 7101 LANGMUIR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511889 VONUELOS LYNA T & NOEL 7105 LANGMUIR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511890 POPE KIMBERLY MAE & STEPHEN PATRICK 7109 LANGMUIR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511891 BURDEN MATTHEW MORGAN & DIANE JEANNE 7113 LANGMUIR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511892 MURRAY STEPHEN D & JESSICA C 7117 LANGMUIR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511893 SWOR MATTHEW CARL 7201 LANGMUIR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511894 YARBROUGH BRANDEN D & STACY L 7205 LANGMUIR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511895 JONES COREY ASHLEY & JENNY JONES 7209 LANGMUIR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511896 OH CHIEUN & KAZUKO LEE 7213 LANGMUIR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511896 OH CHIEUN & KAZUKO LEE 3741 MALLARD LN MEDFORD OR 97504-7225

2511897 MYERS JASON THOMAS & BROOKE MYERS 7217 LANGMUIR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511898 SOLIS MARISSA M & SOLIS JUAN JR 7221 LANGMUIR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511902 WINGFIELD RICHARD P & MARY T 7304 WINSTANLEY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511903 RICHARDS LAWRENCE MARK III 7300 WINSTANLEY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511904 LAZAROFF JEFFREY SCOTT & ABBEY COLEEN 1201 KRISTEN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511905 GORMAN JON K & KRISTA R GORMAN 1205 KRISTEN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511906 HENDRICKSON WILLIAM A & CAROL A HENDRICKSON 1209 KRISTEN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511907 MOSER JOHN D & DEIDRE N 7301 MAUDSLEY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511908 BURNETT THOMAS II & TRACY J 7305 MAUDSLEY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511909 AMERICAN HOMES 4 RENT PROPERTIES EIGHT LLC ATTN: PROPERTY TAX DEPARTMENT 7401 MAUDSLEY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511910 BISWAS AMARNATH & JULIA M 7405 MAUDSLEY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2511911 ALLEGRA MICHAEL DAVID & D'ANDRE ALLEGRA 7409 MAUDSLEY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511912 MEYER STEVEN F 1208 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2511913 MACERO CARL & PATRICE 1204 CANYON WREN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2515177 HIGH DESERT HOLDINGS LLC 2310 CHART DR DALLAS TX 75228-5306

2515177 HIGH DESERT HOLDINGS LLC 1004 GARCIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2515196 SUNDAY SKY PROPERTIES INC 4628 SUNDANCE DR PLANO TX 75024-3855

2517263 RUSK ELIZABETH ANN 1816 JANIS DR KILLEEN TX 76549-2130

2517274 ADAJAR JOSE 8217 GRAND CANYON DR PLANO TX 75025-3986

2517274 ADAJAR JOSE 806 CENTER ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2517496 CHIHUAHUA AIRPORT PARTNERS LP ATTN: JACK WYBENGA 2129 STONE CREEK DR PLANO TX 75075-2937

2517496 CHIHUAHUA AIRPORT PARTNERS LP ATTN: JACK WYBENGA 10020 STEARMAN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2517507 GLASS ANTHONY A 4632 GLADYS CT PLANO TX 75093-7110

2517581 3352 MCDONALD ST OWNER LLC 3352 N MCDONALD ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2517581 3352 MCDONALD ST OWNER LLC 12121 WILSHIRE BLVD STE 801 LOS ANGELES CA 90025-1164

2517656 TBS PROPERTY CO 12 CLASS A MOTOR COACH STORAGE 6053 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454

2517656 TBS PROPERTY CO 12 CLASS A MOTOR COACH STORAGE 3475 VINSON RD WYLIE TX 75098-6362

2519609 CAMPBELL PROPERTIES LTD TRACTOR SUPPLY 3350 N CENTRAL EXPY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2519609 CAMPBELL PROPERTIES LTD TRACTOR SUPPLY 1415 LILAC DR N STE 280 MINNEAPOLIS MN 55422-4526

2521176 ESCAMILLA SILVIA 309 LINCOLN ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2522120 WILSKER PROPERTIES LLC 904 CANAL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2522120 WILSKER PROPERTIES LLC 1709 KENNEDY DR WYLIE TX 75098-7105

2522375 PATTON JOSEPH M & EVITA R 3737 COUNTY ROAD 405 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2526558 C&F INVESTMENTS 5604-5610 N. MCDONALD/WAREHOUSE 5604 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454

2526558 C&F INVESTMENTS 5604-5610 N. MCDONALD/WAREHOUSE 1373 N GREENVILLE AVE ALLEN TX 75002-8606

2527068 HAYES RICHARD S & DEBBRA S HAYES 6801 REPUBLIC DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2527069 BOSILJEVAC FAMILY TRUST DAVID BOSILJEVAC & JEANIE LUCIE VACHON CO-TRUSTEES 6800 REPUBLIC DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2527070 ALLEY TRISHA 6804 REPUBLIC DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2527072 SMITH KYLE E & MARY ELLEN 6801 OLD GLORY CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2527073 HOFFMAN CHARLES & BARBARA 6800 OLD GLORY CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2528737 EASTHAM LINDA IRENE 3860 N MCDONALD ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2528753 MASON JAMES F TRUSTEE 4242 LOMO ALTO DR APT E23 DALLAS TX 75219-1586

2529460 SAN-SUN 2014 SERIES LLC 1624 HIGHLAND RIDGE RD GEORGETOWN TX 78628-6998

2532334 MOGHADDAM NADER AND FARIMA REVOCABLE TRUST 1100 THIMBLEBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532335 KELLEY JAMES PATRICK & SUZANNE MICHELE KELLEY 1201 THORNBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532336 MARTIN ANNE & JEFF 900 THORNAPPLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532358 FITZSIMMONS BENIA MICHELE & TERRY LEE FITZSIMMONS 904 THIMBLEBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532359 SCHNEIDER KIRK A & MARTA D 908 THIMBLEBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532360 DOMALSKE BARBARA 912 THIMBLEBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532361 WU YUEH K 23 FRANKIE LN EAST HANOVER NJ 07936-3576

2532361 WU YUEH K 1000 THIMBLEBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532362 ASHMORE KIMBERLY ELIZABETH & JUSTIN MARSHALL CHAMBERS 1200 THIMBLEBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532363 FERNANDEZ GABRIELA HERNANDEZ 1204 THIMBLEBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532364 BARBER STEVE & NANCY BARBER 1208 THIMBLEBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532365 SHEPPARD PAUL 1212 THIMBLEBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532366 RECTOR RANCE D & SOPHIE R RECTOR 1216 THIMBLEBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532367 JONES JARED SCOTT & KIRSTEN M 1300 THIMBLEBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532368 GEED MARY ANN 7500 BURR FERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532369 GITT JASON & DESIREE 7504 BURR FERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532370 BREWER MONROE D JR & JOAN E 7508 BURR FERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532371 HAYWOOD HUGH O 7512 BURR FERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532372 DAVILA ANDREA 7600 BURR FERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532373 ESAIL DAMON R & ANGELA K ESAIL 7604 BURR FERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532374 FOSTER CRAIG JAMES AND LINNEA HELENE FOSTER REVOCABLE TRUST 7608 BURR FERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532375 CONRAD JESSEREND G & NICOLE L SALERNO 1205 THORNAPPLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532376 KEATHLEY RYAN & MEGAN KEATHLEY 1201 THORNAPPLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532377 ALLENBAUGH DONNA K & JEFFREY J 1101 THORNAPPLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532378 OPENDOOR PROPERTY TRUST I 1001 THORNAPPLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532379 CARRAHER CHRISTOPHER J 913 THORNAPPLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532380 TOOTE PAUL 909 THORNAPPLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532381 SEIKALY OMAR I 905 THORNAPPLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532382 TREYBIG DAVID & ERIN MASON 901 THORNAPPLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532383 CORAL STEVEN M & JEANELL SEVERA 1101 THORNBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532384 HARTLAND KEVIN & MICHELLE L 1001 THORNBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532385 CRAFT RAY & JACKIE CRAFT 904 THORNAPPLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532386 WHITE DANIEL & JESSICA 908 THORNAPPLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532387 WRIGHT HERBERT E III & HALEY M 1000 THORNAPPLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532388 BALLARD JAMES KEITH & LOREE 1100 THORNAPPLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532389 MCDOWELL BRUCE S & MELANIE J MCDOWELL 1200 THORNAPPLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532390 CLINGER ERIC DON & KRISTI 7605 BURR FERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532391 NEWSOME NATHAN & ASHLEIGH 7601 BURR FERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532391 NEWSOME NATHAN & ASHLEIGH 217 GILPIN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071-5171

2532392 SAWYER GAIL & KYLE SAWYER 7509 BURR FERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532393 BYRNES RICKY A 9 KENT ST BAULKHAM HILLS, NSW AUSTRALIA 2153

2532393 BYRNES RICKY A 7505 BURR FERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532394 DAVIS JOHN THOMAS & PATRICIA MARIE DAVIS 7501 BURR FERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532395 GILDAY DAVID B & LINDSEY M 1213 THIMBLEBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532396 BARRICK JUSTIN & DENISE GONZALEZ RUBIO 1209 THIMBLEBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532397 THOMAS JACOB D & MONA L 1205 THIMBLEBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2532398 JACOBI JAMES N & MELISSA A 1201 THIMBLEBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532399 RAJENDRAKURUP BALU 1101 THIMBLEBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532400 MARTIN ARCHIE & JACQUELIN MARTIN 913 THIMBLEBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532401 BOCKLER TYLER & MARLENE 909 THIMBLEBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532402 BROWN FREDERICK II & LINDSEY ERIN 905 THIMBLEBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532403 MARTINEAU ROBERT 901 THIMBLEBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532404 HOFFMEISTER JEFFREY M 900 THORNBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532405 HONEYCUTT HEATHER & MARK 904 THORNBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532406 J BRIAN HOBBS REVOCABLE TRUST & SHELLE A HOBBS REVOCABLE TRUST J BRIAN HOBBS - TR & SHELLE ANN HOBBS -TR 908 THORNBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532407 BRADY SARAH & THOMAS BRADY IV 1000 THORNBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532408 DEIBEL VIRGINIA 1100 THORNBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532409 COCHRAN CHRIS & JENNIFER 1200 THORNBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532410 CRISS MARK A & PAMELA J 1204 THORNBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532411 PRATT PHILIP M & ANNETTE 1208 THORNBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532412 CEBALLOS ERIC J & LISA L 1201 THORNBIRD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532413 BORBAS TIMOTHY & GINA M 1101 THORNBIRD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532414 IMPELMAN KEVIN C & LAURA L 1001 THORNBIRD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532415 GRAFTON ALAN SCOTT & LAURIE J 909 THORNBIRD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532416 LAKOTAS AIMEE & JOHN 905 THORNBIRD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2532417 WILLIAMSON LUCAS & JULIE 901 THORNBIRD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2534667 310 PROSPER LP 5788 COUNTY ROAD 933 PROSPER TX 75078

2538352 CHAO JINNIE 8108 PENOBSCOT LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538352 CHAO JINNIE 30 PILARCITOS CT HILLSBOROUGH CA 94010-7337

2538353 HEROD MAURICE M & JULIE R 1401 ROXBORO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538359 CHAFFIN RICK 8104 PENOBSCOT LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538360 DRISCOLL BRIAN & CHERI 8100 PENOBSCOT LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538361 SFR BORROWER 2021-2 LLC 1608 ROXBORO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538362 CHERRY KIM 1604 ROXBORO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538363 SEITZ JIM & CONNIE 1600 ROXBORO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538364 WINTER AMANDA JANE & JAMES MICHAEL II 1508 ROXBORO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538365 INGRAM WAYNE LEE JR 1504 ROXBORO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538366 KINNEY GREGORY J & ALEXA FRANCES KINNEY 1500 ROXBORO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538367 MILLER JOHN & AMY FAMILY LIVING TRUST 1404 ROXBORO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538368 JOHNSON BRADLEY C & ALYSON BRUBAKER-JOHNSON 1400 ROXBORO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538379 SHAH HASAN A & SABA TABASSUM 1405 ROXBORO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538380 HARMON BRANDON WADE & CYNTHIA M 1501 ROXBORO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538381 HARVEY THOMAS & YVONNE HARVEY 1505 ROXBORO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538382 KIM JOSEPH K 1509 ROXBORO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538383 FORBES JEROME & RAVEN 1601 ROXBORO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538384 MADREN SUSAN & DAVID CHAPMAN 1605 ROXBORO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538385 JUNKER THOMAS KENNETH JR & LAUREN FABIEN 1609 ROXBORO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538386 MCGUIRE JAMES & LAURIE MCGUIRE 1608 STRATFORD PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538388 BOGDANOVA ALINA & ALEKSEJS BOGDANOVS 1604 STRATFORD PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538389 WALDSCHMIDT RICHARD J & WALDSCHMIDT CARLENE 1600 STRATFORD PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538391 BARKER CHRISTOPHER R & CATHERINE 1508 STRATFORD PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538392 DAY JAMES & ANDREA 1504 STRATFORD PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538393 KRUEBBE BERNARD & MARLENE 1500 STRATFORD PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538394 CHATIGNY JUSTIN & SUSAN 1404 STRATFORD PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538395 PRYOR JAMES A & CHARLOTTE W 1400 STRATFORD PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538396 PAK SYLVIA & YU-CHI GEORGE WU 1501 STRATFORD PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538397 LIGONS LEE ROY & SUSAN 1505 STRATFORD PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538398 SLAUER A CHRISTOPHER & MICHELE 1509 STRATFORD PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538399 DELIZZA FRANK & BARBARA 1601 STRATFORD PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538400 ERICKSON LARS D 1605 STRATFORD PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538401 TURNER JAMES 1604 LITCHFIELD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538402 RITTER KELLY & GRANT 1600 LITCHFIELD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538403 BRAUN ROBYN R & PHILLIP M BRAUN 1508 LITCHFIELD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538404 MARTINEZ DONALD & KRISTI ROBICHAUX 1504 LITCHFIELD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538405 FULLER RANDALL A JR & GINA K 1500 LITCHFIELD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538406 SMITH JULIE C 1501 LITCHFIELD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538407 NGUYEN QUAN H & SUSANA 1505 LITCHFIELD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538408 SIDDIQI FAZILA 1601 LITCHFIELD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538409 JACKSON DAYN E & SMITH-JACKSON SONYA M 1605 LITCHFIELD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538413 ONDARZA ARNOLD III & IRENE E ONDARZA & BRIAN S LANGFORD & LISA LANGFORD 8109 PENOBSCOT LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538470 LOHMANN CINDA JEAN & JOSEPH DAVID 8008 CASTINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538471 TRIPP DUSTIN & HOLLY 1200 STONINGTON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538472 SCROGGINS LYNNE C 1512 HAVERFORD WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538478 LUSTIK GREGORY A & JODI C 1501 HAVERFORD WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538479 KALLAL CHARLES V & LISA H 1409 HAVERFORD WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538480 WHEELER REVOCABLE TRUST THE 1405 HAVERFORD WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538481 TALBOT BRETT K & MELODY M 1401 HAVERFORD WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538482 PEART 2001 FAMILY TRUST PEART CHRISTOPHER GRAEME & ANGELA -TRUSTEES 1500 MONTCLAIR CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538483 SADLER SEAN A- LE SADLER SEAN LIVING TRUST 1504 MONTCLAIR CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538484 MONTGOMERY ABBE NICOLE & TIMOTHY 1508 MONTCLAIR CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538493 RAYMER ADAM D & HEATHER 8409 CRAFTSBURY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538494 HODGES BRYAN D & CHRISTAN 8413 CRAFTSBURY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538495 BATSON DOUGLAS & AMANDA BATSON 8400 CRAFTSBURY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538496 MARTIN BEN S & SHERI 1101 ASHHURST LN MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2538497 SUNDARAJAN VIVEK & ADITI 1105 ASHHURST LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538498 HARRIS JEREMY & MEGAN 1109 ASHHURST LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538499 BIGGIO TIMOTHY & TAMARA 1104 ASHHURST LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538500 SEXTRO BRENT JACKSON & KRISTIAN AMBER SEXTRO 1100 ASHHURST LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538501 CARNES ARTHUR L & ADA M 8308 CRAFTSBURY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538502 LESTER FRANK & KATHARINA LESTER 8304 CRAFTSBURY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538503 CHRISTY GARY 8300 CRAFTSBURY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538504 TEJANI ISHITA & ANKITA TEJANI 1101 STONINGTON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538505 TAHSLER STEVEN E & LORI B 1201 STONINGTON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538506 EUBANKS WESTON L & CAROLINE B 8004 CASTINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538507 RJPS FAMILY REVOCABLE TRUST RICHARD STEVEN STUCKMANN & JOAN MARY STUCKMANN 8000 CASTINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538508 HERRMAN JAMES & CAROL JEAN 7912 CASTINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538509 LINGBERG CYNDRA JO & MICHAEL J 7908 CASTINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538510 THOMPSON CONNIE DIANA & MICHAEL COHEN 7904 CASTINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538511 WILLIAMSON JERRY L II & AMYE - LE WILLIAMSON LIVING TRUST 7900 CASTINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538512 NORDLUND KENDALL J 1208 DICKINSON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538513 WONG LOLO & DINA W WONG 1204 DICKINSON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538514 MCGUIRE WENDELL M & JULIE 1200 DICKINSON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538515 SLODOWICK DAN & JULIE 1108 DICKINSON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538516 BURCHNELL RYAN EDWARD & SARAH 1104 DICKINSON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538760 ALLEN DAVID & LAURA J 1508 HAVERFORD WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538761 GEBHARD REVOCABLE TRUST 1504 HAVERFORD WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538762 ZANNO PAUL R & PALMER MARCIA D 1500 HAVERFORD WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538763 CROYSDALE DENNIS L 1412 HAVERFORD WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538764 DODSON CHERRI L & DOUGLAS H 1408 HAVERFORD WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538765 BURKE JASON & MELODIE 1404 HAVERFORD WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538766 WILLIAMSON ROBERT 1400 HAVERFORD WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538767 WERTENBERGER DAVID C & PRISCILLA F 1401 MONTCLAIR CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538768 HYLE GRAYSON W & KATHLEEN A 1405 MONTCLAIR CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538769 YU QI & SIYUAN LU 1409 MONTCLAIR CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538770 SNYDER FAMILY TRUST THE 1413 MONTCLAIR CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538771 BOBO SHARON L 1417 MONTCLAIR CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538772 BELL STEVEN G & KARIE 1501 MONTCLAIR CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538773 LASTER GREGORY L & MARY P LASTER 1505 MONTCLAIR CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538775 RICE JAMES R & TERRIE L 8408 CASTINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538776 KOHLER ROBYN CAROLINE & HORST HILSE 8404 CASTINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538777 PAYNE KENT 8400 CASTINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538778 VILLA LOWELL & JANETTE 8308 CASTINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538779 MENDENHALL THOMAS K 8304 CASTINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538780 HUGHES FAMILY TRUST 8300 CASTINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538781 HARRISON MARK D & MICHELLE T 8208 CASTINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538782 TRUSTY BERNARD & DEIRDE ELKERSON 8204 CASTINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538783 PATTERSON KAREN & WENDELL PATTERSON 8200 CASTINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538784 SCHULER ANTHONY B & SARAH E -LE SCHULER ANTHONY B & SARAH E REVOCABLE TRUST 8116 CASTINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538785 CROCKER JONATHAN L & CHELSEY B 8112 CASTINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538786 HAMILTON WILLIAM HOWARD III 8108 CASTINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538787 VERDOLIVO LIVING TRUST 8104 CASTINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538788 BISHOP DANIEL M & JACQUELINE 8100 CASTINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538831 BRYANT KASEY L & AUSTIN W 1205 PEACHAM CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538832 MORTENSEN LYNN A & MORTENSEN DAVID N 1201 PEACHAM CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538833 OLSEN ANN & CHAD 1200 PEACHAM CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538834 NEUMANN SEAN & CAMBRIA 1204 PEACHAM CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538835 YACKINOUS WILLIAM S & YACKINOUS JOYCE A 1208 PEACHAM CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538836 REED ELLEN MARIE & JASON CURTIS REED 8105 CASTINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538837 CHAPMAN KEVIN TROY & WENDY ANN 8101 CASTINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538838 SIAMRO ROBERT A & KELLY T 8009 CASTINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538839 BROSSETT ROBERT L & AMANDA J 8005 CASTINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538840 THACKER CHAD & ANDI J 8001 CASTINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538841 CUSACK EDWARD F & STEPHANIE E 7905 CASTINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538842 WILKINSON RANDALL K & JANETTE D 7901 CASTINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538843 DEPPER GEORGE DARREN ALLEN 1205 DICKINSON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538844 NOSAL BRYAN J & RENEE K 1201 DICKINSON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538845 HARTWELL REGINALD ANTHONY 7900 CRAFTSBURY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538847 COOKSEY FAMILY REVOCABLE TRUST 7904 CRAFTSBURY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538848 POAKEART JOHN & MEGAN 7908 CRAFTSBURY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538849 MOORE RUSSELL I & REBECCA A 8000 CRAFTSBURY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538850 RIGAS PETE 8004 CRAFTSBURY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538851 PRICE LARRY D & JILL B 8008 CRAFTSBURY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538853 TRUST OF ALPINO BENEDETTI 1100 TUSCANY CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538854 LOGSDON JAMES J JR & LAURA S LOGSDON 1104 TUSCANY CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538855 CARROLL MICHAEL T & JAMIE J 1105 TUSCANY CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538856 TODD JOHN MACK & MARY DIANE 1101 TUSCANY CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538857 LEE SANDRA L & WILLIAM BIANCANIELLO 8100 CRAFTSBURY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538858 RANDALL AMY & LAWRENCE 8104 CRAFTSBURY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538859 HPA TEXAS SUB 2016-2 ML LLC 8108 CRAFTSBURY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538861 TRUONG TONY & PHAM THUY NGOC 8200 CRAFTSBURY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538863 ROBERT M & SHERREE LOVE FAMILY TRUST 8204 CRAFTSBURY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538865 HARAN SEAN & ANGELA 8208 CRAFTSBURY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2538867 NAIZER RYAN ALAN & VICTORIA GREGORY NAIZER 8212 CRAFTSBURY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538869 TIPTON FAMILY TRUST THE TIPTON GARY ELLIS & BARBARA SUE CO-TR 8216 CRAFTSBURY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2538871 GATEWOOD REGINALD L & TAMARA D 1100 STONINGTON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539540 FKH SFR PROPCO H LP 500 CRYSTAL FALLS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539540 FKH SFR PROPCO H LP 1850 PARKWAY PL SE STE 900 MARIETTA GA 30067-8261

2539542 SKIPPER PATRICIA ANN 500 TERRACE VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539562 LEINWEBER NICHOLAS VON & LEINWEBER CHERI RENNE 3613 ROLLING HILLS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539563 XIONG SI & ANGELICA YANETH 3617 ROLLING HILLS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539564 COLE JOSEPH & GLORIA HEWON PEELING 3621 ROLLING HILLS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539565 BLACKLEDGE ROBERT C & LAURA N 501 CRYSTAL FALLS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539566 MERRITT STACY SYLESTER LEE 505 CRYSTAL FALLS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539566 MERRITT STACY SYLESTER LEE 123 S BROAD ST STE 2250 PHILADELPHIA PA 19109-1020

2539567 PRICE RICHARD A 509 CRYSTAL FALLS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539567 PRICE RICHARD A 3009 BROOKSHIRE DR PLANO TX 75075-7645

2539568 SALLENBACH JASON 513 CRYSTAL FALLS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539569 MAMULADZE MINDIA & IRINA G 517 CRYSTAL FALLS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539570 SESSUMS JUDY L 521 CRYSTAL FALLS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539570 SESSUMS JUDY L 1562 BROOKSTONE DR LITTLE ELM TX 75068-5517

2539571 AVERHART ELNORA 601 CRYSTAL FALLS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539572 MATTHEWS SHANEE 605 CRYSTAL FALLS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539573 RICHARDSON MICHAEL & LORI 609 CRYSTAL FALLS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539574 EDWARDS JEFFREY S & RACHEL LAYNE 613 CRYSTAL FALLS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539575 JONES NATHAN EDWARD & HEATHER CROFT JONES 617 CRYSTAL FALLS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539576 MAYA SIVAN & ERAN MAYA 621 CRYSTAL FALLS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539577 LION FAMILY TRUST 2017 PO BOX 251354 PLANO TX 75025-1354

2539577 LION FAMILY TRUST 2017 625 CRYSTAL FALLS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539578 LONE STAR LAND HOLDINGS LLC 713 MARILYN DR SCHERTZ TX 78154-1654

2539578 LONE STAR LAND HOLDINGS LLC 3620 TRINITY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539580 NICHOLS CHARLENE J 3616 TRINITY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539581 LIN MUDUO & LU SHEN 5949 TEMPLE DR PLANO TX 75093-8721

2539581 LIN MUDUO & LU SHEN 3612 TRINITY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539582 ALAVI SHERVIN 3608 TRINITY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539583 SCHMIEDING KIRSTEN MARIE & CHRISTOPHER RAYMOND VOYER & CELESTE MARIA JOY SCANDIFFIO 3604 TRINITY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539584 WILLIAMS BONITA C 3600 TRINITY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539585 MARTINDALE KIMBERLY A & JANET R MARTINDALE 3520 TRINITY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539586 ULIKHIFUN CHRISTOPHER O & CHRISTIANA N ULIKHIFUN 3516 TRINITY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539587 MARCELENO SARAH A & JOHN DAVID 3512 TRINITY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539588 THOMAS ETHANY & ALEXIS THOMAS 3508 TRINITY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539589 GUINDI RAIANA 3504 TRINITY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539590 TRAVERZO EDWIN & DOMBROWSKI SHELLY L 3500 TRINITY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539591 WU YIQI 3420 TRINITY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539592 COLEMAN ANTHONYD & HIUTUNG CHAN 3416 TRINITY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539593 STREETER ERICA M & ERIC F 3412 TRINITY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539594 MAXEY DANIEL 3408 TRINITY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539594 MAXEY DANIEL 1308 DARBYTON DR HEWITT TX 76643-3986

2539596 AVILA ENRIQUE & ALMA VERNONICA SALCIDO 3404 TRINITY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539597 HERNANDEZ BERENICE 3400 TRINITY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539598 POTTER JACOB M & KATHERINE M MEYER 620 TWIN KNOLL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539599 CAMPIOLI ALESSANDRO & CARMINE SANTILLAN 616 TWIN KNOLL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539599 CAMPIOLI ALESSANDRO & CARMINE SANTILLAN 1634 ROMA LN ALLEN TX 75013-3037

2539600 TERRY DAVID MATTHEWS 612 TWIN KNOLL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539601 KING KAYLA LINDSAY 608 TWIN KNOLL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539602 INGRAM ANDREW S & RUTH C INGRAM 604 TWIN KNOLL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539607 SUMMIT POINTE ESTATES #1 HOMEOWNERS ASSOC C/O PRINCIPAL MGMT GROUP 12700 PARK CENTRAL DR STE 600 DALLAS TX 75251-1537

2539641 BOOCKHOLDT JOAN M 2220 ROCKPORT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539642 RICHARDSON JOY 2216 ROCKPORT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539643 ELLIS CHRISTY L 2212 ROCKPORT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539644 IRIARTE JENNY DE LOS ANGELES 2208 ROCKPORT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539645 PHOMMANORAT NICOLE & NITH 504 CRYSTAL FALLS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539646 STEWART JEANINE R 2204 ROCKPORT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539648 ROGERS AMANDA TOWNSLEY 2200 ROCKPORT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539649 CLARK JAY S & MICHELLE D CLARK 512 CRYSTAL FALLS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539650 AHMAD ADAM FATEMI TRUST 361 KUANALU PL HONOLULU HI 96825-2891

2539650 AHMAD ADAM FATEMI TRUST 2201 KINGSDALE CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539651 PETERSON GLORIA N & KEIR L 516 CRYSTAL FALLS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539652 KRAMER DORI 2205 KINGSDALE CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539653 RUSHTON CAMERON 600 CRYSTAL FALLS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539654 ZHANG MIN & HUA YU 4528 ETHRIDGE DR PLANO TX 75024-3964

2539654 ZHANG MIN & HUA YU 2209 KINGSDALE CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539655 CALDWELL BRYANN 604 CRYSTAL FALLS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539656 NAGABHIRAVA SRIDHAR 4507 AVEBURY DR PLANO TX 75024-7358

2539656 NAGABHIRAVA SRIDHAR 2213 KINGSDALE CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539657 GUAN ROBERT 608 CRYSTAL FALLS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539657 GUAN ROBERT 12544 CRICK HOLLOW CT OKLAHOMA CITY OK 73170-2076

2539658 LEMOS ANTHONY JAMES 2217 KINGSDALE CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539659 BARNIKEL JANET 612 CRYSTAL FALLS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539661 NISSAN ODED 616 CRYSTAL FALLS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539661 NISSAN ODED 3813 BROOKFIELD DR PLANO TX 75025-3765
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2539663 MEJIA CARLOS A & ROSA I 9939 TWIN CREEKS CIR ANNA TX 75409-4618

2539663 MEJIA CARLOS A & ROSA I 620 CRYSTAL FALLS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539664 LINDSEY LISA ELLEN 621 TERRACE VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539666 TANDI THERESA 617 TERRACE VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539668 ARREDONDO JOSE J & NICOLE ARREDONDO 613 TERRACE VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539670 ZHANG CHUNQUAN & YAN MENG 609 TERRACE VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539670 ZHANG CHUNQUAN & YAN MENG 120 OAK MEADOW DR CLINTON MS 39056-6043

2539672 PHILLIPS PATSY N 605 TERRACE VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539673 LECHER JENNIFER VELAZQUEZ & WILLIAM 601 TERRACE VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539674 LOWE DAVID 2216 KINGSDALE CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539675 SUN HONG-LIANG & XIAO-LIN BANG 517 TERRACE VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539676 DILIEGRO PAUL & LORI DILIEGRO & DAVID LIGON & SUZANNE LIGON 2212 KINGSDALE CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539676 DILIEGRO PAUL & LORI DILIEGRO & DAVID LIGON & SUZANNE LIGON 1710 BROOKCREST CT ALLEN TX 75002-5303

2539677 LIN WAN-YING 8301 SAND RIDGE DR PLANO TX 75025-6938

2539677 LIN WAN-YING 513 TERRACE VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539678 SMITH CARLOS E 509 TERRACE VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539679 BHATT KRISHNA & RAKSHA 2208 KINGSDALE CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539680 MORROW KARL-HEINZ & JULIA MORROW 505 TERRACE VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539681 ENERIO PAMELA G & APOLLO B 501 TERRACE VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539682 JASSO ALEJANDRA 2204 KINGSDALE CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539683 PERKINS GREG LAWRENCE & JESSICA JAMIE 2200 KINGSDALE CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539684 BANE DEANNA & BRYAN W 2124 KINGSDALE CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539685 REN ZHENG 6320 FLAGSTONE DR MCKINNEY TX 75070-7805

2539685 REN ZHENG 2120 KINGSDALE CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539686 BAKER DARLA ANETTE 2116 KINGSDALE CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539688 HOWARD CHRISTOPHER 2117 KINGSDALE CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539689 TRAN HUOT V 3604 FAIRLANDS DR RICHARDSON TX 75082-3602

2539689 TRAN HUOT V 2121 KINGSDALE CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539690 ANSARI RASHID & LALIN ANSARI 2116 ROCKPORT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539691 LITTRELL RODGER DALE & RUTH V 2112 ROCKPORT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539699 RODRIGUEZ BLANCA E 508 TERRACE VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539701 GEIBEL GREGORY S & JENNIFER M 512 TERRACE VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539703 SOOD SUNIL & SANDEEP SOOD 516 TERRACE VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539704 AKALLA ONOME 520 TERRACE VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539705 MINGMUANG TIMOTHY 600 TERRACE VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539706 TEXAS HOME ACQUISITIONS LLC 907 MEADOW PARK DR ALLEN TX 75002-4532

2539706 TEXAS HOME ACQUISITIONS LLC 604 TERRACE VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539707 MOHAMMED VIQARUDDIN & SHAFIA BADRUNNISA 9740 INDIAN CANYON DR PLANO TX 75025-5412

2539707 MOHAMMED VIQARUDDIN & SHAFIA BADRUNNISA 608 TERRACE VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539708 WASHINGTON ROBYN 612 TERRACE VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539709 OPOKU ESTHER 616 TERRACE VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539710 LEWIS THORNELL DASHON & GREGORY ALLEN TURNER 620 TERRACE VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539711 SHUKRY MINA & SHANA WESTOVER 625 CYPRESS HILL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539712 AH SAM JOSEPH JEREMY AH SAM JOSEPH JOHN & SHARON ANN 621 CYPRESS HILL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539713 LLOYD JAMES B 617 CYPRESS HILL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539713 LLOYD JAMES B 5815 COOLWATER CV DALLAS TX 75252-4901

2539714 THOMAS JAMES & TONYA 613 CYPRESS HILL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539715 RODRIGUEZ MIGUEL A & FLOR L 609 CYPRESS HILL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539716 TUBWELL VIRGINIA MICHELLE 605 CYPRESS HILL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539717 OBAM KAREN 601 CYPRESS HILL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539718 ZHOU LI OU 521 CYPRESS HILL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539719 GARRETT KIMBERLY M 517 CYPRESS HILL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539720 SISK ANDREA COLENE 513 CYPRESS HILL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539720 SISK ANDREA COLENE 513 CYPRESS DRIVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539721 CUNNINGHAM GEORGE W 509 CYPRESS HILL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539722 CHU YONGBIN & YUAN XIE 505 CYPRESS HILL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539727 DERRICK BRANDON & BRIANNE DERRICK 508 CYPRESS HILL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539728 SIMMONS JAMES A & ADA T 512 CYPRESS HILL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539729 TETTEH ISAAC K & MONICA E 516 CYPRESS HILL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539730 SCIOTO PROPERTIES SP-15 LLC 520 CYPRESS HILL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539730 SCIOTO PROPERTIES SP-15 LLC 160 E OLENTANGY ST POWELL OH 43065-9065

2539731 PERRY MARIO & LISA 524 CYPRESS HILL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539732 XIONG RICH NEU 600 CYPRESS HILL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539733 FANNIE MAE (FEDERAL NATIONAL MORTGAGE ASSOC) PO BOX 650043 DALLAS TX 75265-0043

2539733 FANNIE MAE (FEDERAL NATIONAL MORTGAGE ASSOC) 604 CYPRESS HILL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539734 MO LIYI & YAN JIN 608 CYPRESS HILL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539734 MO LIYI & YAN JIN 20424 TRICIA WAY SARATOGA CA 95070-4352

2539735 JARAMILLO JAMES & OLGA DELIA 612 CYPRESS HILL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539736 SCHURR DAVID 616 CYPRESS HILL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539737 BETHEA BRENDA D 620 CYPRESS HILL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539738 VICENTE ERIC G & MAO UECHI 624 CYPRESS HILL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539739 LAW GIFFORD 621 TWIN KNOLL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539739 LAW GIFFORD 1425 LUMBERTON DR FORNEY TX 75126-3418

2539740 RAI MANISH K 617 TWIN KNOLL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539740 RAI MANISH K 320 BASTROP BLVD FAIRVIEW TX 75069-1283

2539742 TAH 2017-2 BORROWER LLC C/O TRICON AMERICAN HOMES LLC 613 TWIN KNOLL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539742 TAH 2017-2 BORROWER LLC C/O TRICON AMERICAN HOMES LLC 15771 RED HILL AVE TUSTIN CA 92780-7303

2539743 TUVAL DGANIT & RAFAEL TUVAL 609 TWIN KNOLL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2539743 TUVAL DGANIT & RAFAEL TUVAL 1503 HUNTERS CREEK DR MCKINNEY TX 75072-5491

2539744 ZHANG XIAOPING & XINFEN CHEN 605 TWIN KNOLL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539744 ZHANG XIAOPING & XINFEN CHEN 3525 AQUA SPRINGS DR PLANO TX 75025-6912

2539745 OWENS MILAKA LACLISHA DANYEL & FERNANDO ELETISA OWENS 601 TWIN KNOLL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539746 XU YUQING 529 TWIN KNOLL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539747 CHINNAM DURGA VENKATA SUBHASH 525 TWIN KNOLL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539748 LASSISSI ZACH 521 TWIN KNOLL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539749 DANZIE TELCY P 517 TWIN KNOLL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539750 JACOBS DONALD LEE II 513 TWIN KNOLL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539751 REDDY SANATH K & PRASHANT M REDDY & RAGHURAM M REDDY 509 TWIN KNOLL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539751 REDDY SANATH K & PRASHANT M REDDY & RAGHURAM M REDDY 1089 W EXCHANGE PKWY APT 3202 ALLEN TX 75013-7038

2539769 PENG YUN-CHI & HSIHUI PENG 512 TWIN KNOLL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539770 HAO PINGHAI 516 TWIN KNOLL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539770 HAO PINGHAI 1809 FARINGDON DR PLANO TX 75075-2709

2539771 BENAVIDEZ NICK & SAMANTHA BENAVIDEZ 520 TWIN KNOLL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539772 BANTON RUSSELL I 524 TWIN KNOLL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539774 ASSOCIATION OF TRINITY HEIGHTS HOMEOWNERS INC C/O VERACITY INC 5204 VILLAGE CREEK DR STE 202 PLANO TX 75093-4435

2539808 JONES JUSTIN K & STEPHANIE K 2800 PRESCOTTE POINTE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539809 MARTIN JOHN E 2804 PRESCOTTE POINTE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539810 BURKE COOPER B 2217 ROCKPORT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539811 WANG JENG H & VANESSA & WANG CHI-CHUNG & SHIOUH-LIH 2213 ROCKPORT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539811 WANG JENG H & VANESSA & WANG CHI-CHUNG & SHIOUH-LIH 1803 TIMBER EDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75072-6368

2539812 HUI MANHUNG & SHUI HUNG YEUNG 3208 CHARRING CROSS PLANO TX 75025-5713

2539812 HUI MANHUNG & SHUI HUNG YEUNG 2209 ROCKPORT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539813 WEINBERG MARK 2205 ROCKPORT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539814 MENDOZA DAVID & SARAH 2201 ROCKPORT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539815 YEOH FAMILY TRUST 2014 7058 SITIO CORAZON CARLSBAD CA 92009-2038

2539815 YEOH FAMILY TRUST 2014 2721 BALDWIN PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539816 JOMO MARY W & MWANGI ROBERT M 2717 BALDWIN PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539817 PAYNE MATTHEW S & KARI J 2713 BALDWIN PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539821 PLYLER MICHAEL CHRISTIAN PLYLER ALISARA 3209 VALLEY FRG MCKINNEY TX 75070-4534

2539821 PLYLER MICHAEL CHRISTIAN PLYLER ALISARA 2700 BALDWIN PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539822 HENDERSON JAMES 2704 BALDWIN PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539823 PACE MICAH D & ROCIO CORONEL 2800 BALDWIN PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539824 JORDAN DANIEL W & AMY K 2804 BALDWIN PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2539825 GLOVER ANITA D PO BOX 3354 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8187

2539825 GLOVER ANITA D 2808 BALDWIN PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2542428 MAKARAUSKAS JEFF & MICHELLE 5713 BAXTER WELL RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2543092 INTERMCKINNEY LLC MCKINNEYEAST PROPERTIES LLC 1325 GREENVILLE RD MCKINNEY TX 75069

2544878 HERZBERGER CANDISE LUCKY 2112 KINGSDALE CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2544879 WANG YU-WEN & BALSLEY DANIEL J & WANG CHI-CHUNG & SHIOUH-LIH 3456 WHITE RIVER DR PLANO TX 75025-6612

2544879 WANG YU-WEN & BALSLEY DANIEL J & WANG CHI-CHUNG & SHIOUH-LIH 2108 KINGSDALE CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2544880 YU FAMILY TRUST 815 38TH AVE SAN FRANCISCO CA 94121-3411

2544880 YU FAMILY TRUST 2104 KINGSDALE CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2544881 UZOEZIE UCHENNA CHARLES & NNEOMA J OKOLO 2100 KINGSDALE CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2544882 FULGHAM CHERYL ANN 2101 KINGSDALE CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2544883 BAILEY LORI A 2801 BERRY VIEW CT MELISSA TX 75454-3030

2544883 BAILEY LORI A 2105 KINGSDALE CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2544884 IBARRA JOSE J & LISBY 2109 KINGSDALE CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2544884 IBARRA JOSE J & LISBY 1232 COUNTY ROAD 3101 GREENVILLE TX 75402-8820

2544885 HUANG ZHENGXIONG & BECKY ZENG 3337 NEIMAN RD PLANO TX 75025-6803

2544885 HUANG ZHENGXIONG & BECKY ZENG 2113 KINGSDALE CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2544886 JOSEPH MICHAEL & ASTRA REVOCABLE TRUST 2108 ROCKPORT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2544887 SKAINS MICHAEL J & KANAE 2104 ROCKPORT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2544888 SINGH KARANJIT 2100 ROCKPORT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2544890 NEWMARK HOMES LP 23033 GRAND CIRCLE BLVD STE 200 KATY TX 77449-2461

2549528 BOTELLO CAYETANO M 902 CANAL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2550408 SWENSON BRYAN C & SWENSON CORRIE C 6810 TRINITY FALLS PKWY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2550614 PARTIDA SAVINA P 1311 GARCIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2550622 JOHNSON REUBEN 802 CANAL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2550626 JOHNSON REUBEN 804 CANAL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2550628 JOHNSON REUBEN & EVELYN PO BOX 17 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8131

2550628 JOHNSON REUBEN & EVELYN 806 CANAL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2550630 JOHNSON EVELYN ELIZABETH 808 CANAL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2550630 JOHNSON EVELYN ELIZABETH 2200 GLASGOW DR TROPHY CLUB TX 76262-5491

2550671 ALLEN ROOSEVELT 402 WASHINGTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2550671 ALLEN ROOSEVELT 402 WASHINGTON AVE MCKINNEY TX 75069-4032

2550678 REYNOLDS SUSAN JEAN 1114 GARCIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2550800 PONSE TEODORA 1303 GARCIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2550807 EVANS GLORIA EARLYSE 806 THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069-2328

2550807 EVANS GLORIA EARLYSE 806 N THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2550809 HOLLOWAY CLEO 1006 ROOSEVELT ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2550811 TIFF BRUCE 530 STAFFORD CT FAIRVIEW TX 75069-4155

2550811 TIFF BRUCE 1000 GARCIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2550856 LOMAS OCTAVIO 2450 STICKHORSE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554710 EVANS JUSTIN NEAL 6524 CANYON CREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554791 PENA MARCOS & SARAH 6412 CANYON CREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554792 MITCHELL DILLON NICHOLAS & AKIKO 6525 CANYON CREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2554793 MESSMER MICHAEL & SAVOEUN 6709 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554794 LEAVITT CHRISTOPHER L & BRENDA M 6421 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554795 MARSHALL CHRISTOPHER & EMILY MARSHALL 6713 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554796 PAYTON MARCUS VAUGHN & MOLLY MARGARET LYNCH 6513 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554797 MAY MICHAEL W & TONIA L 6713 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554798 WASHINGTON ISAAC DARRYL 1304 FAIR OAKS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554799 EGSTAD JOHN E & TERRI EGSTAD 813 EAGLE RIDGE CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554800 BRITTAIN JAMES M & KATHY D 901 HIDDEN SPRINGS CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554804 LANGE LISA & TOM 1204 WIND CREST CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554805 FULLERTON JAMES L & JEAN E FULLERTON 6520 CANYON CREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554806 BRADACH BRIAN JOHN & JENNIE 6516 CANYON CREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554807 ZON FAMILY TRUST THE 6512 CANYON CREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554808 ZHANG XING & CHUNXIA LI 6508 CANYON CREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554809 SUTHERLAND JULIA R 6504 CANYON CREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554810 HOSSAIN MOHAMMED & SHARMIN HOSSAIN 6500 CANYON CREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554810 HOSSAIN MOHAMMED & SHARMIN HOSSAIN 21882 LINDY LN CUPERTINO CA 95014-4813

2554811 JIANG QIAOYUAN 6408 CANYON CREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554811 JIANG QIAOYUAN 184 BEECHWOOD LN COPPELL TX 75019-5395

2554812 ZHOU JUN & JIANPING TU 6404 CANYON CREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554813 BROWNE TAMRA GAIL & EVAN HARRISON 6400 CANYON CREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554814 JOHNSON DARRELL & WYLIA 6320 CANYON CREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554815 MALHOTRA ISHVINDER PAL SINGH & ANUPREET KAUR 6316 CANYON CREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554816 FAWAZ FAMILY TRUST KRISTIN D PARKER FAWAZ - TR & HUSSAIN A FAWAZ -TR 6312 CANYON CREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554817 MARTINEZ CARLOS L ENAMORADO 6308 CANYON CREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554818 VARELA OLGA R & MICHAEL 6304 CANYON CREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554819 SCHRAEDER JEFFREY D 6300 CANYON CREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554819 SCHRAEDER JEFFREY D 6200 HAWK HILL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071-7622

2554820 POWELL DAMEON & CHAKOSHA 6521 CANYON CREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554821 HORNE MICHAEL KEITH & KATIE HORNE 6517 CANYON CREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554822 FOSTER EMMETT 6513 CANYON CREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554823 WINGER NATHAN & VANESSA M 6509 CANYON CREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554824 ALI SHIPLU & JAHEDA ALI 6505 CANYON CREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554825 TROCHESSET CINDA K & LINDA WINTERS 6501 CANYON CREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554825 TROCHESSET CINDA K & LINDA WINTERS 2107 MARIN CARROLLTON TX 75006-2831

2554826 MATHEW JOE & ANNAMMA T 6417 CANYON CREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554827 HENNESSEY SEAN P & GRAZIELA M 6413 CANYON CREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554828 LEON ROBERT JAMES & LORRAINE 6409 CANYON CREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554829 KELLY JOHN D & MARIANNE 6405 CANYON CREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554830 REED REGINA M 6401 CANYON CREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554831 LEWIS ANDRE DEMON 6317 CANYON CREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554832 DELLINGER BOB & KATHY 6313 CANYON CREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554833 WYKOFF MICHAEL & PATRICIA O 6309 CANYON CREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554834 SINGH RAVINDER & SUMA ALVAKONDA 6305 CANYON CREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554834 SINGH RAVINDER & SUMA ALVAKONDA 16011 RED CEDAR TRL DALLAS TX 75248-3954

2554835 MAES ISAAC & DONNA 6301 CANYON CREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554836 LONG HARRY J & ELOISE LONG 6516 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554837 QUINT MICHAEL & MINDY 6512 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554838 PERTEE SCOTT & ELIZABETH PERTEE 6508 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554839 BARRACO JOSEPH J & DEBORAH KATHERINE 6504 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554840 CASE JOHN S & CASSIE F DEHART 6500 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554841 BERRY NEAL A & MELISSA A 6424 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554842 TIJERINA RAYMOND F & FELICA R 6420 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554843 UM EDWARD 6416 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554844 BURKETT DENNIS C & SUSAN S 6705 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554845 AROUCA CARLOS G & LAURA A 6701 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554846 GANTZ JOHN A 6613 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554847 DENTON JOHN D 6609 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554848 ZHENG KEQIANG & QISHAN SUN 6605 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554848 ZHENG KEQIANG & QISHAN SUN 2339 CRYSTAL FALLS DR FRISCO TX 75036-7728

2554849 BOOTH TIMOTHY P & HEATHER M 6601 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554850 GILLISPIE WILLIAM & RACHEL 6517 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554851 STOWE DANIEL T & REBECCA A 6513 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554852 GREDIG ROBERT A & REBECCA T 6509 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554853 NICHOLSON DWAYNE & MELODY 6505 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554854 CLARKE DAVID HUNTER & LISA LEE 6501 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554855 VALLIERE JEFFERY ARIC & MARY 6500 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554856 SYLVESTER JAMES W & LORI A 6504 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554857 WEAVER STEPHANIE 6508 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554858 ARSENAULT NEIL & SARAH 6512 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554859 FINK KEVIN DWAIN & WENDY 6516 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554860 PIPPIN WILLIAM WESLEY III & PAMELA RENEE 6600 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554861 TRITTHART MICHAEL C & SHANTEL L 6604 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554862 CHAMBERS ERIN E & JACOB M 6608 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554863 STELLUTI RICHARD 6612 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554864 RIVERO DANIELA 6700 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554865 PETERSON/SMITH FAMILY LIVING TRUST THE GARY M PETERSON & EMILIE M SMITH-TRUSTEES 6704 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554866 HOLDRICH FAMILY LIVING TRUST THE 6708 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554867 TOBEY LORYN 6417 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2554868 GARCIA MATTHEW ALEXANDER & JUSTINE NICOLE 6420 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554869 SOLIS DAVID & CAROLYN 6416 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554871 HODNICK MATTHEW D & JESSICA HODNICK 6709 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554872 ZHANG JIANKUN 6705 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554873 GARCIA REYDESEL JR & MARIA G 6701 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554874 GODLEY RICHARD & KAYLEE 6617 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554875 SCHELL JAMES E & JENNIFER D 6613 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554876 QUICK REVOCABLE TRUST 6609 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554877 BARLOW STEVEN E & JENNIFER 6605 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554878 BEAUDOIN MICHAEL J 6601 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554879 ZOU SHANGLIAN - LE FANG LI 6600 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554879 ZOU SHANGLIAN - LE FANG LI 6416 GRAND BAY CT MCKINNEY TX 75071-6400

2554880 MYERS TREVOR LAWRENCE & KARA ANNE MYERS 6604 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554881 GIVENS AMBER & GRIGSBY STEPHEN 6608 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554882 WEST JENNIFER & DAVE WEST 6612 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554883 BETTS MONTGOMERY RAY & LINDA JEAN BETTS & JEB FAMILY TRUST 6616 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554884 RODRIGUEZ RICHARD JOSEPH & JEANINE MEYER RODRIGUEZ 6620 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554885 GOYAL NIHA 6700 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554885 GOYAL NIHA 663 WINDSOR RD COPPELL TX 75019-2552

2554886 RODGERS-BABIN MICHELLE & DAVID BABIN 6704 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554887 HILLEARY PATRICK M & ELIZABETH P HILLEARY 6708 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554888 DAVILA FELICIANO JR & MARIA G 6712 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554899 WHYBREW RICHARD OWEN & TOMOKO NISHIKAWA 6509 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554900 SANDRI TODD 6505 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554901 ARTHUR RONNIE W & JENNIFER W 6501 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554902 BLANCAFLOR HERMANN & PATRICIA 6425 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554903 DE LEON CABALLERO SAMUEL CARLOS & ALEJANDRA GUADALUPE QUIROGA DE LEON 6421 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554904 BROWN RANDALL G & KIMBERLY D 6417 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554905 KAREL JARVIS ELIZABETH 6512 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554907 BAKER NATHAN P & MORGAN D 6709 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554908 WILKIE DON & JENNIFER 6705 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554909 BRUBAKER JON L SR & JO NELL P 6701 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554910 HUSTON JEFFREY L & GERRIT C 6625 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554911 ADAMS TREY & KATHERINE 6621 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554912 WADPALLE AMOL & SUPRIYA 6617 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554913 KANG KAI & JING XU 6613 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554914 HILL STEPHEN T & CHRISTIE G 6609 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554915 NORTHUP MAX & GENEVIEVE 6605 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554916 ZAKROYSKY MAXIM & YANA LEVINA & ELLA ZAKROISKY 6601 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554917 BOYD ROBERT A & CHRISTINA 6600 MISSION RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554918 ROCHE CHRISTOPHER M & KELLY E ROCHE 6604 MISSION RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554919 MATTHEWS FAMILY TRUST 6608 MISSION RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554920 BRIDGES WILLIAM DALE & ROGENA BRIDGES 6612 MISSION RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554921 HAWKINS KENNETH S & NANCY G-LE HAWKINS KEN & NANCY REVOCABLE TRUST 6616 MISSION RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554922 OWNER OF RECORD 6620 MISSION RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554923 PICKRELL FRANKLIN EDWARD & CELESTE SEITZ BONNER 6700 MISSION RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554924 KROGH JAMES FREDRICK & MARY LYNN 6704 MISSION RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554925 GARRISON LANCE 6708 MISSION RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554926 MOREHEAD BRADEN KEITH & EMILY GRACE 6712 MISSION RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554927 OWNER OF RECORD 6716 MISSION RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554928 HOOD THOMAS J & CAROLINE M 1300 FAIR OAKS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554929 DVORACEK VON J & CHRISTINA N 1204 FAIR OAKS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554930 GASSER MICHIKO M & DALE R 1200 FAIR OAKS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554931 GIEBEL JEFFREY S & LORIA A GIEBEL 809 EAGLE RIDGE CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554932 SHAVER RANDALL & TAMARA 805 EAGLE RIDGE CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554933 PEREZ ROBERT A & DINA M 801 EAGLE RIDGE CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554934 RASBERRY NICHOLAS P & MEGAN O 800 TRINITY OAK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554935 KEHOE JAMES 804 TRINITY OAK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554936 HEINZ RICHARD A & LORI A 808 TRINITY OAK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554937 SMITH JASON MICHAEL & AMY KATHLEEN 812 TRINITY OAK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554939 BURNS THOMAS ANDREW & BRENDA D 905 HIDDEN SPRINGS CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554940 WAGNER PAUL & LINNAE REVOCABLE TRUST 909 HIDDEN SPRINGS CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554941 DIEDRICK ROBERT & GEORGINA 913 HIDDEN SPRINGS CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554942 BALLOU KEVIN B & MCDOUGALD-BALLOU VANESSA 917 HIDDEN SPRINGS CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554943 HEALER JAMES D & MONICA HEALER 912 HIDDEN SPRINGS CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554944 LACKEY JEANETTE V 908 HIDDEN SPRINGS CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554945 SMITH JERRON K 904 HIDDEN SPRINGS CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554946 OWNER OF RECORD 900 HIDDEN SPRINGS CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554947 BARBOUR NICOLE L & MATTHEW S 901 MOSS CLIFF CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554948 OWNER OF RECORD 905 MOSS CLIFF CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554949 HOLGUIN GILBERT DANIEL & KRYSTAL ANNE 909 MOSS CLIFF CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554950 SCHOMERUS CHRISTOPHER JAY & AMY L 1001 MOSS CLIFF CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554951 REAGAN BRIAN & JILL 1005 MOSS CLIFF CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554952 JACKSON A BRADLEY & KIMBERLY A 1009 MOSS CLIFF CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554954 UNDORFER MAX 1008 MOSS CLIFF CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554955 SANCHEZ DANIEL L & SONDRA V 1004 MOSS CLIFF CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554956 VARDANYAN GENNADIY 1000 MOSS CLIFF CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554957 CLEMENTE JULIANITO S & HILDA 908 MOSS CLIFF CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2554958 SANDOVAL-BALDERAS MARISOL SELENE 904 MOSS CLIFF CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554959 MAEDER JOHN & KERRI A 900 MOSS CLIFF CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554960 WANEK JEFFREY 901 EAGLE RIDGE CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554961 CARLSON DAVID K 905 EAGLE RIDGE CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554962 SOTO JULIO C & PHUNH 1001 EAGLE RIDGE CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554963 KYLE JAMES & HEIDI 1005 EAGLE RIDGE CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554964 CAKIR ARMAGAN & JENNIFER 1101 EAGLE RIDGE CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554965 JONES KEVIN HOWARD & AMY S JONES 1100 EAGLE RIDGE CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554966 HERTZBERG GEORGE D & ELIZABETH S 1004 EAGLE RIDGE CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554967 HAGENSWOLD JOEL & ANNE 1000 EAGLE RIDGE CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554968 GAVAGAN FAMILY TRUST 904 EAGLE RIDGE CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554969 MANNING RONALD B & MARY JANE 900 EAGLE RIDGE CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554969 MANNING RONALD B & MARY JANE 633 YELLOW BRIDGE RD VAN ALSTYNE TX 75495-3927

2554970 TODD MICHELE ANNETTE & LEO CHARLES 1200 WIND CREST CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554971 THOMAS SARA & SAMUEL 1201 WIND CREST CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554972 SEBASTIAN ERIC & KANDIS SEBASTAIN 1205 WIND CREST CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554973 RHODES KYLE & JENI 1209 WIND CREST CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554974 HOWELL MIKE & SANDRA HOWELL 1213 WIND CREST CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554975 RUSSU NICHOLAS J & CAMILLE 1217 WIND CREST CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554976 WILLIAMS GARY GEORGE II & BRITTNEY COMPTON 1224 SHENANDOAH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554977 PAZ DANIEL & JACLYN E PAZ 1220 SHENANDOAH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554978 SMITH SEAN BRYANT 1216 SHENANDOAH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554979 PELLETIER ROBERT G 1212 SHENANDOAH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554980 MULROONEY JASON & CAROLE M 1208 SHENANDOAH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554981 HERRELL ROXANNA 1204 SHENANDOAH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554982 KEARNEY JONATHON P & LORI W 1200 SHENANDOAH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554983 O'GARA LORETTA L 1201 SHENANDOAH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554984 PAELKE CHRISTOPHER S & CORI 1205 SHENANDOAH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554985 HOLT ERIC N & JENNIFER A HOLT 1209 SHENANDOAH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554986 STRICKER CRAIG WALLACE & YOU ZHANG 1213 SHENANDOAH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554987 LOWRY LINDY BETH 1217 SHENANDOAH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554988 HUMBERT THOMAS 609 MAYBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071-4703

2554988 HUMBERT THOMAS 1221 SHENANDOAH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554989 POND G GREGORY & TRACY W 14500 BIG BASIN WAY STE D SARATOGA CA 95070-6076

2554989 POND G GREGORY & TRACY W 1225 SHENANDOAH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554990 DOW WAYNE P & ELAINE R 1229 SHENANDOAH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554991 FORTON JAMES MARCUES & ASHLEY REBECCA 1233 SHENANDOAH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554992 DENNERT BRANDON P & STEFANIE N DENNERT 1237 SHENANDOAH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554993 GRAY CAMERON 1241 SHENANDOAH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554994 TIREY JOSHUA P 1301 SHENANDOAH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554995 GREEN JARED & DANIELLE 1305 SHENANDOAH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554996 WILSON RODERICK L & GENEVIEVE B 1309 SHENANDOAH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554997 RICKERT GRAHAM & KATIE RICKERT 1313 SHENANDOAH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554998 BALLARD TIM & NORMA 1317 SHENANDOAH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2554999 MOORE RICK 1321 SHENANDOAH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2555000 CEDILLO FRANCISCO & REBECCA CUETO 1401 SHENANDOAH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2555001 HARRIS ROBERT B & HOUSTON JAN 1405 SHENANDOAH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2555002 SANDERS GREGORY A & DEBORAH E 1409 SHENANDOAH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2555003 KENNEDY ROBERT A 1413 SHENANDOAH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2555004 BAGWELL ADAM & SARAH 1417 SHENANDOAH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2555005 NEWMAN KRISTEN TRAYE 1421 SHENANDOAH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2555006 DIAZ ROBERT MANZANO 1501 SHENANDOAH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2555007 NGUYEN KHANH DANG & KAREN GALLAGHER-NGUYEN & ANH KIM NGUYEN 1505 SHENANDOAH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2555008 ISLAS GILBERT & MEGAN 1509 SHENANDOAH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2555009 NICHOLSON KEITH A & MELISSA 1513 SHENANDOAH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2555010 BRANTLEY DAVID W 1517 SHENANDOAH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2555011 BUCKLAND FAMILY REVOCABLE TRUST 1521 SHENANDOAH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2555153 HD VACATION HOMES LLC MELISSA BARN AT HD RANCH 1245 COUNTY ROAD 278 MELISSA TX 75454

2555154 FURLONG STEVE & JUDY 6380 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454

2556878 MCKINNEY ISD 3400 COMMUNITY AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2557151 FISHER MARY F & JOHN P GIRDZUS 1505 HAVERFORD WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2557152 LILLEY JAMES D 1512 MONTCLAIR CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2557154 EVANS CAROL A 1509 MONTCLAIR CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2557478 AQUILAR ANGEL SOLORZANO 1401 VIRGINIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2557478 AQUILAR ANGEL SOLORZANO 1401 E VIRGINIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75069-4235

2557914 MCKINNEY ISD 901 LACIMA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2558507 LEWIS GUADALUPE RAMONA 1304 GARCIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2558511 ZAJAC MICHAEL G 801 CANAL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2558511 ZAJAC MICHAEL G 2800 GOLFVIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75069-8028

2558514 HABITAT FOR HUMANITY OF COLLIN COUNTY 2060 COUCH DR MCKINNEY TX 75069-7313

2558518 USMETRORENTALS LLC 908 DREXEL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2558518 USMETRORENTALS LLC 8205 CENTIPEDE CT DALLAS TX 75252-6520

2558527 HOUSING AUTHORITY CITY OF MCKINNEY 701/703 THROCKMORTON PL MCKINNEY TX 75069

2558527 HOUSING AUTHORITY CITY OF MCKINNEY 1200 N TENNESSEE ST MCKINNEY TX 75069-2161

2558575 ACM INVESTMENTS LLC 704 MAIN ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2558575 ACM INVESTMENTS LLC 5275 BUENA VISTA DR FRISCO TX 75034-2252

2558577 CLAY-BOL5 PROPERTIES LLC 3800 COCKRILL DR MCKINNEY TX 75072-2416

2558651 MCKINNEY HOUSING AUTHORITY LLOYD OWENS APT 603 N TENNESSEE ST MCKINNEY TX 75069-3900
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2558653 GREER JOHN D 909 DREXEL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2559577 TURNER WALDO A 605 DREXEL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2559579 TURNER WALDO A 601 DREXEL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2559838 OWEN EDDY MIKE 4173 FM 2933 MCKINNEY TX 75071-0351

2559838 OWEN EDDY MIKE 2509 COUNTY ROAD 332 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2559839 GARCIA LUCIO JOSE 2543 COUNTY ROAD 332 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2560230 LUO HUI & YU ZHENG 4412 LANDLEWOOD CT DALLAS TX 75287-5142

2560230 LUO HUI & YU ZHENG 401 CARVER ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2560234 CHURCH OF THE HOLY FAMILY HOLY FAMILY SCHOOLC/O THE EPISCOPAL DIOCESE OF DALLAS 1630 N GARRETT AVE DALLAS TX 75206-7702

2563478 REED RICHARD & JEAN L 509 DREXEL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2563481 REED RICHARD M & JEAN 903 MAIN ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2563481 REED RICHARD M & JEAN 5051 HOLLOW RIDGE RD DALLAS TX 75227-2863

2563491 HD VACATION HOMES LLC MELISSA BARN AT HD RANCH 1609 CHANCELLOR LN MCKINNEY TX 75072-9088

2563491 HD VACATION HOMES LLC MELISSA BARN AT HD RANCH 1235 COUNTY ROAD 278 MELISSA TX 75454

2563586 ROGERS JAMES M & KRISTA N 528 TWIN KNOLL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2563587 VELJACIC SANJA DINKA & ZLATA ALDUK KORDIC 600 TWIN KNOLL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2563955 THACKER ARVIL DEWAYNE & SANDRA FRANCINE THACKER 7725 ROCKDALE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2563962 SHORT SALE QUEEN LLC 7712 ROCKDALE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2563962 SHORT SALE QUEEN LLC 2400 STREAMSIDE CT FRISCO TX 75036-7758

2563963 GERSTNER WAYNE J & NANCY GERSTNER 1609 LACIMA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2563963 GERSTNER WAYNE J & NANCY GERSTNER 1609 LA CIMA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071-7793

2563964 PAYNE PEGGY - CLE & PEGGY PAYNE & JANET MOORE 1701 LACIMA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2563964 PAYNE PEGGY - CLE & PEGGY PAYNE & JANET MOORE 1701 LA CIMA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071-7795

2563965 WHITE LIVING TRUST PAULA WHITE - TR 7720 WILLOWBEND DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2563966 SMITH JEFFERY JR & ERYNN 1912 WOODWAY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2563967 NORTON DAVID & JULIE NORTON 7721 ROCKDALE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2563968 DRUMMOND LEWIS CLARKE JR 7717 ROCKDALE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2563969 ROBERTSON HAROLD V & JANET N ROBERTSON 7713 ROCKDALE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2563970 CLARK LAURA E 7709 ROCKDALE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2563971 OWNER OF RECORD 7705 ROCKDALE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2563972 LITTMAN NIKKI J 7701 ROCKDALE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2563973 GROSS MICHAEL J & ROXANNE M GROSS 1500 COUNTRY WALK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2563974 SUTKO LIVING TRUST 1504 COUNTRY WALK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2563975 FERRARIS JON PARKER & JEANNE ANNE 1508 COUNTRY WALK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2563976 DARLING CHARLES W 1512 COUNTRY WALK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2563977 PARENT KATHERINE A 1516 COUNTRY WALK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2563978 PRASCHER CHRISTOPHER A 1600 COUNTRY WALK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2563979 UH CHAN & UH YOUNG HEE 1604 COUNTRY WALK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2563980 LALANI NAWAZ & LISA 1608 COUNTRY WALK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2563981 CHACKANKULAM MITHUN & JYOLSNA THOMA 1612 COUNTRY WALK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2563982 SHEPHERD JERRY LYNN & MARGARET MARSHALL- LE & SHEPHERD JERRY & MARGARET LIVING TRUST 1616 COUNTRY WALK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2563983 WANINGER ERIC A & LINDA A 1620 COUNTRY WALK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2563984 DELOMA JOHN F JR & MICHELE A 7605 WILLOWBEND DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2563985 GRAYSON MICHAEL 7601 WILLOWBEND DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2563986 ZORAD STEPHEN P & ROSE M 7509 WILLOWBEND DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2563987 SCHEIBEL DONALD S 7505 WILLOWBEND DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2563988 CORDOVA GABRIEL & ALAIINA CORDOVA 7501 WILLOWBEND DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2563989 LEETH TIMOTHY J & AIMEE L 7708 ROCKDALE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2563991 MORRIS JUSTIN C & APRIL J MORRIS 7700 ROCKDALE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2563992 ARROYO DAVY & HENRIETA KOPANAKOVA 1501 COUNTRY WALK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2563993 STOCK ANDREW & KAITLYN 1505 COUNTRY WALK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2563994 TRUPIN ROBERT & KATHARINE B 1509 COUNTRY WALK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2563995 DHODAPKAR SHRIKANT & ANUPAMA PANT DHODAPKAR 1513 COUNTRY WALK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2563995 DHODAPKAR SHRIKANT & ANUPAMA PANT DHODAPKAR 121 ROSEWOOD ST LAKE JACKSON TX 77566-4936

2563996 DO ANTHONY TIENVU & LAURAINE AYAKO DO 1601 COUNTRY WALK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2563997 BROWN RYAN K & TIFFANY L 1605 COUNTRY WALK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2563998 SHOOK TIMOTHY C & SHIRLEY M 1609 COUNTRY WALK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2563999 ALLEN NEIL R & KIM W 1613 COUNTRY WALK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564000 MCLAIN CARA & BRADLEY 7701 WILLOWBEND DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564001 PRINCE CHARLOTTE DENMAN 7705 WILLOWBEND DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564002 MILSON THOMAS E & CAROL H 7709 WILLOWBEND DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564003 FORD PETER B & MARIA M 7713 WILLOWBEND DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564004 SANCHEZ EDDIE R 7717 WILLOWBEND DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564005 BENNETT ROSS & MISTY 7721 WILLOWBEND DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564006 RUSSO ED & ROSE MARIE RUSSO 7725 WILLOWBEND DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564007 SMOLEN ROBERT H & DAWN E DALRYMPLE 1608 LACIMA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564007 SMOLEN ROBERT H & DAWN E DALRYMPLE 1608 LA CIMA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071-7792

2564008 BERGMAN WILLIAM & CYNTHIA 1604 LACIMA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564008 BERGMAN WILLIAM & CYNTHIA 1604 LA CIMA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071-7792

2564009 COTTONE CHRISTOPHER THOMAS & KAYLENE TAWN COTTONE 1600 LACIMA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564009 COTTONE CHRISTOPHER THOMAS & KAYLENE TAWN COTTONE 1600 LA CIMA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071-7792

2564010 GOLL PETER 7708 DREW CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564011 ROUSSER RYAN W & KELLEY A ROUSSER 7704 DREW CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564012 COLE CHELSEY SUE & AARON 7700 DREW CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564013 BANNER JEFFREY & ELIZABETH 7701 DREW CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564014 REED LINDA H 7705 DREW CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564015 KWOLEK GREGORY 7709 DREW CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564016 HILL RICKY & SUSAN 7713 DREW CT MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2564017 WALTH JERRY L & DIANNE L 1605 LACIMA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564017 WALTH JERRY L & DIANNE L 1605 LA CIMA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071-7793

2564018 DAVIS DAVID 1601 LACIMA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564018 DAVIS DAVID 1601 LA CIMA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071-7793

2564019 DUTY JONATHAN M & KERRY JO 1705 LACIMA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564019 DUTY JONATHAN M & KERRY JO 1705 LA CIMA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071-7795

2564020 ALLRED JONATHAN A & PAIGE ELIZABETH 1709 LACIMA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564020 ALLRED JONATHAN A & PAIGE ELIZABETH 1709 LA CIMA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071-7795

2564021 WEICHMAN KYLE & MEGAN ELISE 1801 LACIMA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564021 WEICHMAN KYLE & MEGAN ELISE 1801 LA CIMA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071-7796

2564022 HERNANDEZ NOEL & DIMARIA CARMEN 1805 LACIMA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564022 HERNANDEZ NOEL & DIMARIA CARMEN 1805 LA CIMA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071-7796

2564023 POSTON ROBERT J & JENNIFER 1809 LACIMA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564023 POSTON ROBERT J & JENNIFER 1809 LA CIMA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071-7796

2564024 HENRIQUEZ ASHLEY E 1908 WOODWAY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564025 VITZ CHARLETTE L 1904 WOODWAY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564026 TALLON CASSIE J 1900 WOODWAY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564027 MCKELVY REBECCA S & MICHAEL E MCKELVY 1808 WOODWAY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564028 HINOJOSA ALEJANDRO RAFAEL 1804 WOODWAY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564029 CARRIS FAMILY TRUST 1800 WOODWAY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564030 GALLOWAY JARED LYLE & CATHERINE PIPPIN 1704 WOODWAY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564031 JOHNSON DEBRA DENISE - LE JOHNSON LIVING TRUST 1700 WOODWAY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564032 DYER CHARLES RAMSEY & REBECCA HARRIS 205 NOTTINGHAM DR PELL CITY AL 35128-7067

2564032 DYER CHARLES RAMSEY & REBECCA HARRIS 1701 CAMBERTON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564033 RAHMAN ZAFAR & SADIA AHMED 1705 CAMBERTON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564034 JEYAPANDIAN PRASANNA & SUDHA CHANDRIKA SRINIVASAMOORTHY 1801 CAMBERTON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564035 RUSSELL SUSANNA D 1805 CAMBERTON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564036 PALOMINO STEVEN C & JILL T 1901 CAMBERTON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564037 KEESE CAROL 1905 CAMBERTON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564038 NIESSINK YARDANE ORRIN & PAMELA STRADLING NIESSINK 1909 CAMBERTON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564039 AHLEMEYER CHAD & JENNIFER AHLEMEYER 1913 CAMBERTON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564040 BORING JEFFREY & CRISTINA BORING 1917 CAMBERTON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564041 GAMMILL LANCE A 1904 CAMBERTON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564042 STAMBOR KAELA 1900 CAMBERTON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564043 KAISER ERIC J 4719 FINLEY ST GULFPORT MS 39501-1120

2564043 KAISER ERIC J 1804 CAMBERTON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564044 CARITHERS KENNETH A & RACHEL S 1800 CAMBERTON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564045 MCSHANE DANIEL ROLLIN & NATALIE 7716 WILLOWBEND DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564046 SZLACHTOWSKI PATRICK & ANDREA 7712 WILLOWBEND DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564047 VAUGHN SONYA D 7708 WILLOWBEND DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564048 JESTER RODNEY 7704 WILLOWBEND DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564049 KLUGE ISABELLE 7700 WILLOWBEND DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564050 MILEY NOLA 1701 WOODWAY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564051 ANGUIANO CARLOS ULISES FLORES 1705 WOODWAY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564052 PICCINI JOSEPH & JASMINE 1709 WOODWAY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564053 DONAHUE EMILY 1713 WOODWAY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564054 MONTAGUE SIDNEY L III 1801 WOODWAY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564055 SULLIVAN AMANDA 1805 WOODWAY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564056 YODER TRAVIS P & CHRISTINE B 1809 WOODWAY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564057 LOWRY JEREMY & JENNIFER 7720 MICHAEL CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564058 ALVIDRES HECTOR O & DIANNA K 7716 MICHAEL CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564059 BRITTON LARRY R & JUDITH A 7712 MICHAEL CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564060 HUNT SCOT & MELANIE SWEANEY 7708 MICHAEL CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564061 NICHOLS RICHARD B FAMILY TRUST RICHARD B NICHOLS- TR PO BOX 6766 MCKINNEY TX 75071-5120

2564061 NICHOLS RICHARD B FAMILY TRUST RICHARD B NICHOLS- TR 7704 MICHAEL CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564062 JONES JUSTIN & CHANNA 7700 MICHAEL CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564063 MAKHLOUF JOSEPH M & JENNIFER MAKHLOUF 7701 MICHAEL CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564064 REYNOLDS MATTHEW & ASHLEY 7705 MICHAEL CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564065 PHAN THUY & DANG JIMMY 7709 MICHAEL CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564066 GOLDSTEIN JONATHAN P & DANA E 7713 MICHAEL CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2564078 GUEVARA ELEUTERIO P PO BOX 1026 WHITEWRIGHT TX 75491-1026

2564078 GUEVARA ELEUTERIO P 905 CHARLESTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2571813 MCKINNEY FIRST BAPTIST CHURCH THE 708 DREXEL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2571849 MCKINNEY FIRST BAPTIST CHURCH THE 704 DREXEL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2571849 MCKINNEY FIRST BAPTIST CHURCH THE 401 W ERWIN AVE MCKINNEY TX 75069-2643

2575151 MALVERN IOLA 406 THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069-4030

2575151 MALVERN IOLA 405 WATT ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2575177 GREER THELMA & JOHN 804 CHARLESTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2575571 BOILERMAKER INVESTMENTS LLC 3308 PRESTON RD STE 350 243 PLANO TX 75093-7471

2575898 MCCORMICK JOHN & SYLVIA 2750 TROY RD WYLIE TX 75098-6788

2575898 MCCORMICK JOHN & SYLVIA 203 BROAD ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2577681 PEEL JARED & JAMIE 741 LIVINGSTON DR PROSPER TX 75078

2577682 SHERRI MONIQUE 941 TWIN BUTTES DR PROSPER TX 75078

2577684 PROSPER TOWN OF 901 WHITE RIVER DR PROSPER TX 75078

2577685 PROSPER ISD FOLSON ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 800 SOMERVILLE DR PROSPER TX 75078

2577759 SHOAF KAYLEIGH & LOGAN 851 WHITE RIVER DR PROSPER TX 75078

2577760 PETERMEIER JASON A & CHRISTINE 861 WHITE RIVER DR PROSPER TX 75078

2577761 THOMPSON PATRICK & MELISSA 871 WHITE RIVER DR PROSPER TX 75078
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2577762 WARD RYAN & JENNIFER L 881 WHITE RIVER DR PROSPER TX 75078

2577763 VAN SINDEREN STEVE & KATHRYN VAN SINDEREN 830 ARROWHEAD DR PROSPER TX 75078

2577765 YOULD ANDREW JOHN 820 ARROWHEAD DR PROSPER TX 75078

2577767 FU HUBERT 810 ARROWHEAD DR PROSPER TX 75078

2577769 STEPHANS BRANDON & ANGELA 800 ARROWHEAD DR PROSPER TX 75078

2577771 KERKMAN KRISTOPHER J & CARYN M KERKMAN 760 ARROWHEAD DR PROSPER TX 75078

2577773 NORIEGA PATRICIA E & LOVETT WILLIAM L 750 ARROWHEAD DR PROSPER TX 75078

2577792 CARY JUSTIN & SARAH 741 ARROWHEAD DR PROSPER TX 75078

2577793 MEYER STEVEN K & DIANNA L 751 ARROWHEAD DR PROSPER TX 75078

2577794 LOSCZYK WALTER & LU LU 761 ARROWHEAD DR PROSPER TX 75078

2577795 BUTTERFIELD MATT H & ANDREA 801 ARROWHEAD DR PROSPER TX 75078

2577796 FIERRO ALFREDO JR & LIZDEBETH G 811 ARROWHEAD DR PROSPER TX 75078

2577797 CHAPMAN MICHAEL & JENNIFER 821 ARROWHEAD DR PROSPER TX 75078

2577798 REAVES RICHARD K & JENNIFER L 831 ARROWHEAD DR PROSPER TX 75078

2577799 VAUGHAN BRYAN K 800 CALAVERAS CT PROSPER TX 75078

2577800 GOOD JUSTIN 790 CALAVERAS CT PROSPER TX 75078

2577801 SPEARS JEFFREY L 780 CALAVERAS CT PROSPER TX 75078

2577802 CLEGG BRANDEN JAMES & KIMBERLY SUE 770 CALAVERAS CT PROSPER TX 75078

2577803 SHELTON BARRY & AMBER 760 CALAVERAS CT PROSPER TX 75078

2577804 PERRY AMY 750 CALAVERAS CT PROSPER TX 75078

2577805 BRASE OLGA M & BENJAMIN R 740 CALAVERAS CT PROSPER TX 75078

2577816 LOVELAND ROBERT & HOPE 761 CALAVERAS CT PROSPER TX 75078

2577817 MERKLEY BENJAMIN D & LINDSAY J 771 CALAVERAS CT PROSPER TX 75078

2577818 BOELSCHER JONI & VICTOR BOELSCHER 781 CALAVERAS CT PROSPER TX 75078

2577819 KANNOWSKI AARON E & KELLIE S 791 CALAVERAS CT PROSPER TX 75078

2577820 CAMERON AARON JAMES & LANYCE 801 CALAVERAS CT PROSPER TX 75078

2577821 RICHTER JOSEPH W 750 LIVINGSTON DR PROSPER TX 75078

2577822 NEWBAKER-LONDON ELAINE & RICKY ANDREW LONDON 740 LIVINGSTON DR PROSPER TX 75078

2577823 MILES JASON WAYNE & ALISON 730 LIVINGSTON DR PROSPER TX 75078

2577824 POITEVINT MICHAEL E & CATHLEEN M 720 LIVINGSTON DR PROSPER TX 75078

2577868 PERRET BENTON ALEXANDER & BRITNEY BRUNO 751 LIVINGSTON DR PROSPER TX 75078

2577869 HUNTER DARREN K & ALICIA P HUNTER 761 LIVINGSTON DR PROSPER TX 75078

2577870 HAWKINS RYAN K & DANIELLE SUZANNE 771 LIVINGSTON DR PROSPER TX 75078

2577871 CARSON JOSHUA L & LINDSAY N 801 LIVINGSTON DR PROSPER TX 75078

2577872 PULLIAM ROSS H & MELISSA E PULLIAM 811 LIVINGSTON DR PROSPER TX 75078

2579476 MCKINNEY CITY OF CITY OF MCKINNEY PUBLIC SAFETY BUILDING 2200 TAYLOR BURK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580452 STONEBRIDGE RANCH COMMUNITY ASSN INC PO BOX 203310 AUSTIN TX 78720-3310

2580455 DIAMOND JOHN EDWARD & JANIE LOUISE 8617 HERNS MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580457 STANDEFER LAUREN E 8613 HERNS MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580458 MARTIN BRANDI & SCOTT 8609 HERNS MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580459 FISHER WILLIAM A IV PO BOX 3487 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8189

2580459 FISHER WILLIAM A IV 8605 HERNS MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580460 MAAS KAREN MARIE 8601 HERNS MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580461 AYALA SANTIAGO VENTURA 41738 WATERFALL RD NORTHVILLE MI 48168-2245

2580461 AYALA SANTIAGO VENTURA 1100 HALL MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580462 MCGHEE JAMES & NANCY S 1104 HALL MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580463 HILL RONALD RAY & KIMBERLY SHEFFIELD 8521 BROAD MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580464 SCHMIDT GLEN MYLES & SELENA DELL 8517 BROAD MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580465 RODVOLD CHAD M & AMPARO 8513 BROAD MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580467 HALEY MARJORIE 8505 BROAD MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580468 BURGER KAREN 8501 BROAD MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580469 YORK DAVID ROBERT & KELLY 8701 HERNS MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580470 WILLIAMS RHONDA YVETTE 8705 HERNS MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580471 PUPP CORRY LYNN & BRETT 8709 HERNS MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580472 MCKOWN NATHAN L & JAMIE 8713 HERNS MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580473 REYES ANTONIO A & KIMBERLEY L REYES 8717 HERNS MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580474 YOUNG J & M REVOCABLE TRUST 1001 WELL MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580475 KAYLOR CHARLES & WENDY 1005 WELL MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580476 PALCHURU FAMILY LIVING TRUST 1101 WELL MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580477 HARSCH ANDREW & DENISE 1105 WELL MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580478 ST ARIA NAIL BAR LLC 1109 WELL MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580479 BURRELL ROBERT C JR & MEREDITH A 1104 DUTTONS MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580480 BOLOTIN DAVID M & TERI M 1100 DUTTONS MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580481 SINGER BRUCE EDWARD & PATRICIA GRADY 1008 DUTTONS MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580482 HUTCHINGS STACY & JULIE BRASHER 1004 DUTTONS MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580483 CARDONA HECTOR F & SUSANNE M 1000 DUTTONS MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580484 MENDEZ-PASTRANA PEDRO J 8801 PRIEST MEADOW CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580485 ROBINSON BROCK D & VICTORIA L 8805 PRIEST MEADOW CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580486 HELLEBUSCH HEATHER A & PAUL D HELLEBUSCH 8809 PRIEST MEADOW CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580487 RISNER DONALD & AMANDA 8813 PRIEST MEADOW CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580488 MCCURDY REVOCABLE TRUST 8817 PRIEST MEADOW CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580489 ROGERS DOUGLAS B & AMY C 8821 PRIEST MEADOW CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580490 OHMAN SUNNY MARIE 8825 PRIEST MEADOW CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580491 KUMAR RATHAN & BINDU 8829 PRIEST MEADOW CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580492 GIBBS ALFRED H & TARSHA M HOWARD 8833 PRIEST MEADOW CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580493 LEREMY CLAUDE ROGER 8837 PRIEST MEADOW CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580494 LINSCOMB ADAM PARKHOLT & MERI LAUREN 8901 PRIEST MEADOW CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580495 BURTON MARK & REBECCA L 8905 PRIEST MEADOW CT MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2580496 WOOD CANDY A & KNOTT HOPE 8909 PRIEST MEADOW CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580497 HINRICHS JOHN R & ANDREA J 8913 PRIEST MEADOW CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580498 BECKNER ROBERT A & MARI K 8917 PRIEST MEADOW CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580499 DARCEY ERIN D & CHRISTOPHER MCLAIN 1001 BARRE MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580500 HPA TEXAS SUB 2016-2 LLC A DELAWARE LLC 1005 BARRE MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580501 KOFORD DAVID B & ROBIN R 1000 BARRE MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580502 DIMMICK ADAM W & JULIE 1004 BARRE MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580503 HARRIS MARK S & MARIA I 1100 BARRE MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580504 ANDERSON REVOCABLE TRUST 1104 BARRE MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580506 HUFFMAN WILLIAM H & JANELLE K 8809 BROAD MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580507 SINGH PARAMDEEP & CHENGFAR MOM 8805 BROAD MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580508 SEIKALY NANCY A 8801 BROAD MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580510 OKON PATRICIA ENO & ESTATE OF PATRICIA FABIAN OKON 1105 DUTTONS MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580511 LETOURNEAU MICHAEL & JEANNIE WARFEL 1101 DUTTONS MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580512 CANTU RICHARD & MELINDA 1005 DUTTONS MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580513 MCCORMICK KENT & LEA ANNE MCCORMICK 1001 DUTTONS MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580514 STOLARSKI JOSEPH & NANCY STOLARSKI 8800 PRIEST MEADOW CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580515 DUNCAN RANDALL & HEATHER 8804 PRIEST MEADOW CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580516 GONZALEZ ADRIAN & CELIMAR FOURNIER-RODRIGUEZ 8808 PRIEST MEADOW CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580517 COTTEN JEFFREY G & AMBER C 8812 PRIEST MEADOW CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580518 PETERSON JAMES M & WILLENE J 1201 GOOSE MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580519 BLACKSON SEAN C 1105 BARRE MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580520 GIBBONS CHAD P & DOROTHY A 1101 BARRE MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580521 BENDURE JOHN F & MARGIE H 1200 WINTER HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580522 RANKIN VICTORIA ACHAN & WARREN 1204 WINTER HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580523 HORTON JERRY L 1208 WINTER HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580524 WEBER CHRISTOPHER J & JENNIFER A 1300 WINTER HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580525 REYNOLDS JAMES L & CINDY LYNN REYNOLDS 1304 WINTER HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580526 JACKSON THOMAS HALL & STEPHANIE ROGERS 1308 WINTER HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580527 RUSCHILL DARREN & MARIA 1309 GOOSE MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580528 RABENALDT JERRY P & REBECCA L RABENALDT 1305 GOOSE MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580529 WIMS ALICIA 1301 GOOSE MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580530 MIMMS MARK S & LAURA C 1205 GOOSE MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580531 SHYAM SOSAMMA & SHYAM CHIRRAVOORI 1000 WELL MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580532 ABLES JOHN R & JILL A 1004 WELL MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580533 JOHNSON ALAN B & MARY W JOHNSON 1100 WELL MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580534 EDGE CATHERINE MARY & JOEL ANDREW BUTLER 8621 BROAD MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580535 WHITE MARY & JEFFREY 8617 BROAD MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580536 TALLMAN KENNETH & TERI A MEIER 8613 BROAD MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580537 TRETTER MICHAEL JOHN & TEAGAN ASHLEY 8609 BROAD MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580538 2010 WEST FAMILY TRUST 8605 BROAD MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580539 GOSSNER JOHN H & ROBERTA A 8601 BROAD MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580540 STOREY MATTHEW A & MARIB P 1113 HALL MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580541 YON CHRISTOPHER L & JENNIFER M 1109 HALL MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580542 NORMAN ALLEN & KAY 1105 HALL MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580543 LONGLEY MICHAEL P & DEBORAH K ANTHONY 1101 HALL MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580544 FENG NAN & CHRISTINE KUHL- FENG 1001 HALL MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580545 QUINTERO FRANCISCO & MEGAN F 1000 COVE MEADOW CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580546 CASTLEBERRY SAMUEL L II & MARTHA E 1004 COVE MEADOW CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580547 MIQUILARENA RICARDO J 1100 COVE MEADOW CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580548 NAIL CRAIG M & AMANDA C 1104 COVE MEADOW CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580549 BASS JOHNNY W JR & KELLEY J 1101 COVE MEADOW CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580550 RAMIREZ RICHARD & DIANA 1005 COVE MEADOW CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580551 VERMA ATEESH & NEHA 1001 COVE MEADOW CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580552 EPPERSON JAMIE P & AMBER D 8500 BROAD MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580553 SHELTON GREGORY D & MARGARET A 8504 BROAD MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580554 MCPHERSON WILLIAM C & SHANTI N CONNERS-MCPHERSON 8508 BROAD MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580555 NEU BRIAN C & CLEMENTS SHERRY L 8512 BROAD MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580556 RICCIARDI TINA A & ANTHONY 8516 BROAD MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580557 COPUS JEREMY SHAD & JUSTINE A 8520 BROAD MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580558 NASH DANIEL A & EMILY A 8524 BROAD MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580559 PICKENS WILLIAM C & RUTH A 8528 BROAD MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580560 MARR NEVIN & DIANA 8600 BROAD MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580561 LEE JONATHAN D & JENILEE B 8604 BROAD MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580562 MORRISON KENNETH IAN & VALERIE 8608 BROAD MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580563 PHILLIPS JUSTIN & OLIVIA 8612 BROAD MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580564 BRYDGES MARK P & KRISTEN L 8616 BROAD MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580565 HUNTER DEBORAH & MARTIN ALBREICHT 8620 BROAD MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580566 NAIK NILESH I & ELIZABETH H NAIK 8700 BROAD MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580567 HERRON PATRICK L & KERRY L 8704 BROAD MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580568 HILL CHARLES E & SHEILA G 8708 BROAD MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580569 CAREY ROBERT E & BAEZ-CAREY CLAUDIA T 8712 BROAD MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580570 RODRIGUEZ ALFRED & DEANNA 8800 BROAD MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580571 LEE DAVID C & WENDY M 8804 BROAD MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580572 HUFFMAN DALE L JR & SHERRI A 8808 BROAD MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580573 WINGARD RICHARD M SR 8812 BROAD MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580574 HILL JIMMIE P & JUDITH R 8816 BROAD MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580575 WARMAN LIVING TRUST 1200 GOOSE MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2580576 COLLINS DAVID A & CRYSTAL K 1300 GOOSE MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580577 PORTIS BEN & NONETTE 1304 GOOSE MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580578 MOTA GEORGE A & BESS A 1308 GOOSE MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580579 OCHOA DANIEL & MARCEY 1312 GOOSE MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580580 WHISENANT BROOK WILLIAM & WHISENANT EMILY C 8900 PERRY MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580581 CRAVEN SCOTT LEROY- LE & DAWN RENEE CRAVEN-LE CRAVEN FAMILY TRUST 8904 PERRY MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580582 PETERSON MATTHEW J & ALICIA G 8908 PERRY MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580583 TAYLOR ALAN BRUCE & SUSAN 8912 PERRY MEADOW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580584 SMITH KEITH A & BREEA R 8917 DURST HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580585 GWARDA DAVID M & KSENIA 8913 DURST HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580586 POLAND CHRISTOPHER D & FARA E POLAND 8909 DURST HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580587 PEARRE HULON & PERDITHIA 8905 DURST HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580588 TWESME SCOTT A & DIANE TWESME 8901 DURST HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580589 EVERETT RENDI 8805 DURST HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580590 OWNER OF RECORD 8801 DURST HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580591 HULSE ERIK JAMES & KRISTIN LYNN 1405 WADE HAVEN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580592 SCHULER CURTIS P & REGINA T 1401 WADE HAVEN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580593 COWGILL HEATH ARIC & TANYA 1305 WADE HAVEN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580594 SIMON SUMIT D & MARIA K 1301 WADE HAVEN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580595 CRAIN CHAD 8729 GRAND HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580596 ENRIGHT SARAH ANNE 8725 GRAND HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580597 LUHMAN DONALD R & BONNIE L 8721 GRAND HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580598 BEASLEY JODY D & KAREN B 8717 GRAND HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580599 PURKS ROBERT & DORI 8713 GRAND HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580600 JOHNSON TEMESHA & DAVID 8709 GRAND HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580601 SHAW JEFFREY & DEBRA 8705 GRAND HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580602 WHIDDON STEVEN & REBECCA N WOODALL 8701 GRAND HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580603 GILANI ROBERTT & KIMBERLY 8613 GRAND HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580604 DELL'ANTONIA JON C & MARY J 8609 GRAND HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580605 FONTAINE MEGAN MAE 8605 GRAND HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580606 HAAR FERDINAND H TER & AMINAH TER 8601 GRAND HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580607 WEINTRAUB ALAN & MARGARET 8513 GRAND HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580608 LOPEZ STEPHAN A & FRANCES A 8509 GRAND HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580609 REMUS KATHERINE 8505 GRAND HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580610 HART BENJAMIN JAY & NIKAH NIKOLE 8501 GRAND HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580611 KENNEDY COLLIN D & NEELY S 1401 WINTER HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580612 SCHUERGER RYAN W & KRISTINE M 1405 WINTER HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580613 ROBERTS MICHAELA & JEFFREY 1409 WINTER HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580614 PATEL VISHAL ANAND & JENNIE 1501 WINTER HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580615 COVACI OCTAVIAN M 1505 WINTER HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580616 MATEO JOHN M & RUTH M 1509 WINTER HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580617 WILKINS MICHAEL DAVID & VICTORIA ANNE 1513 WINTER HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580618 DULL JAMES & MARGARET 1517 WINTER HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580619 BELL ANDREW T & JANET LEA RICHARDSON 1500 WINTER HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580620 FORBES MATTHEW M 1504 WINTER HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580621 FELDT KEVIN D & CYNTHIA M 1508 WINTER HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580622 LLOYD WILLIAM CHARLES & SYLVIA WAGNER 1512 WINTER HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580623 DELACRETAZ NICOLAS & SABRINA 1509 GATE HAVEN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580624 PRIMERANO WILLIAM & LORI A 1505 GATE HAVEN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580625 ANDERSON CHRIS T & DIANA L 1501 GATE HAVEN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580626 LORENZO STEPHAN J & JENNIFER L 1500 GATE HAVEN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580627 CROMWELL OLIVER WARREN JR & ARLENE SUE CROMWELL 1504 GATE HAVEN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580628 DENNE RONALD & ALISON 1505 WADE HAVEN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580629 S&D BERARDESCO FAMILY TRUST 1501 WADE HAVEN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580630 HAWKINS MARGARET V & HEFNER LINDA C PO BOX 6303 MCKINNEY TX 75071-5108

2580630 HAWKINS MARGARET V & HEFNER LINDA C 1512 WADE HAVEN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580631 CARTER THOMAS ROLAND II & BRANDI CHRISTINE 1508 WADE HAVEN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580632 WOOLEY PAUL MILES & DIANA 1504 WADE HAVEN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580633 CARPENTER FAMILY TRUST THE CARPENTER RONNIE D & SUSAN S CO-TR 1500 WADE HAVEN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580634 MAYER MATTHEW & JILL 1404 WADE HAVEN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580635 JOHNSON CYNTHIA DAVIDSON & RONALD GORDON 1400 WADE HAVEN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580636 HANSON CURT & ALICIA 8712 GRAND HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580637 BENNER ROBERT & GRETCHEN 8708 GRAND HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580638 HICKS MICHAEL J & TERESA R 8704 GRAND HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580639 COUNTS DAVID N 8700 GRAND HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580640 WELLS JUSTIN 8616 GRAND HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580641 GOODRUM JAMES P & LEAH L 8612 GRAND HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580642 WANG GUANG XING & HONGRUI LIU 8608 GRAND HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580643 CAMPBELL FAMILY TRUST 8604 GRAND HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580644 BRIDGE JASMINE & KURT A 8600 GRAND HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580645 BABKA KIM L 8516 GRAND HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580646 FENTER JOHN H & VICKI FENTER LIVING TRUST 8512 GRAND HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580647 DE LA HOUSSAYE BRIAN W & MARY E 8508 GRAND HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580648 LOPEZ ROBERT M & RUTH M 8504 GRAND HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2580649 LUDA PIOTR 8500 GRAND HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2582095 PRATT RICHARD 8100 COUNTY ROAD 859 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2582096 ARNOLD PHILIP HUGHES & LORRI A ARNOLD 8108 COUNTY ROAD 859 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2582503 BASEBALL NATION LLC TRIPLE CREEK ACADEMY 6151 COUNTY ROAD 124 MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2582503 BASEBALL NATION LLC TRIPLE CREEK ACADEMY 1210 W SCYENE RD STE A MESQUITE TX 75149-3120

2582504 BASEBALL GROUP OF TEXAS LP FROZEN ROPES 6161 COUNTY ROAD 124 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2582764 CISCO MICHAEL H 6327 COUNTY ROAD 161 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2583515 MCCLELLAN AMY GAIL & BILLY JOEL 380 RV & MINI STORAGE 3366 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

2583835 GARDUNO HECTOR & KIMBERLY BROOKE 2425 STICKHORSE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2583837 MCGINTY DENNIS 2555 STICKHORSE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2583837 MCGINTY DENNIS 1840 N GREENVILLE AVE STE 156 RICHARDSON TX 75081-1874

2583866 INTERMCKINNEY LLC MCKINNEYEAST PROPERTIES LLC 206 CARVER ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2584082 SHAW JESSIE 601 N RAILROAD ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2584082 SHAW JESSIE 1404 E PARKER RD PLANO TX 75074-5243

2585024 RHI PROPERTIES LTD 5106 TREE TOP LN GARLAND TX 75044-5568

2585028 HOUSLEY RAYBUN LOWELL 5273 COUNTY ROAD 201 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585073 FF 14TH FAIRWAY LTD PTNSHP FIREWORKS STAND 3890 W NORTHWEST HWY STE 700 DALLAS TX 75220-8109

2585527 BLACKWOOD ERIC C JR & BONNIE L 6412 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585528 BAKER GEORGE C & MALINDA L 6413 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585529 TIREY ROBERT W & KATHLEEN M 6413 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585531 PATEL YATIN 841 MOSS CLIFF CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585532 KAFKA JONATHAN 6405 COUNTRY RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585537 COBB JONATHAN G & MELISSA 6408 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585538 SWANN REGINA L & DARIN KEITH SWANN & MICHELLE ANNE SWANN 6404 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585539 WOLLACK JAY J & BRIGID CALLAHAN-WOLLACK 6400 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585540 EDWARDS CHARLES OWEN JR & KERRY E 6316 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585541 MCCARRY JON M & AYU KAIHORI 6312 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585542 MUN MICHAEL & MELANIE MUN 6308 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585543 HARVEY JASON A & WESLYN D 6304 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585544 HOUSE DARYL S 6300 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585545 DORSEY KIRPATRICK & CHRYSANGEL 6409 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585546 WOODMANSEE MARK A & GILLIAN A 6405 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585547 DODDS WILLIAM C & BRENDA M 6401 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585548 PENMAN JOHN C JR & TERRI L 6325 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585549 REICHERT DUANE A & CYNTHIA F 6321 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585550 HOLLE DANIEL & MELISSA PO BOX 2012 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8163

2585550 HOLLE DANIEL & MELISSA 6317 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585551 JENSEN DANIEL M & MELISSA MILLER 6313 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585552 TORRES ANNE M 6309 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585553 KARMACHARYA ILAM & SHRIJA AMATYA 6305 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585554 BARNETT VICTORIA 6301 VALLEY VIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585555 6412 FALCON RIDGE DRIVE SERIES OF BURTON FAMILY PROPERTY HOLDINGS LLC 6412 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585556 YAMAUCHI HIDEMOTO & YASUKO 6408 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585557 MICHAEL CATHERINE W & RAJESH 6404 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585558 WOODWARD ROBERT SCOTT & TEOFANIA-FOTINI WOODWARD 6400 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585559 ELMOUSTAFA MOHAMMED & LINDA TARSHAHANI 6328 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585560 KUNTZENDORF DONALD 6324 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585561 AMEERDHEEN NAWAZ A 6320 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585562 THOMPSON DANIEL & MAHATMA 6316 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585562 THOMPSON DANIEL & MAHATMA 2353 TIMBERLAKE CIR ALLEN TX 75013-5835

2585563 RUTHHARDT CORY 6312 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585564 HAMMON MARK A & TAMETRIA HUGHES-HAMMOND 6308 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585565 CLIFT DAVID S & MONICA S 6304 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585566 D'AMBROSIO MARY E LIVING TRUST THE 6300 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585567 SOLOMON ANDY G & BEVERLY M 6409 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585568 KILLOUGH RONALD C & SAUNDRA E 6405 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585569 HARANDI ALBORZ ALAMI & KATAYOUN MOHAMMADI JAVIDI & ARMIN AALAMI HARANDI 6401 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585570 SRIVATSA KARTHIK & APARNA SRINIVASAN 6329 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585571 DRAEHN RHETT & DIANA 6325 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585572 BIRDSALL DIANA & JAMES 6321 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585573 REEVES JANIE G 7227 PRESTON COUNTRY LN PROSPER TX 75078-8903

2585573 REEVES JANIE G 6317 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585574 NGUYEN DANA & NA NGUYEN & MUOI NGUYEN 6313 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585575 GREUBEL JEFFREY DAVID 6309 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585576 KELLEY RYAN & SYEDA ALI 6305 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585577 SUNNY INVESTMENT SERIES LLC- SERIES C-1 PO BOX 250145 PLANO TX 75025-0145

2585577 SUNNY INVESTMENT SERIES LLC- SERIES C-1 6301 FALCON RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585578 BUTERAKOS JEFFREY G & CAREY L HILL 6504 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585579 GUAN JIAN & LIU HONG 6500 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585579 GUAN JIAN & LIU HONG 13636 TORRINGTON DR FRISCO TX 75035-7398

2585580 LOGAN JESSE W & LEIGH T LOGAN 6424 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585581 JIN HUAWEN PO BOX 832842 RICHARDSON TX 75083-2842

2585581 JIN HUAWEN 6420 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585582 MOHANTY SATYA SHIV & DIGLU BASTIA 6416 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585583 GLASER JON 6412 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585584 WEST ROBERT E & DEBORAH S 6408 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585585 SIMMONS SHAUGHN J & ARACELI 6404 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585585 SIMMONS SHAUGHN J & ARACELI 205 MILLFORD RD ROANOKE TX 76262-5090

2585586 KATSEV STEVEN & NATALIYA SHEF 6400 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585587 JENSON ADAM & JILL JENSON 6324 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585588 KLECKNER MATTHEW L & VICTORIA 6320 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585589 SANCHEZ BELINDA 6316 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2585591 RICE GRANT & TARA 6308 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585592 BLACKWOOD TIFFANY & MICHAEL 6304 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585593 DEYBER FABRICE & AGNIESZKA MICHALCZUK 6300 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585597 DISHMAN DEBORAH A & SOUNKALO SANOU 1508 TANGLE RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585598 SMITH IAN & JOCELYN CROWSTON 1504 TANGLE RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585599 FLESKES WILLIAM E & BAR 1500 TANGLE RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585600 CHAE CHRISTOPHER 1420 TANGLE RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585606 TURK JOHN B & LYNN M TURK 6301 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585607 SURRATT PATRICK & KELLY SURRATT 6305 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585608 DAS SUNIL KUMAR & SUNITA BEHERA 6309 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585609 HARRIS-WHITE RONALD II 6313 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585610 SPENCE MICHAEL & CASEY DAYLE 6317 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585612 PATEL ASHRAF S & HASNAIN A 6325 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585613 ROGERS SAMUEL COREY 6329 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585614 COELHO RON E & KIMBERLY A 6333 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585615 THOMAS FAMILY TRUST 6337 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585616 BEARD DOUGLAS W & AUDREY A BEARD 6401 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585617 GEORGE ELIZABETH GEORGE & RITU K SAM 6405 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585618 NGUYEN UYEN 6409 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585619 TRIMBLE CHARLES EDWARD 6413 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585620 ONSOTTI DAVID & RUTH 6417 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585621 RUBAYIZA SALUM & WARDAH CYUZUZO 6421 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585622 BRONOWITZ PHILIP F & SHELLEY 6425 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585623 JENKINS JAMES & ALISON DENISE JENKINS 6501 WIND SONG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585624 STOCKFORD DOUGLAS E 6416 CASTLE ROCK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585625 KIGER BRIAN V-LE & DEBORAH N- LE KIGER FAMLY LIVING TRUST 6412 CASTLE ROCK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585626 HARRIS LESLIE N 6408 CASTLE ROCK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585627 NARSANA HEMANSHU J & SHRUTI NARSANA 6404 CASTLE ROCK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585628 HPA TEXAS SUB 2016-2 LLC A DELAWARE LLC 6400 CASTLE ROCK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585629 BURRESS JOSHUA N & HEATHER L 6316 CASTLE ROCK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585630 GETCHELL PETER R & CHRISTINE GETCHELL 6312 CASTLE ROCK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585631 FORTENBURY JENNIFER LEE & BRIAN ALAN 6308 CASTLE ROCK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585632 SHAMBURGER ANDREW & MARY 6304 CASTLE ROCK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585633 SNOWERT THEODORE DAVID & COREY ANN SNOWERT 6300 CASTLE ROCK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585634 KOLLASCH SHAWN & GENEVIEVE CONWAY- KOLLASCH 6301 CASTLE ROCK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585635 BAIRD JAMES B & DEIDRE R 6305 CASTLE ROCK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585636 REINERT JEAN MARIE & TRAVIS 6309 CASTLE ROCK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585637 JOHNSON WACEY & ELAINE 6401 CASTLE ROCK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585638 BAYLAY ZACHARIAH & CRYSTAL BAYLAY 6405 CASTLE ROCK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585639 GLASSETT TIMOTHY J & LAURA B 6409 CASTLE ROCK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585640 LUCIONI FRANCESCA & TIMOTHY D REITZ 6413 CASTLE ROCK CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585640 LUCIONI FRANCESCA & TIMOTHY D REITZ 531 S MARIPOSA AVE APT 305 LOS ANGELES CA 90020-2885

2585641 MORENO ENRIQUE & ELIZABETH 6408 COUNTRY RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585642 MUGHAL WASEEM M & AFSHEEN 6404 COUNTRY RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585643 TOOTHMAN FRED A III & GUTIERREZ GRETHEL 6400 COUNTRY RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585644 LEPS EDWARD L II & MELISSA H 6312 COUNTRY RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585645 WESTENBROEK JOHN J & ANGELA WESTENBROEK 6308 COUNTRY RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585646 LOPEZ CALEB & JODI 6304 COUNTRY RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585647 POWELL LAURIE ANN & LLOYD ALLEN POWELL JR 6300 COUNTRY RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585648 LOY CHAD C & KELCIE K 812 WOODED TRAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585649 HARRISON ERIKA M & NICHOLAS 808 WOODED TRAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585650 MCNALLY SCOTT & ANGELA 804 WOODED TRAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585651 TILLERSON JEFFREY & JULIE ALMAGRO 800 WOODED TRAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585652 DOOSE VERNON L 708 WOODED TRAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585653 POGANY TIMOTHY W 704 WOODED TRAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585654 HARRIS JENNIFER LYNN & ROBERT SCOTT 700 WOODED TRAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585655 CHAMBERS BURNIE W & MARGARET A 6204 HIGIER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585656 FAVERO KENNY & BROOKE 6200 HIGIER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585657 ANDRZEJEWSKI FAMILY TRUST 6201 HIGIER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585658 SELLA JERRY & RAYA SELLA 6205 HIGIER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585659 HEATTER FAMILY LEGACY WEALTH C/O CRAIG & PATRICIA - TRUSTEES 6209 HIGIER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585660 SASEK TYLER & ASHLEY 6216 HAWK HILL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585683 SAMBAMOORTHY DINESH & SHRUTHI PRABHAKARAN 837 MOSS CLIFF CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585683 SAMBAMOORTHY DINESH & SHRUTHI PRABHAKARAN 3050 LEDGESTONE PL NE GRAND RAPIDS MI 49525-7065

2585684 TREVINO CHRISTOPHER & KEILA 833 MOSS CLIFF CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585685 STANTON JAMES CLIFFORD & PATSY FRANCES 829 MOSS CLIFF CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585686 ZUCKER FAMILY TRUST 825 MOSS CLIFF CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585687 ROBERTS KENNETH WAYNE 821 MOSS CLIFF CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585688 KING KIMBERLY M & DARYL J 817 MOSS CLIFF CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585689 SMITH VICKI 813 MOSS CLIFF CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585690 NGUYEN UYEN ANN 809 MOSS CLIFF CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585691 GAO XIAOCHONG & DONGPING ZHANG 805 MOSS CLIFF CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585691 GAO XIAOCHONG & DONGPING ZHANG 3640 DANBURY LN PLANO TX 75074-8934

2585692 CANO SONNY P 801 MOSS CLIFF CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585693 EICHENLAUB SARAH A & SEAN K 844 HIDDEN SPRINGS CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585694 HATCH MATTHEW T & LORI M HATCH 840 HIDDEN SPRINGS CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585704 ATTEBERRY PAUL S & YESENIA 800 HIDDEN SPRINGS CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585705 NOLAND BRANT E & DELLA 6401 COUNTRY RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2585706 MAGRUDER BYRON & MEREDITH 6305 COUNTRY RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585707 LAZAR BRIAN & LISA M 6301 COUNTRY RIDGE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585708 BUDDENBOHN ERIC STANTON & CARA MARPLE 809 WOODED TRAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585709 SAN NICOLAS JOHN G & STEPHANIE A TORRES 805 WOODED TRAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585710 HUTCHESON THAD & PATRICIA 801 WOODED TRAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585711 HARRISON JONATHON C & CHELSEA 709 WOODED TRAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585712 THOMPSON RYAN SCOTT & TABATHA RENEE 705 WOODED TRAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585713 FRIES GREGORY S & TAMRA L 701 WOODED TRAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585714 WETTERGREEN DAVID V & AMY F FAMILY TRUST 609 WOODED TRAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585715 NASH CHARLES & PAULETTE NASH 605 WOODED TRAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585716 GARDNER JOHN A & CARLYNN P 601 WOODED TRAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585717 RODRIGUEZ ISMAEL JR & JENNIFER A 709 MOSS CLIFF CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585718 MEADE DAVID JOHN & KANDY J 705 MOSS CLIFF CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585719 CORRIVEAU RONALD & DENISE 701 MOSS CLIFF CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585720 KASALI NIGEL & MELISSA 609 MOSS CLIFF CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585721 STANLEY JAMES D & BRENDA L STANLEY 605 MOSS CLIFF CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585722 WITTENBERG JOHN F IV & SUE 601 MOSS CLIFF CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585723 MILLER MICHAEL CHADWICK & KIMBERLY JOAN 600 MOSS CLIFF CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585724 BROWN VERNELL & JENNIFER LYNNE JONES-BROWN 604 MOSS CLIFF CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585725 WATSON LEMUAL & COURTNEY 700 MOSS CLIFF CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585726 KNOWLTON JEFFREY G & HEATHER M 704 MOSS CLIFF CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585727 COOK JASON & CHARMAINE 708 MOSS CLIFF CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585728 MCDONALD ROBERT F & CATHERINE T 800 MOSS CLIFF CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585729 DANG VU H & TRAN BIEN 804 MOSS CLIFF CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585730 LEHMAN ASHLEY & SCOTT 808 MOSS CLIFF CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585731 BINGHAM ANTHONY D 812 MOSS CLIFF CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585732 CASIMIRO ALEX M II & KAYCEE J CLANAHAN SHORT 816 MOSS CLIFF CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585733 GEIGER KARL & COURTNEY 820 MOSS CLIFF CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2585734 PATE JAMES & ASHLEY 824 MOSS CLIFF CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2587002 ALLEN ANNIE B 408 WASHINGTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2587002 ALLEN ANNIE B 408 WASHINGTON AVE MCKINNEY TX 75069-4032

2589482 PROSPER CITY OF 2491 N CUSTER RD PROSPER TX 75078

2590337 GFC HOLDINGS LLC INSURANCE SERVICES 600 N MCDONALD ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2590622 ALVARADO NATHANAEL 400 OSAGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590623 HARRIS LISA D & REESE R 501 OSAGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590624 TAYLOR DANTE & NAKECIA 501 WICHITA TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590625 MINSER STEVEN & NOEMI MINSER 713 KIOWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590626 WALLACE ANDREW & ASHLEY 4108 MERAMAC DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590627 KHURANA ATUL & MONIKA 909 KIOWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590627 KHURANA ATUL & MONIKA 11050 PATTISON DR FRISCO TX 75035-1135

2590636 HARBER ERIKA N 404 OSAGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590636 HARBER ERIKA N 2009 DUBLIN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071-4415

2590637 DUTZE KATHERINE & ERIC 500 OSAGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590638 ZDEB NICOLE & JOHN MICHAEL 504 OSAGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590639 PAN ANTHONY JOHN PO BOX 6828 MCKINNEY TX 75071-5121

2590639 PAN ANTHONY JOHN 508 OSAGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590640 SANCHEZ ERNESTO & IVETTE Z CANDELARIO 600 OSAGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590641 WELLS PATRICIA M 906 W MCDERMOTT DR STE 116-153 ALLEN TX 75013-6510

2590641 WELLS PATRICIA M 604 OSAGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590642 LOVELACE MICHAEL R 608 OSAGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590643 REDDY SATHYA KUMAR REDDY KUDUMULA & LAXMI PRASANNA KUDUMULA 612 OSAGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590644 WHITE SHERRY 700 OSAGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590645 MONSON JAMIE NICOLE 704 OSAGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590646 LAING GARY PO BOX 3696 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8201

2590646 LAING GARY 708 OSAGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590647 AGHERA RAJAN H & HIRENKUNAR DUDHAT 712 OSAGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590648 UZONI NICHOLAS & BROOKLYN UZONI 716 OSAGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590649 UNGER MATTHEW C & HALEY HILL 800 OSAGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590650 GRAF BARRY & FLORECELI GRAF 804 OSAGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590651 PEARSON COREY W 808 OSAGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590652 SOROCHKA JEAN 812 OSAGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590653 LILLY JONATHAN K & ITSUKA LILLY 816 OSAGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590654 ALAMI TAMRA 820 OSAGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590655 VIEL JASON A & KIERSTON L WINTERS 4117 MERAMAC DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590656 WANG JOHN SHIAW- SHEN & JENNY YUN CHIN WANG 4113 MERAMAC DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590657 CURTIS RENE EVANS 4109 MERAMAC DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590658 LONG KIMBERLY A 4105 MERAMAC DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590659 JURRIES STANLEY V JR 4101 MERAMAC DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590660 MOSTROM VICTOR DANIEL & YUEN TUNG MOSTROM 4017 MERAMAC DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590661 ECONG HANZ 4013 MERAMAC DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590662 SANJU PROPERTIES LLC 4009 MERAMAC DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590662 SANJU PROPERTIES LLC 13723 LOUISIANA LN FRISCO TX 75035-0469

2590663 LOPEZ SERGIO M SILVA 4005 MERAMAC DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590663 LOPEZ SERGIO M SILVA 1317 PRAIRIE LAKE CT CARROLLTON TX 75010-4779

2590664 PAUL TRACY 4001 MERAMAC DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590665 STONE JUSTIN & MARIAM PALMER 505 OSAGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590666 GUTHRIE JOSH & ASHLIE 509 OSAGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590667 BARKER JAYSON STEWART 601 OSAGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2590668 DHAMODHARA SATISH KISHORE-BAJI & SWETHA GAURAH 605 OSAGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590669 TRAN TOM & PHOUNG THANH 609 OSAGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590670 AUTRY AERAN S 613 OSAGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590671 TRIVEDI DEVANG V & FORAM D 701 OSAGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590671 TRIVEDI DEVANG V & FORAM D 13797 WICKHAM LN FRISCO TX 75035-1276

2590672 CLARK LAVERN 705 OSAGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590673 JOHNSON JAMES M & ANDREA J JOHNSON 709 OSAGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590674 WRIGHT SERETA F 713 OSAGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590675 SHAMAIT SALAM 712 WICHITA TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590676 THOMAS JEFFREY & TAMARA THOMAS 708 WICHITA TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590677 MELI ALISA 704 WICHITA TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590678 EGHAREVBA ISAAC 700 WICHITA TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590679 ADUM ASHENAFI & NETSANET GEBRETSADIK 612 WICHITA TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590680 JOSHI VINAY 608 WICHITA TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590680 JOSHI VINAY 216 COPPER SWITCH DR ANNA TX 75409-0319

2590681 LEE SOK HO & YONG SUK 604 WICHITA TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590682 IBANEZ ANA I 600 WICHITA TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590683 KEBEDE GETAHUN T & LEKIE S BEDASO 512 WICHITA TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590684 AGUGUA FINEFACE C 508 WICHITA TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590685 MAREK JAMES T III & KERSTIN 504 WICHITA TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590686 FORD ELIA & WESLEY 500 WICHITA TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590687 PAYNE JONATHAN & NATALIE 505 WICHITA TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590688 PANNEERSELVAM PRASANTH 509 WICHITA TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590689 ZHAO FANG & JIAN YUN CHEN 513 WICHITA TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590690 HAAS TERESA & ROBERT HAAS 517 WICHITA TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590691 KOHNLE JEFFREY M & JULIE E KOHNLE 601 WICHITA TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590692 DIAZ GLORIA HURTADO 605 WICHITA TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590693 GREER MISTI KAY & CLINTON 609 WICHITA TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590694 MONGE JOSE R 613 WICHITA TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590695 LIN YIH SHUNG 701 WICHITA TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590697 JAMISON PAULA 709 WICHITA TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590698 HALFORD MADISON & JEREMY 713 WICHITA TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590699 SOTO MICAELA 712 KIOWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590700 HIGGINBOTHAM LAURA 708 KIOWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590701 WILLIAMS DANIEL & ORADY 704 KIOWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590702 LONG SAMUEL & LISA 700 KIOWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590703 KIOWA 612 A SERIES OF NAPP HOLDINGS LLC 612 KIOWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590703 KIOWA 612 A SERIES OF NAPP HOLDINGS LLC 5758 ROMANTIK RD FRISCO TX 75035-0884

2590704 LYNCH DENNIS - LE & ESTATE OF JO EVELYN LYNCH 608 KIOWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590705 HP TEXAS I LLC 604 KIOWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590706 ROCK JUAN RAMON & WENDY 600 KIOWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590707 KELLEY DONALD J & ARNETTE L 516 KIOWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590708 NORTON LISA 512 KIOWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590709 ANDERSON SHARON & DARRELL JR 508 KIOWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590710 AVILA MICHAEL R 504 KIOWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590711 BURGESS DEKE QUINN 500 KIOWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590712 YU HUANG REVOCABLE TRUST FENGJIE HUANG & HUA YU CO-TR 709 KIOWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590713 NGEKE MIKO CHALI & BERTHA 705 KIOWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590714 DUNHAM CHAPMAN EUGENE & DOROTHY T 1997 REVOCABLE MANAGEMENT TRUST & DORTHY T DUNHAM 701 KIOWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590715 ROBERTS JUSTIN R & SUSAN R 613 KIOWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590716 FOMUSO EMILIA LUSIA 609 KIOWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590717 MCRIGHT MARK & TRACE PO BOX 787 PROSPER TX 75078-0787

2590717 MCRIGHT MARK & TRACE 605 KIOWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590718 GLASS GILBERT & JADRIEN JAQUETTA 601 KIOWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590719 JOHNSON NANCY 525 KIOWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590720 KILPATRICK STEPHEN 521 KIOWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590721 ZHU MINGDA 517 KIOWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590722 HARRIS ANTHONY & DANIELLE HARRIS 513 KIOWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590723 EVEN DAVID L & MARY ELIZABETH 509 KIOWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590724 POWELL RICHARD & ANNE 505 KIOWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590725 SWILLING ROBERT MATTHEW & JENNIFER 501 KIOWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590726 VOIRIN ROBERT SHANE & STACI E 4000 TEJAS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071-8300

2590726 VOIRIN ROBERT SHANE & STACI E 4000 TEJAS CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590727 FOGLIA DENNIS & DOROTHY C 4004 TEJAS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590728 STEFANI FRED R & JANINE M 4008 TEJAS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590729 PETERS JIMMY DEAN 4012 TEJAS DRIVE MCKINNEY TX 77071

2590729 PETERS JIMMY DEAN 4012 TEJAS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590730 RAO PADMANABHA RAO RAYADURGA VITHAL 4016 TEJAS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590731 HARRIS MARK A & SUZANNE ORURUKE 4020 TEJAS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590732 JUDD BRIGHAM & CATHI 4024 TEJAS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590733 AMERICAN HOMES 4 RENT PROPERTIES EIGHT LLC ATTN: PROPERTY TAX DEPARTMENT 4028 TEJAS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590734 ROBLES DAVID & FRANCES SELIO- 4100 TEJAS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590735 NELSON DAVID 4104 TEJAS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590736 SHAYO GRACE WANJIRU & ADRINE NJERI 4108 TEJAS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590737 HAZEN NEILS CHRISTIAN & KELLY 4112 TEJAS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590738 CRAVER IRA JANAE 4104 MERAMAC DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590739 FERGUSON PATRICK & AIMEE 4100 MERAMAC DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590740 CHUNG CHRISTINE SUNG HEE 4016 MERAMAC DR MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2590740 CHUNG CHRISTINE SUNG HEE 1412 HUNTINGTON DR RICHARDSON TX 75080-2811

2590741 GOLDEN ORCHARD REVOCABLE LIVING TRUST 8865 E CLOUDVIEW WAY ANAHEIM CA 92808-1679

2590741 GOLDEN ORCHARD REVOCABLE LIVING TRUST 4012 MERAMAC DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590742 HUANG YU REVOCABLE TRUST FENGJIE HUANG & HUA YU- TR 4008 MERAMAC DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590742 HUANG YU REVOCABLE TRUST FENGJIE HUANG & HUA YU- TR 1628 NICKLAUS CT MCKINNEY TX 75072-3050

2590743 SALCEDO JORGE L & TERESA GARCIA-CORDOVA 4004 MERAMAC DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590744 HILLMAN DYLAN DIRK 4000 MERAMAC DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590745 PAN YEELANA SHEN 4001 PECAN MEADOW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590746 PALOS ARTEMIO 4005 PECAN MEADOW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590747 YU YIYANG 4009 PECAN MEADOW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590748 JONES CHRISTOPHER GLEN & LINDY CAROL JONES 4013 PECAN MEADOW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590749 AMATYA LOKENDRA M & MINU AMATYA 4017 PECAN MEADOW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590750 VERVER FERMIN CARL & TAMMY LOUISE VERVER 4101 PECAN MEADOW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590751 CARGILL WILLIAM F & SONJA S CARGILL 4105 PECAN MEADOW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590752 THAGGARD WILLIAM B & EMILY A THAGGARD 4109 PECAN MEADOW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590753 DASHTI MARJAN GANJALI 4113 PECAN MEADOW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590754 GAO WEI 905 KIOWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590754 GAO WEI 5999 CUSTER RD STE 110 FRISCO TX 75035-9304

2590755 HSU HSIU FENG 901 KIOWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590755 HSU HSIU FENG 48 SWEET FLDS BUENA PARK CA 90620-4172

2590756 ABRAHAM MINA 817 KIOWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590757 MITCHELL OWEN ROBERT & GLORIA MITCHELL 813 KIOWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590757 MITCHELL OWEN ROBERT & GLORIA MITCHELL 503 HEARD ST MCKINNEY TX 75069-2748

2590758 KOMIC ERMIN & MIRNESA S & NEJIRA SMOUT 809 KIOWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590759 PATTERSON THOMAS 805 KIOWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590760 WILLIAMS WARREN P & GRACE H 801 KIOWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590761 PECAN RIDGE-543 LTD 2711 N HASKELL AVE STE 2800 DALLAS TX 75204-2940

2590763 GILLESPIE DANIEL 4000 SIOUX DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590764 OSBORN LEONARD JAMES & JASSON 1221 NOCONA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590765 WILSON DANA & JON WILSON 1101 EVERS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590774 MORRISON KATIE I & JERRY D 4004 SIOUX DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590775 SINGH MANDEEP & GURPREET KAUR 4008 SIOUX DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590776 REILLY JAMES & PEGGY 4012 SIOUX DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590777 KARJADI DJUNDI 4100 SIOUX DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590778 AUGUSTYN J & N REVOCABLE TRUST 4104 SIOUX DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590779 HICKS-HSUEH KENT & KRISTI HICKS-HSUEH 4108 SIOUX DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590780 CHAM OMAR & FATOU JOW 4112 SIOUX DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590781 CARTER TONY W 1000 EVERS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590782 HU GEORGE 1004 EVERS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590783 XU YUQING 1008 EVERS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590784 HU LISA X 1012 EVERS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590785 HUFFER JEFFERY L & KATHRYN A HUFFER 1016 EVERS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590786 HUNT SAMUEL GLENN & DLAINA SHEARIT 1020 EVERS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590787 SWIFT JOHN M & SHARON A SWIFT 1024 EVERS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590788 CLARK CURTIS & BERNARDITA 1100 EVERS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590789 BECHTOLD JOSEPH GEORGE III & ASHLEY ROSE BECHTOLD 1104 EVERS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590790 SINGH MANDEEP 1108 EVERS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590791 CLINTON BILLY & ELISA CLINTON 1112 EVERS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590792 ENGLISH LORETTA MARIE 1116 EVERS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590793 SANCHEZ JOSE MANUEL MUNOZ 1120 EVERS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590794 LAN QUN & WEILIANG WU 7221 HARVEY LN PLANO TX 75025-5305

2590794 LAN QUN & WEILIANG WU 1200 EVERS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590795 PERALES RODOLFO & ANADELIA PERALES 1204 EVERS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590796 SIDDANATI ANJANA 687 REVALEN LN FRISCO TX 75036-0173

2590796 SIDDANATI ANJANA 1208 EVERS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590797 PATEL DEVENDRA & FALGUNI 1212 EVERS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590798 TORNATORE JOSEPH TY & THU TRAN 1216 EVERS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590799 AWADI HAYTHAM & MELISSA SEYAM 1220 EVERS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590800 WANG LU 1217 NOCONA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590801 SALKEY LLC 4332 SWITCHGRASS ST CELINA TX 75009-0770

2590801 SALKEY LLC 1213 NOCONA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590802 SALCEDO JORGE L & TERESA GARCIA-CORDOVA 413 MAGGIE TRL ALLEN TX 75002-1405

2590802 SALCEDO JORGE L & TERESA GARCIA-CORDOVA 1209 NOCONA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590803 BHAKTA VIMAL & PURVI BHAKTA 8309 LINDSAY GDNS THE COLONY TX 75056-6442

2590803 BHAKTA VIMAL & PURVI BHAKTA 1205 NOCONA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590804 LANE THOM LTD PO BOX 6043 MCKINNEY TX 75071-5102

2590804 LANE THOM LTD 1201 NOCONA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590805 TAYLOR JEFFREY L 1129 NOCONA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590806 FS FAMILY REVOCABLE TRUST DATED JUNE 10 2020 1125 NOCONA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590807 RIVERS MELISSA ANN 1121 NOCONA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590808 SCHUSSLER DEBORAH KAY 1117 NOCONA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590809 BARRERA YILENA & OSWALDO FERNANDEZ 1113 NOCONA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590810 HON KAM CHEUNG R & YUET WAH EIRA HON CHAN 1109 NOCONA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590812 HPA TEXAS SUB 2017-1 LLC 1101 NOCONA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590813 LEONARD JOSIE & PETER LEONARD 4000 OTTAWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590814 BUSTAMANTE ARNULFO & SONIA 4004 OTTAWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590815 VOGELSANG MARILYN R & JAMES D VOGELSANG 4008 OTTAWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590816 NDEGWA ISACK MWAURA & ESTHER NJERI MUIGAI NDEGWA 4100 OTTAWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2590817 ESTELLE REBECCA 4104 OTTAWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590818 PENG YUN-CHI & HSIHUI PENG 4108 OTTAWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590819 AFTAB IQBAL MOHAMMAD AFTAB & NADRA AFTAB IQBAL 5874 SANTA TERESA BLVD SAN JOSE CA 95123-4117

2590819 AFTAB IQBAL MOHAMMAD AFTAB & NADRA AFTAB IQBAL 4109 SIOUX DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590820 POWELL ANNE FRANCES & RICHARD NEAL POWELL 4105 SIOUX DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590821 HOLAN JOHN & GLADYS ROFEROS 4101 SIOUX DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590822 CADDELL KEVIN DANE & LANA KAY 4017 SIOUX DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590823 KIPP NOLAN M 4013 SIOUX DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590824 CHERUKURI KALYAN & JYUTIKA MEHTA 4009 SIOUX DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590824 CHERUKURI KALYAN & JYUTIKA MEHTA 2261 WAKEFIELD LN ALLEN TX 75013-5860

2590825 SHUKLA NIRMAL KUMAR 4005 SIOUX DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590826 PARMER CASEY L & RANDIA L 4001 SIOUX DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590827 ANANDRAJ DAVID & KALPANA R 921 KIOWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590828 FOSS JEFFREY R & MELONEE D 9698 COYOTE CALL RD CELINA TX 75009-2953

2590828 FOSS JEFFREY R & MELONEE D 917 KIOWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590829 KENNEDY JONAH MICHAEL & MIA NATALIA FULGHAM 913 KIOWA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590830 EVERGREEN ORCHID LLC 611 FOREST LN COPPELL TX 75019

2590830 EVERGREEN ORCHID LLC 1105 EVERS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590831 BYRD DONNA DENISE & MICHAEL E 1109 EVERS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590832 ZHANG HAIBO 1700 FARINGDON DR PLANO TX 75075-2706

2590832 ZHANG HAIBO 1113 EVERS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590834 HU GEORGE 600 TALIA CIR FAIRVIEW TX 75069-6836

2590834 HU GEORGE 1121 EVERS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590835 MCH SFR PROPERTY OWNER 4 LLC 14355 COMMERCE WAY MIAMI LAKES FL 33016-1502

2590835 MCH SFR PROPERTY OWNER 4 LLC 1201 EVERS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590836 MARTELLE JAYSON 1205 EVERS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590837 ZHAI JUANJUAN 1509 DIMMIT DR CARROLLTON TX 75010-6405

2590837 ZHAI JUANJUAN 1209 EVERS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590838 LIU HONGYANG 1213 EVERS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590839 WARD ADAM G 1217 EVERS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590840 AWADI HAMED & ALIA SUMDR 1221 EVERS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590841 LI XIAODONG & LIN LI 3533 AQUA SPRINGS DR PLANO TX 75025-6912

2590841 LI XIAODONG & LIN LI 1220 NOCONA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590842 ALKOOFEE NIDHAM & KAREEKMA FATLAWI 1216 NOCONA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590843 KEA ANTHONIO & CHANDA MY'ISHA 1215 NOCONA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071-0490

2590843 KEA ANTHONIO & CHANDA MY'ISHA 1212 NOCONA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590844 DRANE EMPRESS 1208 NOCONA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590845 BUSTAMANTE ARNULFO & SONIA 1204 NOCONA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590846 CHAPMAN ALEXANDRA N 1200 NOCONA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590847 MONIZA KATHY LYNN REVOCABLE TRUST 1120 NOCONA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590848 ROUTZAHN DAVID LYNN & MARY ANN 1116 NOCONA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590849 PENG YUN-CHI & HSIHUI PENG 15052 TURNBRIDGE DR FRISCO TX 75035-4834

2590849 PENG YUN-CHI & HSIHUI PENG 1112 NOCONA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590850 STIRGUS JAMES ANTHONY & ANNISSIA M 1108 NOCONA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590851 WILLS TIMOTHY 1104 NOCONA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2590852 WRIGHT SHAWNA 1100 NOCONA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2591286 GFC HOLDINGS LLC 1005 N COLLEGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75069-2637

2592230 MARTINEZ RAUL & YOLANDA 2920 TORREYA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2592231 ROSS LAURENCE EDWARD & JOCELYN MYRENE ROSS 5000 WHITE SPRUCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2592232 HARRIS JUSTIN L & ANGELA K 5004 WHITE SPRUCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2592233 SAMPSON GREGORY 5008 WHITE SPRUCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2592234 MEYER JONATHAN W 5012 WHITE SPRUCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2592235 BRANT FRED & JOAN BRANT 5016 WHITE SPRUCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2592236 BYERLEY JOHN THOMAS & LAURA 5020 WHITE SPRUCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2592237 SCHULTZ LOGAN J & TORRIE L 5024 WHITE SPRUCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2592238 LEWIS JOSEPH & AMANDA 5028 WHITE SPRUCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2592239 MARTIN TANNER 5032 WHITE SPRUCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2592240 DUNN SHELLEY ANN & NUNNELEE RUSSELL BRADFORD 5100 WHITE SPRUCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2592241 TITL ADELHEID T 5104 WHITE SPRUCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2592242 BERENDT ERIC M & JAMIE L 5108 WHITE SPRUCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2592243 KRUSE EVERETT & MARY 5112 WHITE SPRUCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2592244 BAIG HAMMAD & ERICA J 5116 WHITE SPRUCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2592245 TEDESCO MAUREEN A 5120 WHITE SPRUCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2592246 MARTIN VINCENT & ROSAMOND 5124 WHITE SPRUCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2592247 DAVIS JONATHAN & KELSI 5200 WHITE SPRUCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2592248 KUDSI AYMAN & FTOUN JABIER 5204 WHITE SPRUCE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2592657 FURLONG STEVE & JUDY 6348 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454

2592659 FURLONG STEVE & JUDY 6376 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454

2592659 FURLONG STEVE & JUDY 4019 W UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071-4801

2594965 104 PROSPER LP 4011 E UNIVERSITY DR PROSPER TX 75078

2598234 VELA SANDRA VILLANUEVA 5350 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454-2363

2598234 VELA SANDRA VILLANUEVA 1111 E VIRGINIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2598245 GARCIA REBECCA 36 SE 35TH ST OKLAHOMA CITY OK 73129-2611

2598245 GARCIA REBECCA 300 CARVER ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2598512 SHAABANI JEFFREY 2098 FM 2933 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2598512 SHAABANI JEFFREY 12647 COLBORNE DR FRISCO TX 75033-0400

2599741 SWIM MICHAEL D & LORI A 2150 COUNTY ROAD 338 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2599842 EAGLE INSTITUTE THE 6200 VIRGINIA PKWY MCKINNEY TX 75071-5504
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2602273 SMART GUYS REALTY LLC 9570 IVY BRIDGE LN FRISCO TX 75035-1289

2604487 MAC TMK LP 6275 COUNTY ROAD 201 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2604488 MAC TMK LP 2772 COUNTY ROAD 164 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2604524 BORG FAMILY LTD BORG CONSTRUCTION 285 KATE LN PRINCETON TX 75407-2631

2604524 BORG FAMILY LTD BORG CONSTRUCTION 2112 PRIVATE ROAD 5446 MCKINNEY TX 75069

2604525 MCCLELLAN BILLY J & AMY & GEAR ONE AUTO BODYJENNIFER MCCLELLAN & BRADLEY JOE MCCLELLAN PO BOX 3027 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8181

2604525 MCCLELLAN BILLY J & AMY & GEAR ONE AUTO BODYJENNIFER MCCLELLAN & BRADLEY JOE MCCLELLAN 3110 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

2607023 MURPHY OIL USA INC WAL-MART FUEL CENTERBUSINESS PROPERTY TAX DEPT 9091 W UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2609170 MCKINNEY CITY OF OLD SETTLERS RECREATION CENTER 1201 E LOUISIANA ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2609183 CLN/WWMK LP AVIS BUDGET CAR RENTALATTN: TAX DEPT 6 SYLVAN WAY PARSIPPANY NJ 07054-3826

2609183 CLN/WWMK LP AVIS BUDGET CAR RENTALATTN: TAX DEPT 3512 N CENTRAL EXPY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2610595 EWING IRRIGATION PRODUCTS INC EWING IRRIGATION 8960 W UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2610595 EWING IRRIGATION PRODUCTS INC EWING IRRIGATION 3441 E HARBOUR DR PHOENIX AZ 85034-7229

2610596 BENCHMARK TRUST 4009 OLD DENTON RD STE 114-238 CARROLLTON TX 75007-1000

2610832 GARZA SARAH ANN 717 PRIDE CT MCKINNEY TX 75069

2610834 GARCIA DEVIN LYNN 712 PRIDE CT MCKINNEY TX 75069

2610835 GOVEA ROSA ELVIRA PO BOX 153 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8133

2610835 GOVEA ROSA ELVIRA 713 PRIDE CT MCKINNEY TX 75069

2610836 MNSF T2 SPE LLC 709 PRIDE CT MCKINNEY TX 75069

2610836 MNSF T2 SPE LLC 6836 MORRISON BLVD STE 320 CHARLOTTE NC 28211-4399

2610837 GUZMAN ISAAC 705 PRIDE CT MCKINNEY TX 75069

2610838 HUSBAND CHARLSIE ANN 701 PRIDE CT MCKINNEY TX 75069

2610839 BONANO LUIS MANUEL & MARIA DEL CARMEN NIEVES 621 PRIDE CT MCKINNEY TX 75069

2610841 HOLMES DIANE RITA 708 PRIDE CT MCKINNEY TX 75069

2610842 KUNCLRS CHRISTINE 704 PRIDE CT MCKINNEY TX 75069

2610843 JONES CARLA DENISE 700 PRIDE CT MCKINNEY TX 75069

2611680 HUNTER 38042 LP ATTN: SCOTT ROHRMAN 7070 W UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2611769 CHRON ASHLEY LYNN 1000 CANAL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2611770 GRAY JAMIE MARIE 1008 CANAL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2611834 MONARCH GROUP LLC LONE STAR WRECKER 5100 ELDORADO PKWY STE 102 MCKINNEY TX 75070-9127

2611834 MONARCH GROUP LLC LONE STAR WRECKER 2343 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

2611835 RILEY DEBBIE TATE COLLIN COUNTY VSF 4606 COUNTY ROAD 408 MCKINNEY TX 75071-0743

2611835 RILEY DEBBIE TATE COLLIN COUNTY VSF 2353 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

2612036 MAC DONAGH MATTHEW R & KIMBERLY J 2130 PUEBLO VIEJO DR PROSPER TX 75078

2612037 RIKE JOHN W & AMY L 931 TWIN BUTTES DR PROSPER TX 75078

2612038 MARTIN JASON & NICHOLE 861 MARTIN CREEK DR PROSPER TX 75078

2612043 PROSPER CITY OF PO BOX 297 PROSPER TX 75078

2612046 HPA TEXAS SUB 2018-1 ML LLC A DELAWARE LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY 2120 PUEBLO VIEJO DR PROSPER TX 75078

2612047 GOERLITZ ARTHUR R III & NANCY J 2110 PUEBLO VIEJO DR PROSPER TX 75078

2612048 JACKSON FRANK E & SHUNDRA R 2100 PUEBLO VIEJO DR PROSPER TX 75078

2612049 HANCOCK BRYAN 2090 PUEBLO VIEJO DR PROSPER TX 75078

2612051 TOBIN ROBIN M 921 TWIN BUTTES DR PROSPER TX 75078

2612052 AMH 2014-1 BORROWER LLC ATTN: PROPERTY TAX DEPARTMENT 911 TWIN BUTTES DR PROSPER TX 75078

2612053 APPLEBERRY CORNELIUS 901 TWIN BUTTES DR PROSPER TX 75078

2612054 CLARKE JAMES JR & SUSIE 891 TWIN BUTTES DR PROSPER TX 75078

2612055 WRIGHT JASON & JESSICA 881 TWIN BUTTES DR PROSPER TX 75078

2612056 GILBERT THOMAS & KRISTIN A 871 TWIN BUTTES DR PROSPER TX 75078

2612057 REECE TERRY L & AMY L 861 TWIN BUTTES DR PROSPER TX 75078

2612058 ROHDE KRISTA MARIE & TOMAS JOHN 851 TWIN BUTTES DR PROSPER TX 75078

2612059 BOWMAN STEPHEN ARON & DAWN MICHELLE BOWMAN 841 TWIN BUTTES DR PROSPER TX 75078

2612060 CHU RYAN T & DANIELLA CHU 831 TWIN BUTTES DR PROSPER TX 75078

2612091 RADADIA KANOJ & KINJAL K 851 MARTIN CREEK DR PROSPER TX 75078

2612092 PRZYBYLA PETER A II & HEATHER LEANN PRZYBYLA 841 MARTIN CREEK DR PROSPER TX 75078

2612110 JACKSON MARILYN CORNELIUS 870 TWIN BUTTES DR PROSPER TX 75078

2612111 AULAKH CHARANJIT S & BRIJEET 880 TWIN BUTTES DR PROSPER TX 75078

2612112 MITCHELL JHEVASSE OMAR 890 TWIN BUTTES DR PROSPER TX 75078

2612113 BORJA GUILLERMO & KIERA SMITH 900 TWIN BUTTES DR PROSPER TX 75078

2612114 SNODGRASS CHAD & SHONDA D PATRICK 910 TWIN BUTTES DR PROSPER TX 75078

2612707 DOUBLE A & I INVESTMENT GROUP LLC 4544 N HORSESHOE TRL THE COLONY TX 75056-3402

2612719 CCC PARTNERSHIP LP 3751 N CENTRAL EXPY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2612721 WARNER DALLAS LLC & WOODSPRINGS SUITESRS BAYPOINT DALLAS LLC & REP WESTSIDE DALLAS LLC & REP FRIEDMAN DALLAS LLC 3889 MAPLE AVE STE 220 DALLAS TX 75219-3917

2612721 WARNER DALLAS LLC & WOODSPRINGS SUITESRS BAYPOINT DALLAS LLC & REP WESTSIDE DALLAS LLC & REP FRIEDMAN DALLAS LLC 3401 N CENTRAL EXPY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2613052 UMWELT DEVELOPMENT LP DERMATOLOGY & SKIN CARE CENTER 1790 N STONEBRIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2613054 FIFTH TRAIN LP THE N.T. ORTODONTICS- MODERN DENTAL CARE 1750 N STONEBRIDGE DR STE 105 MCKINNEY TX 75071-7554

2613054 FIFTH TRAIN LP THE N.T. ORTODONTICS- MODERN DENTAL CARE 1750 N STONEBRIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2614369 TEXAS RND LLC TEXAS METAL COMPANY 2431 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

2615047 WACHOVIA BANK NATIONAL ASSOC WELLS FARGO BANK PO BOX 2609 CARLSBAD CA 92018-2609

2615047 WACHOVIA BANK NATIONAL ASSOC WELLS FARGO BANK 9021 W UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2615309 ROBERTS KRISTAN DANIELLE 1309 E VIRGINIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2615310 GLASER CRYSTAL M 1313 E VIRGINIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2615311 TEXAS COVE ONE CORP 730 PALOMINO DR ALLEN TX 75002-1004

2615311 TEXAS COVE ONE CORP 1317 E VIRGINIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2618976 L3 CROW PROPERTIES LLC DOLLAR GENERAL 3717 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

2618982 L3 CROW PROPERTIES LLC 4321 SEXTON LN DALLAS TX 75229-5447

2619364 VICARIO JOSEPH A JR & MARY M 1524 TANGLE RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2619367 LENEHAN JAY & REBECCA 1516 TANGLE RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2619368 DIDYK VIRGINIA M LIVING TRUST 1512 TANGLE RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2619370 DIXON WILLA 1416 TANGLE RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2619371 MCCASLAND DAVID J & ANDREA M 1412 TANGLE RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2619372 TYLER JOSHUA B & KRISTI 1408 TANGLE RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2619373 HILZ TREVOR LANE & MACKENZIE ELISE 1404 TANGLE RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2619376 LOVELACE JEROME & SHEILA 1400 TANGLE RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2620816 GREATER TEXOMA UTILITY AUTHORITY 5100 AIRPORT DR DENISON TX 75020-8448

2620888 YOHANNAN PRINSON CANDOR MOTORS 5029 HARTWELL CT SAINT CLOUD FL 34771-7858

2620888 YOHANNAN PRINSON CANDOR MOTORS 3245 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

2620889 NESHYBA RYAN & MISTY RED RIVER AUTO AND 4-WHEEL DRIVE 3149 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

2620889 NESHYBA RYAN & MISTY RED RIVER AUTO AND 4-WHEEL DRIVE 14263 COUNTY ROAD 830 ANNA TX 75409-6039

2622158 ST ANDREWS INTERESTS LLC C/O MARK GRIEGE 5950 SHERRY LN STE 700 DALLAS TX 75225-6562

2623092 HH LAKEWOOD DRIVE DEVELOPMENT LP 2700 COMMERCE ST STE 1600 DALLAS TX 75226-1404

2623623 MEAD BRUCE & SHELLEY 1232 GRAY BRANCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2624858 MVP GUTTER SYSTEMS INC PO BOX 2907 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8179

2625421 MALONE MARITA CAROL 1501 PRIVATE ROAD 5312 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2626595 PYNE CHARLES A & WILDA JOAN 2737 COUNTY ROAD 856 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628938 CARSON TED & MARCIA 1533 LANDON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628939 COURTNEY THOMAS J & JUDY M 1601 LANDON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628940 PIERCE MARY ANN 1813 LA CIMA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628941 BARRETT ELIZABETH 1917 LA CIMA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628942 ABBENE GERARD JR & ALANA 7820 ROCKLEDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628943 BLASINI KIMBERLY & MIGUEL 7709 ROCKLEDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628946 2015 MARTIN FAMILY REVOCABLE LIVING TRUST WILLIAM V MARTIN JR & LINDA N MARTIN & CRAIG WILLIAM MARTIN & ANISSA LYNN MARTIN REIL- CO TRUSTEES 1529 LANDON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628947 GOMEZ ERIC A & BRANDI LYNN GOMEZ 1525 LANDON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628948 BECKER KENNETH & DEBRA K BECKER 1521 LANDON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628949 SELIN SARAH EMILY 1517 LANDON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628950 MONTGOMERY TAMA 1513 LANDON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628951 DAILEY JASON MARK & BARBARA L DAILEY 1509 LANDON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628952 LARSEN IVAN & BRIANNA N 1505 LANDON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628953 SHAUGHNESSY CRAIG & KIMBERLY 1501 LANDON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628954 GAUGHAN KEVIN & KRISTIN 1500 LANDON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628955 SAETRE DONALD R & LANETTE S 1504 LANDON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628956 PARKER JACK W JR & MELINDA M 1508 LANDON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628957 WRIGHT STANLEY E & JUDY K 1512 LANDON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628958 KAMINSKI BRUNHILDE 1516 LANDON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628960 DYMKOWSKI FRANK & COLLEEN 1524 LANDON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628961 NOBLE-JACK DAVID CHRISTOPHER & BRITTNEY JEAN 1600 LONGWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628962 PATTERSON ROSEANN DEMBECK TRUST 1604 LONGWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628963 FLUKER TIFFANY A 1605 LANDON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628964 COE REVOCABLE TRUST 1609 LANDON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628965 OWENS DANIEL J & TONI L 1613 LANDON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628966 FINE ROY L & LYNN G 1617 LANDON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628967 JOHNSON AUDREY 1621 LANDON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628968 ROWDEN FAMILY LIVING TRUST THE 1625 LANDON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628969 ELWELL REVOCABLE TRUST 1629 LANDON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628970 DEBOER DONALD & MARY 1701 LANDON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628971 KUHN CHRISTOPHER & STACY KUHN 1705 LANDON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628972 MALONE LISA & ANTWUAN MALONE 1709 LANDON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628973 RASSI KIRK W & ELIZABETH A 1713 LANDON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628974 YEICHNER ROBERT 1717 LANDON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628975 REYNA JADEN ARIAS & AMY REYNA 1716 LANDON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628976 BAHE KEVIN A & MARGARET L BAHE 1712 LANDON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628977 LIN TSEN YING 1708 LANDON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628978 HOLMES JOHN & CYNTHIA 1704 LANDON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628979 WENDTE TRAVIS & KELLIE 1700 LANDON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628980 ALDERSON ROY EUGENE & GLORIA 1616 LANDON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628981 MCLEMORE RICHARD & SHARON 1612 LANDON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628982 HITE RYAN 1608 LANDON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628983 BARNES CHARISSE & DWAINE W BARNES 1604 LANDON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628984 GENTILE JAMES E JR & MINDY W 1600 LANDON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628985 SULLIVAN JOSHUA K & JILL R SULLIVAN 1601 LONGWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628986 TITUS THOMAS LESLIE & SHARON K & TITUS REVOCABLE TRUST 1605 LONGWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628987 ANWAR KHALID 1609 LONGWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628988 BROWN TRENT & GINA MARIE 1613 LONGWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628989 MARTINEZ DONALD & TIVA 7804 WILLOWBEND DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628990 BRANDON ELIZABETH 1817 LACMINA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628990 BRANDON ELIZABETH 1817 LA CIMA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628991 DEARDORFF CLAYTON & LINDA 1821 LACIMA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628991 DEARDORFF CLAYTON & LINDA 1821 LA CIMA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071-7650

2628992 DAYTON JOHN & KAY 1825 LA CIMA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628993 BERTEOTTI RONALD & JUDITH 1901 LA CIMA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628994 KELLY ROBERT M JR & MARYLIN S 1905 LA CIMA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628995 JARVIS N & A REVOCABLE TRUST 1909 LA CIMA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628996 CACURAK ROBERT M & AUDREY D CACURAK 1913 LACIMA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628996 CACURAK ROBERT M & AUDREY D CACURAK 1913 LA CIMA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071-7652

2628997 COLE AARON & CHELSEY SUE 1921 LA CIMA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628998 DECKER MICHAEL H & TINA L 7824 HARVEST HILL LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2628999 ATCHISON BRYAN PHILLIP & MARY CATHERINE 7820 HARVEST HILL LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629000 ROBERTSON RANDALL T & NANCY PICKENS 7816 HARVEST HILL LN MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2629001 WESTBROOK MARK O & JEAN L 7812 HARVEST HILL LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629002 ANDREWS PAULETTE 7808 HARVEST HILL LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629003 GREEN JARED 7804 HARVEST HILL LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629003 GREEN JARED 5409 TWIN CITIES LN MCKINNEY TX 75070-4889

2629004 RICE REVOCABLE LIVING TRUST JERRY L RICE - TR 7800 HARVEST HILL LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629005 LYMAN STEPHEN L & LISA D LYMAN 7724 HARVEST HILL LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629006 BOWMAN BRANDON LEE & LAUREN ELIZABETH BOWMAN 7720 HARVEST HILL LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629007 HOCKING TRUST THE 7716 HARVEST HILL LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629007 HOCKING TRUST THE 3370 BRIARCLIFF DR PROSPER TX 75078-1515

2629008 LLODRA LARRY & LAZARA T 7712 HARVEST HILL LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629009 SHEPPARD-DEYELL SYBILE A 7708 HARVEST HILL LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629010 WALLER LARESA 7704 HARVEST HILL LN # 1 MCKINNEY TX 75071-7647

2629010 WALLER LARESA 7704 HARVEST HILL LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629011 VANNATTER BENJAMIN W & STEPHANIE 7700 HARVEST HILL LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629012 OEHLER STEVEN W & DARLYA A OEHLER 1916 WOODWAY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629013 CABARCAS GUSTAVO A & CAROLYN 7816 ROCKLEDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629014 COLATO ERNESTO 7812 ROCKLEDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629015 CALK RODNEY D & ROBYN C 7808 ROCKLEDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629016 DESHAZO DALE P & SHERRY L DESHAZO 7804 ROCKLEDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629017 CAMPBELL BEVERLY ESTATE OF CARLISLE CAMPBELL 7800 ROCKLEDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629018 PALEY STEVEN P & DEENA MARIE 7720 ROCKLEDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629019 AUGUSTE PEGGY PO BOX 7531 DALLAS TX 75209-0531

2629019 AUGUSTE PEGGY 7716 ROCKLEDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629020 ARRIOJAS JESUS ALBERTO RODRIGUEZ 7712 ROCKLEDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629021 BLYTHE CHRISTOPHER HOWARD & MAKENZIE SEVERSON 7708 ROCKLEDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629022 NOWAK ERIC JOHN 7704 ROCKLEDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629023 OUR BEST LIFE TRUST 7700 ROCKLEDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629024 FRANKS JIM B & SHARON J & JAMIE L FRANKS 7701 HARVEST HILL LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629025 INDRAN SUDESH & VANDANA TAPALLY COUNETEDATTIL 7705 HARVEST HILL LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629026 POTTER DAVID J 901 N STATE LINE AVE TEXARKANA TX 75501-5268

2629026 POTTER DAVID J 7709 HARVEST HILL LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629027 BUSTAMENTE RICHARD EARL & MARTHA G 7713 HARVEST HILL LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629028 ARDELL JULIA A LIVING TRUST 7717 HARVEST HILL LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629029 HERSHBERG MATAN 7721 HARVEST HILL LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629030 HALSOR KENNETH N & ALICE HALSOR 7801 HARVEST HILL LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629031 MONTGOMERY WILLIAM K & JO LEAH C MONTGOMERY 7805 HARVEST HILL LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629032 MURPHY KEN D & KIMBERLY G MURPHY 7809 HARVEST HILL LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629033 LUMPKIN DAVID L & MELISA A 7813 HARVEST HILL LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629034 VARKEY SAMUEL K & RAJIE GEORGE SAMUEL 7817 HARVEST HILL LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629035 THUROW JASON & AMBER 7821 HARVEST HILL LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629036 HANSON GINA 7713 ROCKLEDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629037 TUCKER CLINT & LAUREN 7717 ROCKLEDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629038 VAN ASWEGEN TYRONE & CRISTIN 7721 ROCKLEDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629039 TERILLI JAMES L & CLAUDETTE A 7801 ROCKLEDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629040 ZUKER DONALD III & CORRIE ELIZABETH ZUKER 7805 ROCKLEDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629041 ROBERTS MATTHEW THOMAS & MEGAN LINDSAY 7809 ROCKLEDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2629654 MZ SERIES LLC SERIES 21 337 DOUBLETREE DR LEWISVILLE TX 75077-7237

2631147 BRADLEY KENNETH LEE & JIMMIE N 2301 PEARL ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631148 REMINGTON STEPHEN D JR - LE & MARY C - LE REMINGTON LIVNG TRUST 7405 TOWNSEND BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631149 LOCEY RANDY L & DORINDA L LOCEY 2312 STATE BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631150 LAUER LORI ANNE 2324 GRASSMERE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631151 CLARK CHRISTOPHER & GRETCHEN CLARK 7205 RIPLEY ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631152 BRUNHILD STEVEN R & DEBORAH J 2501 FITZGERALD AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631153 HAYATA KEVIN A & CAROLE A HAYATA 7300 RIPLEY ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631155 PANEBIANCO MICHAEL EDWARD JR & KARI ANN PANEBIANCO 2205 STATE BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631156 HOLLEMAN JASON PAUL & KRISTYN CAROL 2209 STATE BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631157 RILEY DYLAN & BROOKE RILEY 2305 PEARL ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631158 NASSIF ENGLISH GUILLORY & JASON 2309 PEARL ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631159 WEEDON JAQUELINE C & GRAHAM ROBBINS 2313 PEARL ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631160 HORST DIRK W & ROBIN L 2317 PEARL ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631161 CLARKE GRANT PETER 2321 PEARL ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631162 BUNKER MARK & KAREN 7401 TOWNSEND BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631163 LOWE TOMMY JR & CARALEA 2405 FITZGERALD AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631164 MORRIS WILLIAM M & REBECCA PEACOCK 2401 FITZGERALD AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631165 DORTON JEFFREY A & CHRISTINA E 2313 STATE BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631166 WHITEHOUSE GEORGE VICTOR & OLIVIA WHITEHOUSE 2309 STATE BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631167 LACKMAN ANTHONY J & MARNE K 2305 STATE BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631168 FARRIS FAMILY TRUST 2301 STATE BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631169 FUGATE STEPHEN ROBERT & SUSAN W HINZ 7400 ARDMORE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631170 STEPHENSON TERRY & KATHY STEPHENSON 7404 ARDMORE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631171 KAUFMANN MICHAEL L & DEBORA S 7408 ARDMORE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631172 SMITH LAURIE L 7412 ARDMORE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631173 REYNOLDS SPENCER ELON & LYDIA DIANE REYNOLDS 7416 ARDMORE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631174 WOODWARD CHAD DLYN & KRISTI KIM 7420 ARDMORE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631175 CREEL JOSHUA LEE & KRISTEN CROSS 2300 PEARL ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631176 WEDDLE ROBER R & NANCY LIVING TRUST 2304 PEARL ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631177 HALL SCOTT DAVIDSON 2308 PEARL ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631181 MCCUNE MOLLIE MICAELA 7201 CHELTENHAM AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2631182 GLENN RICKIE J & LAURA A 2313 GRASSMERE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631183 WALTERS PAUL DEAN & MONICA 2309 GRASSMERE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631184 RIDER JOSEPH EDWARD JR 2305 GRASSMERE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631185 DAY MARY M & KOREY W 2301 GRASSMERE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631186 STILLMAN JILL C 7200 PERCY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631187 BLY JAY & KAY 7204 PERCY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631188 SOMMER SHERRY M - LE HEATHER N JONES & ALISON M CHILDS 7208 PERCY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631189 DEMASI MICHAEL BLAISE 7212 PERCY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631190 KOEPF KIMBERLEY 7216 PERCY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631191 THOMPSON BRADLEY R & JOANNE P 2200 STATE BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631192 DESHAZO JON 2204 STATE BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631193 FROHN JESSE R & MARY GRACE FROHN PO BOX 6785 MCKINNEY TX 75071-5120

2631193 FROHN JESSE R & MARY GRACE FROHN 2208 STATE BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631194 WEAVER STEPHEN & SUSAN 2300 STATE BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631195 PINNELL JAMES H & ASHLEY N 2304 STATE BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631196 LEE PATRICK Y & MIHYON L KIM 2308 STATE BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631203 HUNTER 38042 LP ATTN: SCOTT ROHRMAN 3890 W NORTHWEST HWY STE 100 DALLAS TX 75220-5137

2631206 DJURDJULOV BOGDAN & PEGGY L 2320 GRASSMERE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631207 FIRESTONE JOHN & DAPHNE 2316 GRASSMERE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631208 ROSS FAMILY TRUST THE GEORGE E & CYNTHIA M ROSS TRUSTEES 2312 GRASSMERE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631209 PETROS MICHAEL & TANYA 2308 GRASSMERE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631210 WEBB ANGEE PINSON 2304 GRASSMERE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631211 SMEDLEY DAVID EPHRON & JUNE KAREN POE 2300 GRASSMERE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631212 LE JIMMY & AOJING LU LIVING TRUST 7101 CHELTENHAM AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631215 NOVOSAD LAURIE & BILLY D NOVOSAD 7201 RIPLEY ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631216 HUNT RON & STACI 7113 RIPLEY ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631217 FARRAR ERIC T & SANDRA E 7109 RIPLEY ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631218 FARRINGTON THEODORE EDWIN JR & JUDY E 7105 RIPLEY ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631219 MATTHEWS EDWIN JR & DEBORAH E 7101 RIPLEY ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631220 STEGLICH GREGORY B & JUDITH STEGLICH 2417 WIREGRASS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631221 BARTH COOPER & BETHANIE BARTH 2413 WIREGRASS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631222 GABEL JAMES M & JANICE K 2409 WIREGRASS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631223 BONDS JOSEPH & LEILANI 2405 WIREGRASS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631224 STONE DON G & DEBORAH STONE 2401 WIREGRASS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631225 CLEVELAND JUSTIN D & ASHLEY G 7100 CHELTENHAM AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631226 JACKSON RICHARD ALAN & BRENDA D 7104 CHELTENHAM AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631227 STEPHENS DIANE HODGES 7108 CHELTENHAM AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631228 CONTRERAS RYAN GEORGE & JESSICA C 7112 CHELTENHAM AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631229 DORMAN DAVID E & PAULA F 7200 CHELTENHAM AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631230 SKOWRONSKI TIMOTHY P & CARA M SKOWRONSKI 7204 CHELTENHAM AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631231 ALVAREZ MARC A & LORI A 2400 ADDISON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631232 RUDNICK REVOCABLE TRUST 2404 ADDISON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631233 MARTIN CARL J & MICHELLE Y PMB 464 5000 ELDORADO PKWY STE 150 FRISCO TX 75033-8443

2631233 MARTIN CARL J & MICHELLE Y PMB 464 2408 ADDISON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631234 LIVERANCE MICHAEL C & BRITTENY L 2412 ADDISON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631235 FIRESTONE PEGGY & JOHN 7304 RIPLEY ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631236 MOSES JOHN & DONNA J 7308 RIPLEY ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631236 MOSES JOHN & DONNA J 200 S AUSTIN DR # 8 ALLEN TX 75013-2736

2631237 ALLCORN MICHAEL & LESLIE 7312 RIPLEY ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631326 CCCC PARTNERS LTD PO BOX 387 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8137

2631326 CCCC PARTNERS LTD 3594 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

2631374 7600 WEST UNIVERSITY SERIES OF B&B WADE LLC 7600 W UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631374 7600 WEST UNIVERSITY SERIES OF B&B WADE LLC 7335 FOXWORTH DR DALLAS TX 75248-3035

2631377 OGLE WILLIAM 16880 TAMARIND RD SUMMERLAND KEY FL 33042-3515

2631379 LOCH ENTERPRISES LLC 15550 PRESTON RD FRISCO TX 75033-8901

2631380 MONTGOMERY WELDON J II & SARA C GARRETSON PO BOX 261427 PLANO TX 75026-1427

2631384 SIMPLICITY CAPITAL LLC ATTN: ROBERT D FRICK 6586 COUNTY ROAD 161 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2631384 SIMPLICITY CAPITAL LLC ATTN: ROBERT D FRICK 3308 PRESTON RD STE 350-243 PLANO TX 75093-7453

2632828 SHOQUIST INVESTMENTS II LP PROSPER COMMONS 5120 MEADOWSIDE LN PLANO TX 75093-5715

2632828 SHOQUIST INVESTMENTS II LP PROSPER COMMONS 2111 E UNIVERSITY DR PROSPER TX 75078

2632829 HALLE PROPERTIES LLC DISCOUNT TIRE 2151 E UNIVERSITY DR PROSPER TX 75078

2632829 HALLE PROPERTIES LLC DISCOUNT TIRE 20225 N SCOTTSDALE RD DEPT 1100-TXD094 SCOTTSDALE AZ 85255-6456

2634066 REED ROBERT A & MISTI REED 2601 WIREGRASS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634067 PARSONS LEE ANN 2609 FITZGERALD AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634068 CHEEK JENNIFER ANNE 7313 DARROW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634069 ASHMORE JAMILE ABRAHAM & KIMBERLY ROSE RYAN 7213 DARROW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634070 JAIN FAMILY REVOCABLE LIVING TRUST SANJEEV JAIN & VANITA JAIN CO TRUSTEES 7113 EDGARTON WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634071 TANNERY KRISTA MARIE & ROBERT JEFFREY TANNERY 7109 EDGARTON WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634072 ATES CYNTHIA TAYLOR & JAMES LEE ATES 7105 EDGARTON WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634073 GOODWIN GLENN R 7101 EDGARTON WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634074 THOMAS TERRY BEEBE & BRIAN S 7100 RIPLEY ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634075 SMITH JAMES C & TRACI D 7104 RIPLEY ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634076 MCCLURE MEADE & DELORES MCCARRELL-MCCLURE 7108 RIPLEY ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634077 HUBBARD PATRICIA ANN 7112 RIPLEY ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634078 LEWIS RUSSELL & SUZANNE 7116 RIPLEY ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634079 EHLE JOEL M & TONI S 2600 WELTY ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634080 VAUGHAN ASHLEY & LENORA GOWEN 2604 WELTY ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634081 ROUSH VIRIGINIA W LIVING TRUST THE 2608 WELTY ST MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2634082 CAPOBIANCO BONNIE M & JOHN J 7209 DARROW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634083 CRUSE REVOCABLE TRUST 7205 DARROW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634084 KEESE DAVID 7201 DARROW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634085 DEFATTA NICHOLAS A & LINDA C DEFATTA 2601 WELTY ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634086 KUNTZ JAMES 2509 WELTY ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634087 GISTARO MARTINA MANAGEMENT TRUST THE 2505 WELTY ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634088 PARMLEY PAMELA S & GERALD R 2501 WELTY ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634089 NGUYEN NAM QUAN & GENEVIEVE NGUYEN 7200 RIPLEY ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634090 REES MARY LANETTE 7204 RIPLEY ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634091 CAMPBELL WILLIAM F 7208 RIPLEY ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634094 SYLVESTER DAVID J & PAMELA E SYLVESTER 2500 ADDISON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634095 RANDALL LADINAH KAY 2504 ADDISON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634096 BGSB REVOCABLE TRUST 2600 ADDISON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634097 BROWNING FM TRUST ARTICLE SIXTH U/W RENITA D BROWNING - TRUSTEE 503 TUCKER ST MCKINNEY TX 75069-2713

2634097 BROWNING FM TRUST ARTICLE SIXTH U/W RENITA D BROWNING - TRUSTEE 2604 ADDISON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634099 WOOD JOHN R & LEIGH ANN 7305 DARROW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634100 LOWER ROGER D 7301 DARROW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634101 GRAHAM PATRICIA A 2605 ADDISON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634102 YONTS SARAH A & CLAYTON K 2601 ADDISON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634103 SHARKEY LOREN M 2505 ADDISON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634104 FISH JAMES J & JOAN B 2501 ADDISON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634110 KELSEY LAWRENCE M III & LYNDA G 2500 FITZGERALD AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634112 SMITH KENNETH LEON & THERESA KATHRYN SMITH 2504 FITZGERALD AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634113 MIDKIFF ROBERT L JR & LYNETTE M 2600 FITZGERALD AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634114 EBBESEN LISA FEDRICK REVOCABLE LIVING TRUST 827 GROUSE LN PETALUMA CA 94954-4424

2634114 EBBESEN LISA FEDRICK REVOCABLE LIVING TRUST 2604 FITZGERALD AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634115 CASCIO CEDRIC J & MONICA BANKI 2605 FITZGERALD AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634116 MURPHY MICHAEL J & MANDY L MURPHY 2601 FITZGERALD AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634117 KAMATH DIVAKAR R & SUSAN L 2521 FITZGERALD AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634118 PULIS PETER E 2517 FITZGERALD AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634119 THOMAS DENNIS & KRISTEN 2513 FITZGERALD AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634120 HANSON RICHARD JR & JESSICA R 2509 FITZGERALD AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634121 BROWN MATTHEW T & ROBIN M BROWN 2505 FITZGERALD AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634122 KONIECZNY DANIEL B 7400 TOWNSEND BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634123 AYERS MARK W 7404 TOWNSEND BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2634808 VAZQUEZ MARTIN 1190 FM 1827 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635278 FRITZ KATRINA 5304 YOUPON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635279 ROACH JON II & JOSEPHINE FARRADAY-ROACH 5317 BASSWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635280 ROBINSON DANYELLE NICOLE 5313 BASSWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635281 ATCHLEY SHAUNA FAMILTY TRUST 5309 BASSWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635282 WHEELOCK ROGER & ELAINE WHEELOCK 5305 BASSWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635283 MCCLENON LARRY 5301 BASSWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635284 LAWRENCE BLAKE C & MISTY L 5225 BASSWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635285 WOOLFOLK MARY P & JOHN W 5221 BASSWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635286 PORTER BRITTANY S 5217 BASSWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635287 PARGA ROBERTO G JR & LETICIA 5213 BASSWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635288 OPEN HOUSE TEXAS REALTY & INVESTMENTS LLC 5209 BASSWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635288 OPEN HOUSE TEXAS REALTY & INVESTMENTS LLC 5050 QUORUM DR STE 225 DALLAS TX 75254-7022

2635289 HPA BORROWER 2018-1 LLC 5205 BASSWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635290 FARRELL THOMAS W & SHEA L HASSELBACHER 5201 BASSWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635291 HUBBARD SHOSHANA COLEMAN & ANTONIO BERNARD 3000 BARKWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635292 SCURLARK GREGORY D & WYNISE J 3004 BARKWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635293 SAVE REALTY LLC 3008 BARKWOOD SERIES 7301 MAY HALL DR FRISCO TX 75034-4478

2635293 SAVE REALTY LLC 3008 BARKWOOD SERIES 3008 BARKWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635294 YOUNG JOE C & EILEEN F 3012 BARKWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635295 POLITE KAYCEE MITCHELL & ERIC POLITE II 3100 BARKWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635296 RECORDS JASON SPENCER & HALEIGH NICOLE 3104 BARKWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635297 GABBERT CHRISTY M & CHRISTOPHER 3108 BARKWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635298 LUJAN MICHAEL L & LISA M 8804 CORALITA CT NE ALBUQUERQUE NM 87122-1211

2635298 LUJAN MICHAEL L & LISA M 3112 BARKWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635299 GONZALEZ JOSE L 3200 BARKWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635300 OFFORD BRIAN D & SARA P 3204 BARKWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635301 SWAIN DEBORAH A & JIMMY R JR 3208 BARKWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635302 DELANEY DAVID A & ANNE M 3209 SPRUCEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635303 HENRY DWIGHT 3205 SPRUCEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635304 DAVIDSON LOREN D & KATHLEEN A 3201 SPRUCEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635305 MARTIN RYAN JAMES & JULIANA ARLENE 3109 SPRUCEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635306 JASENOF MICHAEL F & TONYA M 3105 SPRUCEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635307 WATSON JOSEPH M & STEPHANIE WATSON 3101 SPRUCEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635308 MITCHELL BRANDON & KAREN 3013 SPRUCEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635309 BALDIA NATASHA & JUSTIN 3009 SPRUCEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635310 MCHALE PATRICK J & BEVERLY A 3005 SPRUCEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635311 ROARK JONATHAN R 3001 SPRUCEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635312 ELLIS HAROLD R 5125 SUGARBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635313 PETERSEN FAMILY LIVING TRUST 5121 SUGARBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635314 STEIN SUSAN M - LE & ESTATE OF JACK L STEIN 5117 SUGARBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635315 HOLGUIN ADRIANA 5113 SUGARBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635316 MWATHI EUNICE W 5109 SUGARBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2635317 MIJATOVICH PAUL & CHRISTINE B 5105 SUGARBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635318 RUEFTHALER THADDEUS R 5101 SUGARBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635319 CHRIST STEPHEN DAVID & COURTNEY KAY WARD 5025 SUGARBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635320 WU GUOLIANG WANG YUJUE 745 PLAYER DR PLANO TX 75025-6125

2635320 WU GUOLIANG WANG YUJUE 5021 SUGARBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635321 CHRISTIANSEN RYAN JACOB & JACQUELINE PEREZ 5017 SUGARBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635322 MCHALE DEBRA E 5013 SUGARBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635323 MERWIN EMMETT G & LILLIAN J 5009 SUGARBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635324 BURGESS DAVID B & CARA N 5005 SUGARBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635325 VAN VOORHIS HEATHER C & PAUL D 5001 SUGARBERRY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635326 HUSSAIN SYED SHAFEEQ & ASRA ANJUM 3000 RED CEDAR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635327 GAYLOR NEIL 3004 RED CEDAR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635328 OZA SAMAR & ARYA DESAI 3008 RED CEDAR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635329 JOHNSON DEXTER R 3012 RED CEDAR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635330 LEWIS HARDY TRUST LEWIS HARDY - TRUSTEE 3016 RED CEDAR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635330 LEWIS HARDY TRUST LEWIS HARDY - TRUSTEE 252 ARROWHEAD DR CARSON CITY NV 89706-0134

2635331 PATEL MANSI 3100 RED CEDAR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635332 STRONG IVA NELL & PATRICIA ANN STRONG PO BOX 740771 DALLAS TX 75374-0771

2635332 STRONG IVA NELL & PATRICIA ANN STRONG 3104 RED CEDAR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635333 BARNEY FAMILY TRUST & CASEY L BARNEY 3108 RED CEDAR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635333 BARNEY FAMILY TRUST & CASEY L BARNEY 1808 WATERWOOD DR PROSPER TX 75078-8745

2635334 VASQUEZ JOHN & CAROL C PO BOX 6264 MCKINNEY TX 75071-5107

2635334 VASQUEZ JOHN & CAROL C 3112 RED CEDAR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635335 HEATHERWOOD (MCKINNEY) HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION INC C/O COMMUNITY MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION 3200 RED CEDAR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635337 BARES JARED & KATHLEEN 3205 THICKET DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635338 WIRTH GEORGE CHARLES 3201 THICKET DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635339 ASHLEY KIMBERLY KAY 3109 THICKET DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635340 CLINE SHAUN TYLER & KAITLIN ASHLEY 3105 THICKET DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635341 CHOTO DOROTHY 6707 WELLBROOK FALLS LN KATY TX 77493-3760

2635341 CHOTO DOROTHY 3101 THICKET DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635342 CELENZA JOANNE M & LOUIS JR 3009 THICKET DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635343 ARPI REIT LLC ATTN: PROPERTY TAX DEPARTMENT 3005 THICKET DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635343 ARPI REIT LLC ATTN: PROPERTY TAX DEPARTMENT 23975 PARK SORRENTO STE 300 CALABASAS CA 91302-4012

2635344 ANGUIANO FRANCISCO & ASHLEY 3001 THICKET DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635345 HILL DOUGLAS R 5300 BASSWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635346 RAMBO RICK LEE 5304 BASSWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635347 CASH JERRI & GREG A 5305 HEATHERWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635348 DEVALK WESLEY S & JADE DEVALK 5301 HEATHERWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635349 MITCHELL BOBBY H JR & RACHEL L 3209 BARKWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635350 BUNZENDAHL VIVIANNE C - LE & BUNZENDAHL MELISSA 3205 BARKWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635351 KATURUZA BRIDGET & CAROLINE LUCIA JENA 3201 BARKWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635352 GARCIA LUGARDO JAIME & ILSE CONTRERAS 3109 BARKWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635353 MASON FAMILY TRUST 3105 BARKWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635354 REDMOND TRACEE 3101 BARKWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635355 ALEXANDER DWAYNE & NICOLE 3009 BARKWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635356 CYRANOWICZ BRIAN D & BEVERLY M 3005 BARKWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635357 JAGANNATHAN ADITYA & JANANI BALAJI 3001 BARKWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635358 WEAVER DONALD J & LETICIA & WEAVER TISA D 3000 THICKET DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635359 O'NEILL STEVEN M & BRENDA B 3004 THICKET DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635360 HAY SAMMY & SARA 3008 THICKET DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635361 HALL LOUISE 3100 THICKET DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635362 RIZWAN SAAD MOHAMMAD & SHAFFQ AMIR 3104 THICKET DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635363 PEARSEY RYAN & AMANDA SIEBENALLER 3108 THICKET DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635364 VO RAINE H 3200 THICKET DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635365 TROP LINDA 3204 THICKET DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635366 SMITH BENJAMIN A 3208 THICKET DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635367 LYMAN BLAKE N & AMIE 3209 MOSSWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635368 CHUGHTAI SANA 3205 MOSSWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635369 DILLEY PETER & VICTORIA 3201 MOSSWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635370 DEPTULA DARCY 3109 MOSSWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635371 KIRKENDOFF NICOLE S 3105 MOSSWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635372 BRANDT MATTHEW DYLAN & SARA 3101 MOSSWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635373 MAES MICHAEL A JR & KATHARINE B 3009 MOSSWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635374 GARBETT THOMAS L & GAIL H 3005 MOSSWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635375 LUO ZHIXING 3001 MOSSWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635376 HINSON KESHA 3000 SPRUCEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635377 HILLHOUSE STEVEN G & DEBBY J 3004 SPRUCEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635378 GLOVER ROCKY V & BARBARA J 3008 SPRUCEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635379 ALARI REVOCABLE TRUST 3100 SPRUCEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635380 MUNNELYN PATRICK & TERESA 3104 SPRUCEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635381 HOOKER STACEY RAINES & TRAVIS LEE 3108 SPRUCEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635382 BATES MARCUS R & KATHLEEN 3200 SPRUCEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635383 FOLEY LINDA J HALL PO BOX 1342 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8151

2635383 FOLEY LINDA J HALL 3204 SPRUCEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635384 SMITH TROY D & JENNIFER LYNN 3208 SPRUCEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635385 KOCHER JERRY L & LINDA S 3213 RED CEDAR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635386 MOORE WILL H III 3209 RED CEDAR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635387 ROSE LE WANDA LEE - LE DONNA K AUSTIN 3205 RED CEDAR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2635388 MOTNEY JONATHAN & JONDA ROBINSON 3201 RED CEDAR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635389 DIAMOND SANDY MAXWELL 3113 RED CEDAR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635390 BEAR CREEK ESTATE HOLDINGS LLC 3109 RED CEDAR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635391 ALGER JUSTIN MATTHEW 3105 RED CEDAR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635392 BODILY JOHN M & BRITTANY 3101 RED CEDAR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635393 FANTINI PATRICIA ANN 3013 RED CEDAR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635394 CARRILLO ANDREW & MICHELLE 3009 RED CEDAR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635395 DEV KAPIL 3005 RED CEDAR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635396 PERRY MELISSA & AARON KNAPP 3001 RED CEDAR DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635397 REZAEI AMIR & PARISA KALANTARY 3000 MOSSWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635398 TOLTUS YANA & GARY SKLIFAS 3004 MOSSWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635399 MORISATO EVAN & VICTORIA & GLEN MORISATO 3008 MOSSWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635400 HARRIS JOSHUA EZRA & AMANDA LEANNE HARRIS 3012 MOSSWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635401 WATSON SIMON & ALICE WATSON 3100 MOSSWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635402 HERNANDEZ LAURA VICTORIA & JUAN EDUARDO CORTEZ 3104 MOSSWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635403 MILLS CAMERON TYLER & JENNA CUELLER MILLS 3108 MOSSWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635404 MCCORD FAMILY TRUST THE MCCORD WILLIAM H & GAYLA S TRUSTEES 3200 MOSSWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635405 GRAHAM KEVIN C & CHRISTINE M 3204 MOSSWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635406 HAGUE ROBERT W & CARRIE E 3208 MOSSWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635617 BLOOMDALE MORTGAGE CO LP PO BOX 1444 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8153

2635618 PATTERSON PAUL DEE & BELINDA 5615 BAXTER WELL RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635620 ABAD ALEJA 900 DREXEL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2635620 ABAD ALEJA 1517 SIMSBURY DR PLANO TX 75025-3464

2635621 GRAY JAMIE MARIE 904 DREXEL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2635621 GRAY JAMIE MARIE 42 LEWIS RD BINGHAMTON NY 13905-1004

2635652 SANDERS GARY W & REBECCA L EASTERWOOD 2500 FM 2933 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635657 STACY KEITH ANDREW PO BOX 388 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8137

2635657 STACY KEITH ANDREW 3335 FM 2933 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2635685 RAZA SALEEM 202 N CENTRAL EXPY MCKINNEY TX 75070-3518

2636065 JOJO'S RUN LLC - MILLER COMPOUND SERIES 1325 SAM RAYBURN HWY MELISSA TX 75454

2636939 FERGUSON RICHARD 10004 ASHMONT DR FRISCO TX 75035-6006

2636940 MILLER BRUCE A & CHERYL H 2049 HOULTON LN PLANO TX 75025-3022

2637241 SEMINOLE BLOOMINFIVE LP 3991 N MCDONALD ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2637241 SEMINOLE BLOOMINFIVE LP 13312 PEYTON DR DALLAS TX 75240-5520

2637244 HUMPHREY VICKIE D (CAVE) TST U/W/O EDWARD H HUMPHREY DECD 7405 COUNTY ROAD 141 SALIDA CO 81201-9469

2638091 HERNANDEZ GONZALO & ANTONIA A HERNANDEZ AUTO 2411 COUNTY ROAD 330 MCKINNEY TX 75069

2638438 CARAWAY STEVE & MEAGHAN CARAWAY 2908 WOODLAWN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2638444 CARAWAY STEVE CARAWAY CONCRETE CONSTRUCTION 2906 WOODLAWN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2638444 CARAWAY STEVE CARAWAY CONCRETE CONSTRUCTION 150 BUCKINGHAM LN ALLEN TX 75002-8627

2638652 STATE OF TEXAS PO BOX 133067 DALLAS TX 75313-3067

2638656 MCKINNEY CITY OF 1611 STONEBRIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2641770 AARVIKA HOLDINGS LLC FRACONIA BREWING COMPANY 495 MCKINNEY PKWY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2641770 AARVIKA HOLDINGS LLC FRACONIA BREWING COMPANY 308 ANNA AVE LEWISVILLE TX 75056-5838

2642544 NELON RICHARD & VICKI 536 MOUNTAIN BLVD LAKE LURE NC 28746-9292

2644313 ALLEN NATALIE AISHA 617 PRIDE CT MCKINNEY TX 75069

2644314 GALLARDO ALBERTO A & CHRISTINA D 613 PRIDE CT MCKINNEY TX 75069

2644315 VERDOT DYLAN C 7720 MCCALLUM BLVD APT 2095 DALLAS TX 75252-7525

2644315 VERDOT DYLAN C 609 PRIDE CT MCKINNEY TX 75069

2644316 ALONS GLENDA LEE 605 PRIDE CT MCKINNEY TX 75069

2644317 DENSON DETRA OSHUN 601 PRIDE CT MCKINNEY TX 75069

2644318 OSORNIA ROBERTO & CAROLINA G 600 PRIDE CT MCKINNEY TX 75069

2644319 FERNANDEZ JOSE & MIKA 604 PRIDE CT MCKINNEY TX 75069

2645287 SUMEER HOMES INC 2404 TEXAS DR STE 103 IRVING TX 75062-7011

2645566 ROTHENBERG JACOB & ALISSA RENE 4360 TRINIDAD CT PROSPER TX 75078

2645567 SAFSTROM KURT D & MICHELE L 4370 TRINIDAD CT PROSPER TX 75078

2645568 HOOKER RYAN RAY & PATRICIA ANNE 4391 TRINIDAD CT PROSPER TX 75078

2645569 THOMPSON WILLIAM LEON SR & SHERYL YVETT LARRY 4381 TRINIDAD CT PROSPER TX 75078

2645570 JACKSON MATTHEW M & ERIN LEIGH 4371 TRINIDAD CT PROSPER TX 75078

2645571 WARD ZACHARY D & BIANCA N 4361 TRINIDAD CT PROSPER TX 75078

2645572 HUFFMAN TODD A & MARGIE A 540 BUTCHART DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645573 DISMUKE MARCUS CRAIG & KARINA J 560 BUTCHART DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645574 FREDERICK CHASE R & JENNIFER H 580 BUTCHART DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645575 STURROCK MATTHEW R & MICHAEAH A 600 BUTCHART DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645576 MILLS CHRIS 620 BUTCHART DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645577 COSNER ROBBIE G & MARIA A 640 BUTCHART DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645578 BELLIA PAUL 660 BUTCHART DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645579 KIRKANAN JAMES & SOMTIDA 680 BUTCHART DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645580 JACKSON BARRETT W & AMY D 700 BUTCHART DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645581 KELLY CHRISTOPHER JOHN & JILL ANN 720 BUTCHART DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645582 MCLAUGHLIN THOMAS LEETH & WHITNEY REAGAN 740 BUTCHART DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645583 KRAEMER C JEFF & MARY V KRAEMER 760 BUTCHART DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645584 ABRAHAM JAISON & STEFFI 780 BUTCHART DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645585 BREWER KELLY 800 BUTCHART DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645590 GRAHAM THOMAS E JR & MICHELLE M 4350 WILSON CREEK TRL PROSPER TX 75078

2645591 WEBB JOSEPH AARON & LORI DAWN HUCKABY 4340 WILSON CREEK TRL PROSPER TX 75078

2645592 KIM HANNAH S & CRAIG RANDLEMAN 4330 WILSON CREEK TRL PROSPER TX 75078

2645593 ULLOM WILLIAM STANLEY JR & CHERYL B ULLOM 4320 WILSON CREEK TRL PROSPER TX 75078

2645594 CHAVES- TRAUTMANN MARISOL 4310 WILSON CREEK TRL PROSPER TX 75078
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2645595 DEVENNY MICHAEL T & JENNIFER LYNNE 4300 WILSON CREEK TRL PROSPER TX 75078

2645596 MARTIN JAMES RICHARD & ANDREA SUZANNE 4280 WILSON CREEK TRL PROSPER TX 75078

2645597 OSBORNE MATTHEW L & KARI A 4270 WILSON CREEK TRL PROSPER TX 75078

2645598 FARRILL REVOCABLE LIVING TRUST THE FREDERICK CRAIG FARRILL & RHEANELL FARRILL - TRUSTEES 4260 WILSON CREEK TRL PROSPER TX 75078

2645599 KURI CLAUDIA & LUIS F ORTEGA 4250 WILSON CREEK TRL PROSPER TX 75078

2645600 ROUTEN GREGORY GENE & AMANDA JO 4240 WILSON CREEK TRL PROSPER TX 75078

2645601 NOBLE THOMAS E & MARILYN K REVOCABLE TRUST 4230 WILSON CREEK TRL PROSPER TX 75078

2645602 BRENNER STEWART L & ELLIE GRUPP 4220 WILSON CREEK TRL PROSPER TX 75078

2645603 COOPER JULIE A 4210 WILSON CREEK TRL PROSPER TX 75078

2645604 WIND MARTIN L & VICTORIA E WIND 4200 WILSON CREEK TRL PROSPER TX 75078

2645606 BLACK KEITH - LE & BLACK FAMILY LIVING TRUST KEITH BLACK & TAMRA BLACK TRUSTEES 4281 WILSON CREEK TRL PROSPER TX 75078

2645607 BOURNE CLYDE C & ANDREA S 4271 WILSON CREEK TRL PROSPER TX 75078

2645608 BILLETZ RICHARD & NANCY 4261 WILSON CREEK TRL PROSPER TX 75078

2645609 MILES JARED & MARI 4251 WILSON CREEK TRL PROSPER TX 75078

2645610 SHEPHERD REGINALD J 4241 WILSON CREEK TRL PROSPER TX 75078

2645611 STALLINGS WINSTON B & FRANCES F 4231 WILSON CREEK TRL PROSPER TX 75078

2645612 WOOD KELLY & CAROL WOOD 4221 WILSON CREEK TRL PROSPER TX 75078

2645613 HOMBAL ELIZABETH SHALINI 4211 WILSON CREEK TRL PROSPER TX 75078

2645616 GRAY JOEL B & NIKKOLE D 4220 BELLINGRATH DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645617 MAZZA SAMANTHA L & CHRISTOPHER G MAZZA 4230 BELLINGRATH DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645618 SALISBURY LAURENCE G & SUSAN K 4240 BELLINGRATH DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645619 PARRISH GEORGE E & BARBARA B 4260 BELLINGRATH DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645620 EVERETT ADAM & LAUREN 4280 BELLINGRATH DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645621 TOLBERT DAVID R & DARCI D 4290 BELLINGRATH DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645622 KIRKENDALL JIMMY DUSTIN & JACQUELINE ELIZABETH 4300 BELLINGRATH DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645623 GURKSNIS MATHEW W & KRISTEN Y 4310 BELLINGRATH DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645626 FERNAU KATIE MAE & CHRISTOPHER COLE HAYDEN 4291 BELLINGRATH DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645627 REYNOLDS CHRISTOPHER M & DEIDRA L 4281 BELLINGRATH DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645628 NORDMAN NATALIE RENEE 4261 BELLINGRATH DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645629 TOY MAX E & LINDA S TOY 4241 BELLINGRATH DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645630 SPRIGGS KEVIN W & LINDSAY 4231 BELLINGRATH DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645639 WOOD JOHN BENTON & JENNIFER E WOOD 4321 HALF DOME CT PROSPER TX 75078

2645642 D'ERRICO KATHRYN & MATTHEW D'ERRICO 4300 HALF DOME CT PROSPER TX 75078

2645643 VERRELLI DAVID A & ROXANNE E 741 BUTCHART DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645644 KEATING JOHN C & KATHRYN 721 BUTCHART DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645660 STRINGER JARED D & LEANN W 4121 GLACIER POINT CT PROSPER TX 75078

2645661 CAVENDER KELLY P & TAMMY L 4131 GLACIER POINT CT PROSPER TX 75078

2645662 VOGELPOHL DUSTY SCOTT & ERIN J 4141 GLACIER POINT CT PROSPER TX 75078

2645663 THRASHER RICHARD & HEATHER 4151 GLACIER POINT CT PROSPER TX 75078

2645664 NEWTON JOHN T & LILIANA P WILLIAMS 400 YOSEMITE DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645665 RINKER SUE 360 YOSEMITE DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645666 PARSONS AMANDA FAE & BENJY ROSS GREEN 340 YOSEMITE DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645667 SEGUIN KENNETH E & SHARON L 320 YOSEMITE DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645668 DEMATTEI DENNIS JOHN & LINDA LOUISE WHITE DEMATTEI 300 YOSEMITE DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645669 FORSYTHE STERLING & PAULINE 280 YOSEMITE DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645670 BENSON ROBERT S & ALISA G BENSON 260 YOSEMITE DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645671 RICHEY JONATHAN DAVID & ASHLIE B 240 YOSEMITE DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645672 MARTIN TERRY SCOTT & PATRICE 4140 TETON PL PROSPER TX 75078

2645673 LAI FAMILY PROTECTION TRUST 4120 TETON PL PROSPER TX 75078

2645674 NUTTALL TRACY EARL 4100 TETON PL PROSPER TX 75078

2645675 WALKER MYKAL 4080 TETON PL PROSPER TX 75078

2645675 WALKER MYKAL 3326 IVY BIRCH WAY BUFORD GA 30519-3302

2645676 SMITH ERIC E & EKATERINA V MONAKHINA 4060 TETON PL PROSPER TX 75078

2645677 BOURGER- DIAZ MARLENE & JUAN CARLOS DIAZ 4040 TETON PL PROSPER TX 75078

2645678 TURNER HARRY J & REBECCA J TURNER 4020 TETON PL PROSPER TX 75078

2645679 PETTY RICHARD WAYNE & JUDITH LYNN 4000 TETON PL PROSPER TX 75078

2645680 SMITH BRADLEY & GABRIELLE 260 AURORA WAY PROSPER TX 75078

2645681 BENSEN ERIC E & MAYA 280 AURORA WAY PROSPER TX 75078

2645682 HOFFMAN PETER WILLIAM & SUSAN 300 AURORA WAY PROSPER TX 75078

2645685 SEEI KATHLEEN A & ROBERT P SR 4020 CHIMNEY ROCK DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645686 MIDDLETON ADAM THOMAS 4040 CHIMNEY ROCK DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645687 MOSSINGER FAMILY TRUST THE 4060 CHIMNEY ROCK DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645688 DU PLOOY JACOBUS 4080 CHIMNEY ROCK DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645689 DIETZ STEVEN W & PATRICIA K DIETZ 4100 CHIMNEY ROCK DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645690 CLAY STEVEN R 4120 CHIMNEY ROCK DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645691 HUGHES PEGGY 4121 TETON PL PROSPER TX 75078

2645693 SHROYER DENNIS L 4101 TETON PL PROSPER TX 75078

2645694 NORBURY JAMES W JR & DONNA B 4081 TETON PL PROSPER TX 75078

2645695 THOMASON SETH JOHN & CHELSEA 4061 TETON PL PROSPER TX 75078

2645696 CAMARENA RICHARDSON REVOCABLE TRUST ROBERT E RICHARDSON JR & SARAH J CAMARENA CO-TR 4041 TETON PL PROSPER TX 75078

2645697 PRICE MARCUS RAYMON & ROXANNE 4021 TETON PL PROSPER TX 75078

2645699 GOTOVAC ROBERT PO BOX 1355 PROSPER TX 75078-1355

2645699 GOTOVAC ROBERT 4000 CHAMA ST PROSPER TX 75078

2645700 BENSON AMANDA BROOKE TRUST THE 5613 PREAKNESS LN PLANO TX 75093-4200

2645700 BENSON AMANDA BROOKE TRUST THE 4010 CHAMA ST PROSPER TX 75078

2645703 PRIESTLEY DAVID ARTHUR & DONNA BREEDLOVE 4080 CHAMA ST PROSPER TX 75078

2645704 FRASER DOUGLAS M & DIANA M 4100 CHAMA ST PROSPER TX 75078

2645705 VILLA MARCO & SHABI 4104 CHIMNEY ROCK DR PROSPER TX 75078-9053
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2645705 VILLA MARCO & SHABI 4101 CHIMNEY ROCK DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645706 WALKER AARON M & JENNIFER M WALKER 4081 CHIMNEY ROCK DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645707 COOK LIVING TRUST 4061 CHIMNEY ROCK DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645711 DEEMS LORRI C & DAVID J MATHEWS 4001 ARCHES LN PROSPER TX 75078

2645712 ANDERSON JEFFREY S & HEATHER ANDERSON 4051 CHAMA ST PROSPER TX 75078

2645713 CHAPPO JAMES & MEGAN CHAPPO 4071 CHAMA ST PROSPER TX 75078

2645714 ALLEN BARTON & ANN 4101 CHAMA ST PROSPER TX 75078

2645715 BATHURST PHILIP & SHANNON BATHURST 4150 GLACIER POINT CT PROSPER TX 75078

2645716 EPNER MIKE & MARY M EPNER 4130 GLACIER POINT CT PROSPER TX 75078

2645718 CARLSON GABRIELLE R & AARON S 400 WHITLEY PLACE DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645719 PENNINGTON KEVIN & TAMMY REVOCABLE TRUST 420 WHITLEY PLACE DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645726 DELLINGER ROBERT C & DONNA K 621 LONGWOOD DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645727 DELANEY SCOTT F & CHRISTA M 601 LONGWOOD DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645728 STEEL JEFFREY C & ADRIANE L 541 LONGWOOD DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645729 LOWRY MATTHEW & KATE 521 LONGWOOD DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645731 MCDONALD BOBBY & YVONNE 481 LONGWOOD DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645732 HERKENHOFF LEIGH ANN & PHILIP GORDON 461 LONGWOOD DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645733 PAUL FAMILY TRUST THE 441 LONGWOOD DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645734 STROUD LIVING TRUST - LE 421 LONGWOOD DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645735 HUGHES JONAH & MARGARET WILLIS LIVING TRUST THE 401 LONGWOOD DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645736 SEEGER OTTIE GUS & HEIDI MARIE 3981 ARCHES LN PROSPER TX 75078

2645945 ROSEBRIAR PROSPER PLAZA LP TACO BUENO 4385 E UNIVERSITY DR PROSPER TX 75078

2645946 WS RESIDENTIAL INVESTMENTS LLC 170 WESTCOTT ST HOUSTON TX 77007-7003

2645948 PROSPER DETENTION LLC ATTN: ROBERT DORAZIL 7001 PRESTON RD STE 500 DALLAS TX 75205-1175

2645948 PROSPER DETENTION LLC ATTN: ROBERT DORAZIL 4201 E UNIVERSITY DR PROSPER TX 75078

2646015 TCAH PROPERTIES LLC 2120 RICHLAND BLVD PROSPER TX 75078

2646264 PIEJAK LYNETTE & PATRICK PIEJAK 7045 COUNTY ROAD 124 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2646266 PIEJAK PATRICK R & PIEJAK LYNETTE F 7063 COUNTY ROAD 124 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2646661 NREA RETREAT DST RETREAT AT STONEBRIDGE RANCH APARTMENTSC/O HIGHLAND CAPITAL MANAGEMENT 1920 GRASSMERE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2646985 ATHAR SANA & ATHAR JEELANI 4020 CHAMA ST PROSPER TX 75078

2646986 HAMMOND MARSHA 4040 CHAMA ST PROSPER TX 75078

2646987 VENTURA ANTHONY K & AMANDA J 4041 CHIMNEY ROCK DR PROSPER TX 75078

2646988 RUIZ RAFAEL & EVELYN LOPEZ 4021 ARCHES LN PROSPER TX 75078

2646989 WITTE MICHAEL & TONETA FAYE 4011 ARCHES LN PROSPER TX 75078

2647366 KINTEX INVESTMENTS I LTD ETAL KINTEX OFFICE WAREHOUSE 2140 REDBUD BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75069

2647366 KINTEX INVESTMENTS I LTD ETAL KINTEX OFFICE WAREHOUSE 1836 W VIRGINIA ST STE 105 MCKINNEY TX 75069-7868

2647980 FIREBRAND PROPERTIES LP BURGER KING 4355 E UNIVERSITY DR PROSPER TX 75078

2649867 KSMI PROPERTIES LLC KIRBY SMITH MACHINERY 6723 AVONDALE DR NICHOLS HILLS OK 73116-6001

2649867 KSMI PROPERTIES LLC KIRBY SMITH MACHINERY 6201 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454

2649868 TOWNSEND GROUP PROPERTIES LLC BOBCAT 6029 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454

2649868 TOWNSEND GROUP PROPERTIES LLC BOBCAT 3223 N HYDRAULIC ST WICHITA KS 67219-3893

2650210 NYBERG JON JEFFREY 6700 TRINITY FALLS PKWY MCKINNEY TX 75071-4637

2650271 JBG LITTLE FARM LLC C/O JUDY GLAZER 7230 MASON DELLS DR DALLAS TX 75230-3155

2650314 NATIONAL RETAIL PROPERTIES LP AHERN RENTALS 6301 W UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2650314 NATIONAL RETAIL PROPERTIES LP AHERN RENTALS 450 S ORANGE AVE STE 900 ORLANDO FL 32801-3339

2652874 LONG TAYLER HUGH & NIKKI IWEN FAMILY REVOCABLE TRUST THE 2500 COUNTY ROAD 1084 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2653829 MAP HOLDINGS LP 1410 N CROSSING DR ALLEN TX 75013-3457

2654131 EQUITY TRUST COMPANY CUSTODIAN FBO KIMBERLA KAY FIELD ROTH IRA 551 SAINT GABRIEL WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071-6003

2655143 GRIMES MARIA E 3526 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

2655173 MCKINNEY ISD % MARK RAGON 4101 SHAWNEE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2655183 WATTS INVESTMENTS LLC SUNSTATE RENTALS 7305 E GREENWAY RD SCOTTSDALE AZ 85260-1603

2655183 WATTS INVESTMENTS LLC SUNSTATE RENTALS 10041 W UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2655659 THOMPSON J DAVID & KAREN K C/O BELLEMEADE FARMS LP 1953 BELLEMEADE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2655778 AKINS ALICIA KING 8101 PENOBSCOT LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2655833 CUSTER & SKINNER 380 LLC 7-ELEVEN/ EXXON 8885 W UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2655833 CUSTER & SKINNER 380 LLC 7-ELEVEN/ EXXON 4821 HARLEY AVE FORT WORTH TX 76107-3715

2656447 TYG LEASING LP TYG 1800 N MCDONALD ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2656448 MCKINNEY TEXAS BECKNELL INVESTORS LLC TYG 600 MCINTYRE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2656450 MCKINNEY TEXAS BECKNELL INVESTORS LLC 580 MCINTYRE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2656450 MCKINNEY TEXAS BECKNELL INVESTORS LLC 2750 E 146TH ST STE 200 CARMEL IN 46033-7236

2657496 CPSB HOLDING LLC STONEBRIDGE ACADEMY 6801 WILD RIDGE CT PLANO TX 75024-7467

2657496 CPSB HOLDING LLC STONEBRIDGE ACADEMY 1921 GRASSMERE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2657497 KREATIVE KIDS ACADEMY LLC 9664 WALNUT ST DALLAS TX 75243-2325

2658758 WRIGHT FREDDIE 3200 NOTTINGHAM DR MCKINNEY TX 75072-9086

2658758 WRIGHT FREDDIE 2775 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

2658759 RODRIGUEZ MAURO G COLLIN COUNTY TRUCK PARTS & DRIVE SHAFT SERVICE 2735 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

2660634 HOPE 380 HOLDINGS LLC 4429 WHITE ROCK LN PLANO TX 75024-7298

2661135 PROSPER ISD BAKER ELEMENTARY 607 E 7TH ST PROSPER TX 75078

2661135 PROSPER ISD BAKER ELEMENTARY 3125 BLUE WOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2661435 DAVIS DREW 3807 COUNTY ROAD 276 MELISSA TX 75454

2662415 JARRAH TAYSIR F MD PA PROFIT SHARING PLAN & TRUST #751659339 401 GRAY BRANCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2662418 JARRAH TAYSIR F MD PA PROFIT SHARING PLAN & TRUST & HIND ELSAADI ELJARRAH 2707 LAKESIDE DR MCKINNEY TX 75072-4023

2663878 SAWYER TRACY MICHELLE 802 THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069-2328

2663878 SAWYER TRACY MICHELLE 802 N THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2663879 SPEARS SHERLEEN - ESTATE OF & PORSCHA NICOLE BOYD 804 THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069-2328

2663879 SPEARS SHERLEEN - ESTATE OF & PORSCHA NICOLE BOYD 804 N THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2663880 MCKINNEY 1 ACRE PARTNERSHIP LLC TEXAS WAREHOUSE EQUIPMENT SUPPLY 501 E LAMAR ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2663880 MCKINNEY 1 ACRE PARTNERSHIP LLC TEXAS WAREHOUSE EQUIPMENT SUPPLY 15700 STATE HIGHWAY 121 FRISCO TX 75035-4645
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2663886 PATEL BHARGAV & RACHANA 2516 FM 2933 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2663892 TORRES DAVID & ROSIO CARDENAS 1501 N COLLEGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75069-2053

2663893 OWEN NEVA 1789 FM 2933 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2663893 OWEN NEVA 161 NEW HOPE RD W MCKINNEY TX 75071-8708

2663909 CLF GROUP I LTD 7494 COUNTY ROAD 123 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2663910 MCKINNEY FOUR CORNERS LP BERLIN INTERESTS 1201 N RIVERFRONT BLVD STE 100 DALLAS TX 75207-4016

2664088 BELLEMEADE FARM LP 1974 BELLEMEADE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2664368 SICULA VICKI & STEVEN 7212 RIPLEY ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2664369 GLOVER RANDY K & CYNTHIA L 7216 RIPLEY ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2664382 BRIDGESTONE RETAIL OPERATIONS LLC FIRESTONE% TAX DEPT 535 MARRIOTT DR NASHVILLE TN 37214-5092

2664382 BRIDGESTONE RETAIL OPERATIONS LLC FIRESTONE% TAX DEPT 4211 E UNIVERSITY DR PROSPER TX 75078

2664383 KROGER TEXAS LP ATTN: REAL ESTATE DEPT 4161 E UNIVERSITY DR PROSPER TX 75078

2664652 WALNUT GROVE CEMETERY ASSOCIATION CEMETERY - OLD WALNUT GROVEATTN PAUL BAXTER 510 E 7TH ST PROSPER TX 75078-2562

2664660 INDUSTRIAL POWER LLC INDUSTRIAL POWER 712 N BEACH ST FT WORTH TX 76111-5943

2664660 INDUSTRIAL POWER LLC INDUSTRIAL POWER 436 POWER HOUSE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2665195 SCOTTI MIKE A 4177 N MCDONALD ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666072 TOLLESON VIRGIL DAN JR 3707 E FIRST ST PROSPER TX 75078

2666280 KHAN FAISAL 5329 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666281 MEANS ROBERT G 5000 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666284 POUNDS RICHARD L & ROBIN LEANNE POUNDS 5004 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666285 MARTIN ELIZABETH R & JAMES M 5008 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666286 SMITH TIMOTHY & TRISTA 5012 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666287 SOLIS THOMAS S 5016 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666288 GUZMAN TAMARA P & EDGARDO L 5020 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666289 LEWIS NORMAN & PEGGY 5024 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666290 SOLOMON DAWIT & DESTA T GIZAW 5100 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666291 RIVERA HECTOR LUIS & MABEL HERNANDEZ 5104 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666292 ROBINSON NIKKI & SEAN SUMMERS 5108 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666293 SMITH BRETT R 5112 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666294 CLARKE CANDICE J 5116 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666295 CHIEF GROVEWOOD LLC SERIES B 5120 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666296 THOMAS BRENT P 5124 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666297 HARRIS KESA 5200 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666298 GROSSI CARY P & ERINN P 5204 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666299 BROOKS ANGELINA R 5208 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666300 VIHAVAINEN JOONAS VILJAMI & AIJA SUVI-IRMELI VUOJALAHTI 5212 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666301 PUENTE ADRIAN RENE & KATHERINE MARIE 5216 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666302 LI TONG 5220 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666303 MALFITANO ASHLEY & BRIAN J 5224 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666304 TRINH LAP DUC 5300 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666305 CLARIOT REVOCABLE TRUST 5304 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666306 BUSBEE ANDREW D & ANN M 5308 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666307 GENTRY TARA CASSANDRE REVOCABLE LIVING TRUST THE 5312 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666308 STEVENSON CHAD W & DENISE M 5316 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666309 KING TY M & AMBER 5320 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666310 KAMER MARYANN LYNN 5324 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666311 LING ANSON & VENNA TRAN 5328 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666312 TOWNSEND IAN & KATHERINE TOWNSEND 5332 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666313 HAYNES MICHAEL & MEREDITH 5325 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666314 ROBERDS CHRISTOPHER M 5321 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666315 WAITE CHARLYNN EDITH REVOCABLE TRUST 5317 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666316 SHAH NILAY BHARATKUMAR & MIRA GHIYA 5313 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666317 MARSHALL LEE-ANNE C & NATHAN M MARSHALL 5309 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666318 HUNSLEY MICHAEL ALLEN & YONG 5305 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666319 PARNICK COURTNEY & MATTHEW 5301 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666320 JOHNSON CHRYSTYNA 5221 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666321 GUO XIANGYIN 5217 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666321 GUO XIANGYIN 4705 TORY HILL CT PLANO TX 75024-2650

2666322 ALLSMAN DON AND CATHY FAMILY TRUST 5213 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666323 ZHANG HUI 7801 ALMA DR STE 105 278 PLANO TX 75025-3483

2666323 ZHANG HUI 5209 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666324 POWELL MICHAEL D & SUZANNE U POWELL 5205 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666325 COTORACI IRINA 5201 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666326 ERICKSON VICKIE L & JAMES EDWARD 5117 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666327 PARKER DANIELA BRUNHILDE & JARVAIS LIEGHTON 5113 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666328 CANO MARTIN & MICHELLE ANNE 5109 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666329 GRIBBINS MICHAEL P & JAMIE L 5105 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666330 KRIZ DOUGLAS J & MEREDITH 5101 GROVEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666373 WELLBORN DAVID & JUDY S 5750 BAXTER WELL RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666387 MONTES ALEJANDRA 2900 WOODLAWN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666586 MCKINNEY ISD MCCLURE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL; 1753 N RIDGE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2666588 LANE BRUCE R JR & PAMELA P 1702 N RIDGE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2667182 ORION PROSPER LAKES LLC ORION PROSPER LAKES APARTMENTSC/O ORION RESIDENTIAL ADVISORS LLC 880 S COIT RD PROSPER TX 75078

2667183 ORION PROSPER LLC ORION PROSPER APARTMENTSC/O ORION RESIDENTIAL ADVISORS LLC 980 S COIT RD PROSPER TX 75078

2667183 ORION PROSPER LLC ORION PROSPER APARTMENTSC/O ORION RESIDENTIAL ADVISORS LLC 770 LAKE COOK RD STE 350 DEERFIELD IL 60015-4940

2668087 TURNER WALDO A & LEE R 604 N THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2668088 TURNER WALDO A & LEE R 701 FENET ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2668385 55 PROSPER LP 3602 E FIRST ST PROSPER TX 75078
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2668739 HELLAS CONSTRUCTION INC L & M PROPERTY SOLUTIONS 12710 RESEARCH BLVD STE 240 AUSTIN TX 78759-4319

2668740 BEAZLEY ROBERT JR GRANITE STONE CUTTERS 900 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

2668740 BEAZLEY ROBERT JR GRANITE STONE CUTTERS 2109 GERMANTOWN MCKINNEY TX 75070-4568

2668852 RANGEL MODESTA 400 CARVER ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2669076 ALLEN MARGARET & DEBRYCE 406 CARVER ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2669077 HASH LESLEIGH NICHOLE 404 CARVER ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2669123 AERO COUNTRY PROPERTY OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC PO BOX 6329 MCKINNEY TX 75071-5109

2671267 POGUE FAMILY 2012 TRUST THE 6390 TRINITY FALLS PKWY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2671373 DYNAMIX INVESTMENT LLC 2421 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

2671373 DYNAMIX INVESTMENT LLC 20 BUCKINGHAM LN ALLEN TX 75002-8675

2671384 OSTTEND LANDFILL LTD PO BOX 22790 HOUSTON TX 77227-2790

2671387 INNOVATIVE WEB CREATIONS INC dba IWC INC 771 RIVER OAKS DR FAIRVIEW TX 75069-9498

2671387 INNOVATIVE WEB CREATIONS INC dba IWC INC 10040 NORTH AMERICAN LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2671398 BLOCK DANIEL W & AMBER 2548 FM 2933 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2671405 NEWTON KAREN F REVOCABLE TRUST KAREN F NEWTON TRUSTEE 8896 COUNTY ROAD 853 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2671475 GLENN STEFEN DARBY & BAILEE NICOLE GLENN PO BOX 104 WESTON TX 75097-0104

2671480 TRINITY EVENTS LLC 3874 N MCDONALD ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2671481 TRINITY EVENTS LLC 9439 SPARROW CREEK CT KATY TX 77494-1937

2672002 HAYCO REALTY LTD WHATABURGERATTN: HAYDN CUTLER 9053 W UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2672002 HAYCO REALTY LTD WHATABURGERATTN: HAYDN CUTLER 3825 CAMP BOWIE BLVD FORT WORTH TX 76107-3355

2672102 AUTOZONE TEXAS LP AUTOZONE 1553 N CUSTER RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2672102 AUTOZONE TEXAS LP AUTOZONE 123 S FRONT ST MEMPHIS TN 38103-3618

2673785 PRINCE SCOTTY WAYNE PO BOX 446 MELISSA TX 75454-0446

2673785 PRINCE SCOTTY WAYNE 4295 COUNTY ROAD 277 MELISSA TX 75454

2673786 PRINCE SCOTTY WAYNE & SHARON K 4255 COUNTY ROAD 277 MELISSA TX 75454

2674777 UECKER EUGENE 1643 FM 2933 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2674843 GONZALES JOSE E & OLIVIA R 313 CARVER ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2674844 ASMELASH MESERETTADESE 317 CARVER ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2674997 BROWN KARLA 5237 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2674998 BANANI NAUREEN PYARALI & NAUSHAD PYARALI BANANI 5236 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2674999 SIEIRA JOSE F & ALEAN 5236 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675000 VINDHYA PREMA L 6409 SAN MATEO LN ODESSA TX 79762-5215

2675000 VINDHYA PREMA L 5233 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675001 RANSON ERIC M & ASHLEY B 5229 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675002 ZHU QIAOPING 5225 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675003 CHAKRABORTY SUDIPTO 5221 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675003 CHAKRABORTY SUDIPTO 3912 EVESHAM DR PLANO TX 75025-3821

2675004 DEUTOU GUY C & SOLANGE NKEGOUM 5217 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675005 ALMERAS CHRISTOPHER S & MELANIE ALMERAS 5213 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675006 HUNT LARA 5209 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675007 TREVINO OSCAR & ALEJANDRA 5205 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675008 OWNER OF RECORD 5201 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675009 ASHBY MICHAEL & KRISTIN HOSTICK-ASHBY 5145 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675010 JIANG JAMES & MIN CHEN 5141 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675011 AKINBINU OLANREWAJU & OLUWASOROMIDAYO T ADEBUSOYE 5137 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675012 HILL ROBERT E & HEATHER L 5133 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675013 LOPEZ CARRIE R & TRACEY C LOPEZ 5129 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675014 RIFFEL AMANDA & JOSHUA 5125 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675015 BUCK CAROLYN A & TIMOTHY F BUCK 5121 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675016 DUFFY MICHAEL T II & GRACE H 5117 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675017 BAJWA RAJINDER & PARMINDER BAL 5113 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675018 APPALA GANAPATHI SEKHAR BABU MALASSALA SYAM VENKATA & VENKATA LAKSHMI BALLA 5109 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675019 ALFORD HAYDEN A & DOLORES D 5105 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675020 BOBBILLA NIKHIL RAJ & AKSHITA CHINTALA 5101 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675021 ZIAUDDIN ABU & YAMINA 3400 ALDER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675024 THEKKANATTU JOSEPH T 3504 ALDER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675025 FANNING SADIE M 3508 ALDER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675026 HEATHERWOOD (MCKINNEY) HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION INC C/O COMMUNITY MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION 3600 ALDER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675027 BAINES MARGO SHIRLENE REVOCABLE TRUST 5232 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675028 TRAN MARY & DUSTIN JOHN OSBORN 5228 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675029 HAAGEN KEVIN & CODY M COOPER 5224 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675030 SHAD MOIZ & RAMEEZ A SHAD & MUNAWAR SHAD 5220 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675031 WILLIAMS ELISE HARPER 5216 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675032 KWON OREN & NOELLE 5212 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675033 JIANG XUEMEI 5609 GREEN MOSS HL MCKINNEY TX 75071-8575

2675033 JIANG XUEMEI 5208 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675034 OWNER OF RECORD 5204 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675035 BAILEY ANTHONY C & BRENDA A GERMAN 5200 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675036 MARLEY SCOTT & ELIZABETH 5132 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675037 RUTIG MICHAEL J & RENEE E 5128 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675038 TEXAS R&R HOLDINGS LLC 7921 MADDOX RD PLANO TX 75024-5879

2675038 TEXAS R&R HOLDINGS LLC 5124 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675039 CARTWRIGHT FRANCIS G & SHEILA CARTWRIGHT 5120 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675040 COL323 LIVING TRUST THE 5116 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675041 CONTRERAS RITA 5112 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675042 STEPHENSON MARY & JACK AGUILAR 5108 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675043 CUELLAR CHRISTOPHER HEATLEY & ERICA LANE 5104 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675044 JOYCE MATHEW P & MICHELE M JOYCE 5100 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2675046 BAGLIETTO MANAGEMENT TRUST BAGLIETTO MARK JOHN & CYNTHIA KEENE-TRUSTEES 5228 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675047 BELL ANDREA L 5224 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675048 CAULTON JOSHUA & CHRISTINA 5220 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675049 SCOTT KELLY & KOREY 5216 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675050 GRAY BRIONNA A & KYLE ANTHONY LEE 5212 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675051 MERRILL JUSTIN PAUL 5208 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675052 FRADY CHRISTOPHER TRAVIS & AMANDA HOPE 5204 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675053 HPA TEXAS SUB 2016 ML LLC 5200 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675054 OTUKE LINDA & HERBERT ODUOR 5132 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675055 BAUTISTA HERBERT V 5128 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675056 CRULL MARK A & ANN MARIE CHACON-CRULL 5124 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675057 HPA TEXAS SUB 2017-1 LLC 5120 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675057 HPA TEXAS SUB 2017-1 LLC 120 S RIVERSIDE PLZ CHICAGO IL 60606-3913

2675058 DAVIS DORNELL 5116 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675059 SKAUG CRIS & MADELYN SKAUG 5112 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675060 FOHTUNG LETICIA M 5108 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675061 VOLKOVA GANNA 5104 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675062 SHOOK GRETCHEN 5100 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675063 HUNTER CASEY & AMY 5101 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675064 NICHOLS LISA 5105 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675065 YIN YI 5109 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675065 YIN YI 402 S LAKE CREEK DR ROUND ROCK TX 78681-4929

2675066 VALADEZ RAFAEL & AMANDA VALADEZ 5113 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675067 ISMAILBEKOVA AIGERIM N & BAURZHAN TURSUNOV 5117 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675068 DELANEY LARRY D JR & SUZANNE M DELANEY 5121 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675069 AKINDELE GBENGA EMMANUEL 5125 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675070 LANGFORD RONNIE L & JANET L LANGFORD 5129 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675071 MAESER MATTHEW GREGORY & AMBER LYNN WILSON 5133 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675072 LITTLE SIDNEY & PATRICIA E 5201 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675073 GASSAWAY CHAD W & MORGAN K 5205 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675074 SWALICK ALEXANDER ANTHONY & KENDALL M 5209 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675075 NICKERSON JAMES A JR & EMILY & PATRICIA L HENDRICKS & DAVID P HENDRICKS 5213 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675076 SPINELLI CHARLES & EUGENIA SPINELLI 5217 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675077 REES FAMILY TRUST THE TRACY A REES & TERRY LEE REES -TRUSTEES 5221 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675077 REES FAMILY TRUST THE TRACY A REES & TERRY LEE REES -TRUSTEES 14872 DE LA VALLE PL DEL MAR CA 92014-4256

2675078 BOHRA NAVEEN & MONA PARIK 5225 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675078 BOHRA NAVEEN & MONA PARIK 13894 NW MEADOWRIDGE DR PORTLAND OR 97229-2451

2675079 BEHNING RICHARD & DONNA 5229 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675080 DOMINGUEZ RUBEN & LILY 5233 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675081 BREDE JUSTIN E & JACLYN B BREDE 5237 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675245 WHITTINGTON KAREN D 1609 ALLISON RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2675715 MESQUITE CREEK DEVELOPMENT INC RACETRAC 1100 SAM RAYBURN HWY MELISSA TX 75454

2675716 MELISSA 121-5 PARTNERSHIP 5818 WINDMIER LN DALLAS TX 75252-5001

2675739 BERNAL TAJUANA ANNETTE & DIONICIO JR 412 CARVER ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2675740 EDWARDS SHAFUS R A 410 CARVER ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2676723 ENTERTAINMENT PROPERTIES 360 LLC 8505 W UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2676723 ENTERTAINMENT PROPERTIES 360 LLC 4514 COLE AVE STE 1100 DALLAS TX 75205-4197

2676724 WYE TOWN FARM LLC FABULOUS CAR WASH 31 S HARRISON ST EASTON MD 21601-3020

2676724 WYE TOWN FARM LLC FABULOUS CAR WASH 1850 N CUSTER RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2678246 CLAXON JONATHAN KENT & AMANDA M 2101 WOODLAWN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2680265 MANNER ASSOCIATES LP MANNER POLYMERS 500 INTERCHANGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2680338 HENDRICKSON HOLDINGS LLC WATSON & CHALIN 725 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

2680339 HENDRICKSON HOLDINGS LLC WATSON & CHALIN 2021 PARKSIDE DR SCHAUMBURG IL 60173-5913

2680570 ESCAMILLA RUBEN 401 LINCOLN ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2680571 SUN XI 450 FOLSOM ST APT 1903 SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105-3376

2680571 SUN XI 403 LINCOLN ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2681763 BLOOMDALE LLC 2515 MCKINNEY AVE STE 1100 DALLAS TX 75201-1945

2683530 SERENO SIMON 811 S MCDONALD ST MCKINNEY TX 75069-6528

2683530 SERENO SIMON 2274 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

2683711 LOCKETT TYLER D TRUST 321 WHITLEY PLACE DR PROSPER TX 75078

2683712 VAN WOLFE THOMAS J & KRISTIN S 341 WHITLEY PLACE DR PROSPER TX 75078

2683973 FOURNIER JASON & LINDSAY 321 COLUMBIA CT PROSPER TX 75078

2683992 HILLMAN JON R & JENNIFER HILLMAN 360 COLUMBIA CT PROSPER TX 75078

2683993 PHILLIPS SCOTT WILLIAM & CATHERINE JEAN 340 COLUMBIA CT PROSPER TX 75078

2683994 DECKER ALAN 320 COLUMBIA CT PROSPER TX 75078

2683995 NOE DANIEL & KATHLEEN NOE 300 COLUMBIA CT PROSPER TX 75078

2683996 HECKLER CHRISTOPHER & JANELL 260 COLUMBIA CT PROSPER TX 75078

2683997 JOHNSTON JAMES BRADLEY & TAMI J 220 COLUMBIA CT PROSPER TX 75078

2683998 ANDERSON JONATHAN & AUDREY 201 COLUMBIA CT PROSPER TX 75078

2683999 WHITE CEDRIC DONNELL & MICHELLE KAY PO BOX 718 PROSPER TX 75078-0718

2683999 WHITE CEDRIC DONNELL & MICHELLE KAY 221 COLUMBIA CT PROSPER TX 75078

2684000 TARUM JAMES L & DENISE LUANN 241 COLUMBIA CT PROSPER TX 75078

2684001 HAMMACK 1990 TRUST 261 COLUMBIA CT PROSPER TX 75078

2684002 WITTE ERIC & ANNE 281 COLUMBIA CT PROSPER TX 75078

2684003 LESKO LAURA 301 COLUMBIA CT PROSPER TX 75078

2684004 WHITLEY PLACE #6 HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION C/O FIRSTSERVICE RESIDENTIAL TEXAS INC 14951 DALLAS PKWY STE 600 DALLAS TX 75254-6874

2685085 INTERMCKINNEY LLC MCKINNEYEAST PROPERTIES LLC 811 E VIRGINIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2685094 INTERMCKINNEY LLC MCKINNEYEAST PROPERTIES LLC 300 N THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069
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2685229 RMS REALTY LTD 1569 YUMA DR FRISCO TX 75033-1754

2685229 RMS REALTY LTD 10060 PHANTOM LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2685294 D L CALDWELL & LELAND R & BARBARA B CALDWELL 3067 COUNTY ROAD 330 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687522 COLLIN COUNTY 3533 COUNTY ROAD 164 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687563 CHEN FELIX Y & YCK COLLIN PROPERTIES 346 LLC 1477 CORTEZ AVE BURLINGAME CA 94010-4710

2687654 NORWILLO ZIECHA 11800 ALEXANDRIA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687657 ZAHEERUDDIN BARBER M 1601 LAGUNA ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687658 FRIZZELL DARIN & JENNIFER FRIZZELL 11900 ALEXANDRIA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687666 ARMONT JAMES FRANK & RACHEL ANDREA 11804 ALEXANDRIA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687667 NTOUNG TABI & BERCEY 11808 ALEXANDRIA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687668 SHEN XIXI & TAIREN MENG & LI ZHAO 11812 ALEXANDRIA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687669 ROBINSON LOUIS & CHERYL ROBINSON 11816 ALEXANDRIA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687670 AUTHERS JOHN W & SHARON D 11820 ALEXANDRIA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687671 WOODY DAVID & PETRINA D 11824 ALEXANDRIA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687672 KEIFER JOSEPH & LIZA 11817 PRESARIO RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687673 VARGAS STEVEN M & APRIL M 11813 PRESARIO RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687674 BIRDSONG WILLIAM JOHN & ERIN 11809 PRESARIO RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687675 DONDERO MARC & JACQUELINE S 11805 PRESARIO RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687676 ALMAND GABRIELLE & SHAUN ALMAND 11801 PRESARIO RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687677 CROSSLEY AARON M & JANENE 11800 PRESARIO RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687678 VITRO ANTHONY JOSEPH & ASHLEIGH MAME 11804 PRESARIO RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687679 DESHMUKH AMIT & DEVAYANI DHANANJAY BHUSARI 11900 PRESARIO RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687680 MILLS KERRY JASON 11904 PRESARIO RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687681 ADAMS KIMBERLY N & KORD 11908 PRESARIO RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687682 SHERRILL SIDNEY L III & KHARA 11912 PRESARIO RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687683 OPPEDISANO SVITLANA 11916 PRESARIO RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687684 MENG QING QIU & JINFU ZHAO 11920 PRESARIO RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687685 NRHS 11924 PRESARIO DR 6307 MEADOWVIEW DR OZARK MO 65721-7262

2687685 NRHS 11924 PRESARIO DR 11924 PRESARIO RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687686 DAVIS MATTHEW S & SHANDA L KING 11928 PRESARIO RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687687 MULHOLLAND JAMIE & BEAU 1705 LAGUNA ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687688 WONG KEVIN & QIN LIN 1701 LAGUNA ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687689 RAVINDRANATH SREEKANTH SREEHARI & SUMITA UNNIKRISHNAN NAIR 1700 SARA CV MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687690 PANDEY RAJKUMAR & MS PANDEY 1704 SARA CV MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687691 PICKRELL JARED & ROSE PICKRELL 12100 ABERNATHY CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687692 HUMPHREYS BRANDON & JULIE 12104 ABERNATHY CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687693 WANG TAO & HAIJUN ZHOU 12108 ABERNATHY CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687694 SU WEILI & CHIN G 6454 SHOREHAVEN CT FRISCO TX 75035-7412

2687694 SU WEILI & CHIN G 12112 ABERNATHY CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687695 DOTY GEORGE MICHAEL & AMY ELIZABETH 12117 ABERNATHY CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687696 ZIMMERMAN SARAH A 12113 ABERNATHY CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687697 FRIAR STEPHEN L & JOY C FRIAR 12109 ABERNATHY CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687698 QUIGNEY RACHEL J 12105 ABERNATHY CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687699 TUCCI JOSEPH & CAROLYN L 12101 ABERNATHY CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687700 WALSH KENT D & ALMANDA R 1605 LAGUNA ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687701 KONG KANGHO & HEALAN OH 1609 LAGUNA ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687702 PASUPULATE YOGESH KUMAR & SUJATHA PUDITHAKU 1600 SARA CV MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687703 CHESSER CLAYTON T & JENNIFER M 11904 ALEXANDRIA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687704 NIX RAND EDWIN & KARA 11908 ALEXANDRIA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687705 RIGGS JEFFERY & KAPRA PARKER 11912 ALEXANDRIA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687706 BATCHELOR RONALD KEITH & DEBRA SUE 11916 ALEXANDRIA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687707 CAMPBELL KENNETH GERALD & CELIMA CASSIE RIVERA-CAMPBELL 11920 ALEXANDRIA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687708 RIELA ANDREW JOSEPH & BRANDI RIELA 11921 PRESARIO RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687709 TANENBAUM SILVESTRE & RACHEL L 11917 PRESARIO RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687710 MULLER GREG ELTON & DOMINO BUENAVIDES 11913 PRESARIO RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687711 BOKKA VENKATA DHARMA DEEPAK 11909 PRESARIO RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687712 WANG YAOWEN 15270 CATALPA RD FRISCO TX 75035-1361

2687712 WANG YAOWEN 11905 PRESARIO RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2687713 MALY NICKOLAS D & ASHLEY A 11901 PRESARIO RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688178 BANDY WILLIAM P & SUSAN L BANDY 1644 BANDY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688353 LEGENDARY LIGHTNING GROUP INC 3347 COUNTY ROAD 275 MELISSA TX 75454

2688431 ORTIZ ROBERT & CARMEN SOTO-ORTIZ 1901 ELITE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688432 MCFARLANE JAMES A & SARAH A 11801 BERTRAM RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688433 AFT BRIAN 11800 BERTRAM RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688435 VADDEMPUDI RAVI SANKAR SREEKANTH & ANUSHA JAMPANI 1905 ELITE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688436 WANG QIANG & JUN SHAN 1909 ELITE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688437 RICHARDS MOLLY ANN & WESLEY RICHARDS 1913 ELITE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688438 GAIME PAMELA K 11828 HAMPTONBROOK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688439 MAHAL BIKRAM J & RAVINDER KAUR 11824 HAMPTONBROOK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688440 LAM SHUNG YAN & KAM FONG LAM 11820 HAMPTONBROOK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688441 JAYARAMAN SWAMINATHAN 11816 HAMPTONBROOK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688442 CANTRELL MELISSA M & ASHLEY M WYNN 11812 HAMPTONBROOK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688443 COOPER DAVID W 11808 HAMPTONBROOK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688444 REDETZKE TIMOTHY BERNEAL 11804 HAMPTONBROOK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688445 ERADHEE AMMAR AL & RAFAN GHALEB 11800 HAMPTONBROOK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688446 GAINES MICHAEL & PAMELA RANKINE 11736 HAMPTONBROOK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688447 HOLGUIN JULIO ANTONIO & BRENDA ZUNIGA HOLGUIN 11732 HAMPTONBROOK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688448 MCGUIRE PATRICK 11728 HAMPTONBROOK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2688449 HUANG XU 5745 BOZEMAN DR APT 8315 PLANO TX 75024-5792

2688449 HUANG XU 11724 HAMPTONBROOK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688450 MCNATT BECKY KAY 11720 HAMPTONBROOK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688451 SATTER KEVIN M 11716 HAMPTONBROOK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688452 LI BO & KAIDI YE 11712 HAMPTONBROOK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688453 WISE JASON S & SAMANTHA R 11708 HAMPTONBROOK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688455 SHE HONGWEN & XINGMEI ZHU 12821 WOLF SNARE DR FRISCO TX 75035-7048

2688455 SHE HONGWEN & XINGMEI ZHU 11700 HAMPTONBROOK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688456 STERLING MICHEL 11701 HAMPTONBROOK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688457 ALIS ALAN & MA ELEANOR CLEOFE COKEE BALMACEDA 11705 HAMPTONBROOK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688458 HAUPT NATHAN L & REBECCA L HAUPT 11709 HAMPTONBROOK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688459 CHITRANSHI AMITOSH & RAKSHA SHRIVASTAV 11713 HAMPTONBROOK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688460 RUSH LYNNE 1916 ABBEYGALE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688461 DAVIDSON DOUGLAS & SHANNON DAVIDSON 1912 ABBEYGALE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688462 LAI SILAS PO & TUNG YEUNG CHONG 2225 ALL SAINTS LN PLANO TX 75025-5535

2688462 LAI SILAS PO & TUNG YEUNG CHONG 1908 ABBEYGALE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688463 EWING DARLENE L 1904 ABBEYGALE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688464 ANNUITA LLC ANNUITA 2 SERIES PO BOX 82136 LAS VEGAS NV 89180-2136

2688464 ANNUITA LLC ANNUITA 2 SERIES 1900 ABBEYGALE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688465 SORAGANVI PRAVEEN & SMITA 4290 FISHER RD PROSPER TX 75078-2600

2688465 SORAGANVI PRAVEEN & SMITA 1804 ABBEYGALE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688466 PEETA VENKATA RAMESH BABU 1800 ABBEYGALE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688467 NAHAR JULIE 11805 BERTRAM RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688468 HONEYMAN JENNIFER R & JEB HONEYMAN 2890 FOREST DR CELINA TX 75009-2823

2688468 HONEYMAN JENNIFER R & JEB HONEYMAN 11809 BERTRAM RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688469 HSIEH YA- LO 2300 MCDERMOTT RD STE 200 PLANO TX 75025-7017

2688469 HSIEH YA- LO 11804 BERTRAM RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688470 JAROSZ STEVEN & FLOWER FORTES 11808 BERTRAM RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688471 FISH RICHARD A & DANIELLE MINCH 11812 BERTRAM RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688472 HESTER MATTHEW J & LULU CHEN 11816 BERTRAM RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688473 CASTILLO RICKY & LEIGH ANN CASTILLO 11820 BERTRAM RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688474 GADAM MOHAN SHYAM & PRATIBHA SHYAM GADAM 11821 HAMPTONBROOK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688475 DAIH JACK & SARAH W CHEN 4933 LORRAINE DR FRISCO TX 75034-7598

2688475 DAIH JACK & SARAH W CHEN 11817 HAMPTONBROOK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688476 THYAGARAJAN SRINAATH & RADHIKA RAVICHANDRAN 11813 HAMPTONBROOK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688477 ACQUAYE SAMUEL & SHEBA ASHITEY 11809 HAMPTONBROOK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688478 LAKSHMINARAYAN MANJUNATH SUBBANNACHARYA & BHAVYA MANJUNATH 11805 HAMPTONBROOK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2688479 JUFFO AYLA 3219 FALL FLYER PL CELINA TX 75009-1740

2688479 JUFFO AYLA 11801 HAMPTONBROOK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689029 REMINGTON SIGNS LLC ELDORADO CHEVROLETC/O STANLEY V GRAFF 2300 N CENTRAL EXPY MCKINNEY TX 75070

2689148 DIENER GEOFFREY KIRK & STEPHANIE LEIGH DIENER 2325 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689150 MAGANA JOHN & JANET 7501 TOWNSEND BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689151 DE PAUL BRIAN II 2500 PEARL ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689152 PEPAS JOHN J & PAMELA S 2609 PEARL ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689153 ROBINSON KEITH G & BARBARA GORE ROBINSON 7509 DARROW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689154 RODRIGUEZ SAMUEL E & AMY LIMAS 7505 DARROW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689155 MURRAY SUSAN M 7501 DARROW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689156 VOIGT KYLE M & AMIE M 2321 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689157 BOLEN SHIRLEY ELAINE 2317 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689158 SALLER DON & TERESA 2313 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689159 CARR FAMILY LIVING TRUST THE 2309 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689160 WENGER DANIEL & LISA 2305 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689161 EARLES STEVEN & DONNA 2301 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689162 BEENE TOMMY MICHAEL & LINDA COTTINGHAM 2225 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689163 NIENHUESER ARTHUR E II & MARY CYNTHIA B 7505 TOWNSEND BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689164 JOHNSON PATRICIA H 2316 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689165 SELF MONTE D & FRANCES C 2312 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689166 ANDERSON JASON DONALD & KAITLIN MARIE 2308 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689167 HALYBURTON CHRYSTIE DONALD & JANET SUSAN-VOIGT 2304 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689168 CARR ROYCE K & KATIE E 2300 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689169 CHEEK JENNIFER 2504 PEARL ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689170 DOWTIN WILLIAM III & JILL SCHURR 2508 PEARL ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689171 CREME JOSEPH J & MARY LYNN CREME 2512 PEARL ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689172 CARVER DION & AMY 2600 PEARL ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689173 KOONS MICAH & LAINE KOONS 2604 PEARL ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689174 MORGAN CHARLES JACKIE & LISA ANN 2608 PEARL ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689175 GARRETT CATHERINE DIANA & JOHN MICHAEL 7413 DARROW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689176 KARCH RICHARD P & KAREN Z 7409 DARROW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689177 LEVINS JAMES CARL & TORRIE MICHELLE 7405 DARROW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689178 KING DEBORAH S 7401 DARROW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689179 SEITZ CLYDE A & LYNDA C - LE & SEITZ LIVING TRUST 2605 PEARL ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689180 HAYDEL BRET T & KARI 2601 PEARL ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689181 KOHL W M & LAURIE N 2513 PEARL ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689182 COSTA MARCELO & ALESSANDRA 2509 PEARL ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689183 EMANUEL JAMES R & RUTH A 2505 PEARL ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689184 TAYLOR JIMMY D & LAURIE L TAYLOR 2501 PEARL ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689258 MACHAVARAPU RAMESH BABU & ANOOSH MACHAVARAPU 2055 VILLAGE PARK WAY APT 110 ENCINITAS CA 92024-5432

2689260 ABU-EIDEH HANI & SHANNON MCLINDEN 8797 COUNTY ROAD 858 MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2689261 RAY RONNIE & ANITA 8800 COUNTY ROAD 858 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689263 SEVENTH HILL ASSOCIATES LLC 8379 HAALAND GLN SAN DIEGO CA 92127-4130

2689264 RAY RONNIE & ANITA 8800 COUNTY ROAD 857 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689266 TALASILA HYMA & RAVI KAVURI 6545 JAMESTOWN RD FRISCO TX 75035-0431

2689268 RAY RONNIE & ANITA 8810 COUNTY ROAD 857 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689271 SRIANA ESTATES LLC 8860 COUNTY ROAD 857 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689495 TALLEY GARY G & SUSAN H 1755 PRIVATE ROAD 5312 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2689496 HOLLIFIELD DAVID SCOTT 1907 RANCH RD ROYSE CITY TX 75189-8623

2689496 HOLLIFIELD DAVID SCOTT 1721 PRIVATE ROAD 5312 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2690735 MCKINNEY CITY OF 5626 TRINITY FALLS PKWY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2690815 JOJO'S RUN LLC - MILLER BEVERAGE SERIES VALERO/THE BEVERAGE STORE PO BOX 126 MELISSA TX 75454-0126

2690815 JOJO'S RUN LLC - MILLER BEVERAGE SERIES VALERO/THE BEVERAGE STORE 1221 SAM RAYBURN HWY MELISSA TX 75454

2691121 KUEHN JOANN 7401 ARDMORE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691122 HARRELL GARY R & JEANENE 7405 ARDMORE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691123 GONTHIER GLEN & JENNIFER GONTHIER 7409 ARDMORE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691124 WILLIAMS BRYAN & TINA WILLIAMS 7413 ARDMORE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691125 BENNETT JAMES ROBERT & KATHY JUNE 7417 ARDMORE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691126 SANO WILLIAM C & BARBARA GRANT 7421 ARDMORE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691127 COTA DAVID E SR & JUDITH A 7425 ARDMORE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691128 ZILLMER CHRISTOPHER C & HANNAH P 7429 ARDMORE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691461 KEVIN VOIGT LIVING TRUST THE 6920 COUNTY ROAD 123 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691461 KEVIN VOIGT LIVING TRUST THE 6290 COUNTY ROAD 123 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691462 COMBS KEVIN P & LACEY N REVOCABLE TRUST 6286 COUNTY ROAD 123 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691467 PLATINUM OWNER TX LLC MAGNUM/RITEKS INC/ BOSSCO INDUSTRIESC/O KOHLBERG KRAVIS ROBERTS & CO ATTN: DANE PETERSON 600 TRAVIS ST STE 7200 HOUSTON TX 77002-3037

2691467 PLATINUM OWNER TX LLC MAGNUM/RITEKS INC/ BOSSCO INDUSTRIESC/O KOHLBERG KRAVIS ROBERTS & CO ATTN: DANE PETERSON 415 INTERCHANGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691484 SISSON ANDREW LAWRENCE & ERIN LOUISE 3866 COUNTY ROAD 405 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691801 CARRINGTON CLAY C & JENNIFER B 3604 ALDER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691803 GONZALEZ M & B REVOCABLE TRUST 5320 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691804 NEAL BONNIE W 5101 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691806 DE VILLA PULIDO NATALIA & EMMANUEL E PULIDO 3608 ALDER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691807 BOWERS CHARLES F III & JENNETTE 3612 ALDER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691808 THAXTON JUSTIN & ANDREA 3700 ALDER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691809 WEAVER MARK ALLEN & CATHERINE 3704 ALDER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691810 NICHOLS MATTHEW TRAVIS & RACHEL HOLMGREEN 3708 ALDER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691811 RAMKRIPA LLC 5 SANTA ELENA CT ODESSA TX 79765-8503

2691811 RAMKRIPA LLC 3712 ALDER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691812 AHMAD SYED AKBAR 3716 ALDER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691814 STROKES HOWARD 5104 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691815 FRANZMEIER NATHAN 5108 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691816 ALI SYED IMRAN 5112 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691817 BROWNE MARCUS R & KIDANIA RIVERA 5116 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691818 MANNING GRACE Y 5120 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691819 MCCLURE RAINY JEAN 5124 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691820 FLESKE ANDREW & HEATHER FLESKE 5128 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691821 BOTHE SHAM KONDIBA & MADHURI SHAM 5200 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691822 DOUGLASS ROBERT 5204 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691823 VALDMAN GREGORY 5208 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691825 MORRIS JAMES & TRACY 5216 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691826 STIMPSON BRIAN & CLAUDIA 5220 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691827 FALK RYAN CURTISS & EMILY ANNE 6800 SAINT LAWRENCE ST PLANO TX 75024-6316

2691827 FALK RYAN CURTISS & EMILY ANNE 5300 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691828 LOVEJOY KALEB 5304 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691829 GUTIERREZ NICOLAS & LAURA E 5308 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691830 HUNT MEGAN 5312 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691831 REED RYAN & DINA 5316 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691832 WILLIAMS CHRISTIANA 5316 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691833 STEWARD JEFFREY & MICHELLE 5312 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691834 COON MICHELLE M 5308 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691835 MCNAIR FELYNCIA WYDETTE 5304 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691836 ESTRELLA EDITH & GERARDO 5300 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691837 COX JANET MARIE & BYRON DRISCOE 5220 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691838 CARRERA TERESA 5216 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691839 CHAO JOHNNY & ALIENA CHAO 5212 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691840 LINDSEY GENEA & BARLOW V 5208 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691841 FAIRVIEW PREMIER DRIVE LLC 5204 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691842 RINAS JOHN M LIVING TRUST & ESTATE OF RITA DIANE RINAS 5200 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691843 OLSON JEFFREY & KAITLIN 5120 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691845 SMITH TREVOR THOMAS 5112 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691845 SMITH TREVOR THOMAS 3871 PEPPER GRASS LN PROSPER TX 75078-2210

2691846 ERICKSON JEFFREY STUART & SHERRIE DENISE 5108 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691847 CHERIAN ANIL 5104 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691848 MULLINS RYAN 5100 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691849 NOFFSINGER JOSHUA D & TAMIKA N 5101 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691851 PUTCHA SRINIVAS & SAIBALA LAKKARAJU 5109 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691852 PELLAND JACK & DEBORAH 5113 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691853 PARKER JAMES J & LAURA 5117 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691854 BLESSING JOHN 5121 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691855 ACHARYA SUSHIL & PUJA ACHARYA 5201 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2691856 ROMERO BRIAN SCOTT & ALISHA NICHOLE 5205 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691857 LIN BOH CHANG & LEE MEI HSIANG LIN 5209 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691858 LEE JUNG & ALLISON 5213 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691859 SONDOTA JAMES MATHERI & MARY MUHIA 5217 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691860 DOLLEY LARRY R & JESSICA L DOLLEY 5221 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691861 HOVE KUDZANAI & EASTHER MANYONGA & SIMBARASHE RUPONESO HOVE 5301 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691862 HOME PARTNERS GA 2015 LLC 5305 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691863 FERNANDEZ JOHN J & AMANDA J 5309 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691864 BLAKELY JOHNNY LEE & HEATHER LYNN 5313 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691865 MUNTHA SRINIVAS & BHAGAVATHI 5317 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691865 MUNTHA SRINIVAS & BHAGAVATHI 3713 HOLLEY RIDGE WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071-6945

2691866 VASQUEZ JESSE & ROXIE NICOLE ROJAS 5321 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691867 CLOWES KENNETH & CAROL ELIZABETH CLOWES 5105 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691868 COFRADES-PACHECO CARLA ALBRY 5109 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691869 GEMMELL JUSTIN T & CELISSA R 5113 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691870 GOPINATHAN AJITH 88 DEVONSHIRE IRVINE CA 92620-2180

2691870 GOPINATHAN AJITH 5117 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691871 DONG HUI & ANDONG LIU 5121 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691872 JOHMANI MOHAMMAD AL 5201 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691872 JOHMANI MOHAMMAD AL 1140 SPECTRUM IRVINE CA 92618-3115

2691873 SUBRAMANI MANI R 5205 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691874 VINES TRENT & AMANDA VINES 5209 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691875 ISLAM MOHAMMAD S 5213 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691876 ROWE JANUARY 5217 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691877 STROKES SHELLY L 5301 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691878 PARADA-VILLEGAS JOSE & BERNARDETH PARADA-VILLEGAS 5305 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691879 PAULS BONNIE 5309 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691880 BAGLIETTO MANAGEMENT TRUST BAGLIETTO MARK JOHN & CYNTHIA KEENE-TRUSTEES 641 COUNTRY BROOK LN PROSPER TX 75078-1984

2691880 BAGLIETTO MANAGEMENT TRUST BAGLIETTO MARK JOHN & CYNTHIA KEENE-TRUSTEES 5313 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691881 BARNETT DAVID & KRISTINA 5317 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691882 RAZUMOV ALEXANDER 5321 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2691883 VANVUREN LINDSAY MARIE & BRETT ALAN CARLSON 5325 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2692382 MCKINNEY LIFEPOINTE FELLOWSHIP 6374 COUNTY ROAD 161 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2693634 KING EDWIN V JR 2601 WOODLAWN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695148 TAYLOR STEPHANIE 810 THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069-2328

2695148 TAYLOR STEPHANIE 810 N THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2695240 CENTRAL & FANNIN WILSON 155 LLLP 8800 N GAINEY CENTER DR STE 225 SCOTTSDALE AZ 85258-2118

2695244 QT SOUTH LLC QUIKTRIP 1750 WILMETH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695245 QT SOUTH LLC 4705 S 129TH EAST AVE TULSA OK 74134-7008

2695541 YI CHARLES YU- SHUN & PEI- LI B WANG 12028 TOBOSA CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695542 ALFARO FELIX A 1205 AUDI DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695543 BLUTH DAVID L & MARIANNE E 12233 RIDGEBACK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695544 CONNOR MARK & CINDY A CONNOR 12236 RIDGEBACK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695545 PRESTWYCK HOMEOWERS'S ASSOCIATION INC PARCEL 1704 HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATIONC/O ESSEX ASSOCIATION MANAGEMENT LP 12001-B PRESTWICK HOLLOW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695546 GOLDEN TIMOTHY 12024 TOBOSA CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695547 CHAULAGAIN DEEPAK & SHARMILA MAHARJAN 12020 TOBOSA CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695548 JUNG DAVID 12016 TOBOSA CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695549 MORROW JOSEPH W & JENNIFER D MORROW 12012 TOBOSA CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695550 BILLINGS JUSTIN & KAREN BILLINGS 12008 TOBOSA CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695551 OWNER OF RECORD 12004 TOBOSA CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695552 KARADEEMA DAVID & LORRAINE DELSI 12000 TOBOSA CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695553 TUBB ANDREW ALLEN & KATHRYN ANNE 12001 TOBOSA CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695554 CHALASANY MANOSH CHAND & GAYATHRI RAMYASRI VODAPALLY 12005 TOBOSA CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695555 1227TOBOSA LLC 458 ELIZABETH AVE STE 5-130 SOMERSET NJ 08873-5110

2695555 1227TOBOSA LLC 12009 TOBOSA CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695556 JOHN THOMAS K 12013 TOBOSA CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695557 HOOVER THOMAS ANTHONY & MARY CAROL HOOVER 12017 TOBOSA CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695558 MEGO MICHAEL & DONNA MEGO 12016 BONIFAY CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695559 GEORGE JESSICA ANN & ROBERT BRUCE CATO JR 12012 BONIFAY CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695560 HERRERA MARIA ELISA & GEORGE HERRERA 12008 BONIFAY CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695561 FAIRVIEW FARMS LAND CO LTD 3369 PREMIER DR STE 100 PLANO TX 75023-7022

2695561 FAIRVIEW FARMS LAND CO LTD 12004 BONIFAY CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695562 BYRNE STEVEN W 12000 BONIFAY CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695563 COLLETI NICHOLAS & JEANETTE MISTICH-COLLETI 12001 BONIFAY CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695564 BURNS ROBERT M & JENNIFER L BURNS 12005 BONIFAY CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695565 NYSTROM MATTHEW 12009 BONIFAY CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695566 SCHOMBURG TERRILL 12013 BONIFAY CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695567 MCHELLON MARVIN E JR & LEANDRA 1201 AUDI DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695568 VARGHESE SUBISH & JASSIN JOSEPH 1113 AUDI DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695569 DROMGOOLE SCOTT C & ASHLEY TUCKER 1109 AUDI DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695570 LU NING & LIXIN WANG 12229 RIDGEBACK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695571 WU WALLY HUALI & EMILIE YI WEI 14962 IRELAND LN FRISCO TX 75035-1218

2695571 WU WALLY HUALI & EMILIE YI WEI 12225 RIDGEBACK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695572 TORRES EILEEN 12221 RIDGEBACK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695573 MAROHNIC JAMES & ERICA MAROHNIC 12217 RIDGEBACK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695574 SINGH PAMINDER & ASHVEEN KAUR 12213 RIDGEBACK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695575 PARK EUNJU & JEREMY FREEMAN 12209 RIDGEBACK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695576 MUILENBURG TODD & NICOLE 12205 RIDGEBACK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2695577 KENG EPHRAIM T & CHRISTINE LOO 12201 RIDGEBACK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695577 KENG EPHRAIM T & CHRISTINE LOO 121 OAK TRL COPPELL TX 75019-2514

2695578 FLORES GABRIEL J 1109 PALUXY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695579 HENRY LESLIE DINSDALE & ADAM PATRICK HENRY 1105 PALUXY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695580 SAHYOUNI ANGELA & DAVID SAHYOUNI 1101 PALUXY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695581 RICHARDS TREVOR 12109 BONIFAY CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695582 DUKE CARLA M & JOHN R 7904 OWL CREEK LN MCKINNEY TX 75072-5988

2695582 DUKE CARLA M & JOHN R 12105 BONIFAY CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695583 VEMULA RAJU & VANI SUNKANAPALLI 12101 BONIFAY CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695584 BROWNLEE JACQLYN MARIE & TIMOTHY LEE 12232 RIDGEBACK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695585 EVANS SCOTT D & EMILY EVANS 12228 RIDGEBACK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695586 BRADBURY EMILY K & ALEX P BRADBURY 12224 RIDGEBACK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695587 HATFIELD JAY 12220 RIDGEBACK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695588 ALLISTON REVOC TR 12216 RIDGEBACK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695589 HOWELL REVOCABLE TRUST 12212 RIDGEBACK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695590 THOMAS GEORGE & SANGEETHA THOMAS 12208 RIDGEBACK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695591 STAUFFER ANDREW J 12204 RIDGEBACK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695592 ROBERTS EQUITIES LLC PO BOX 2404 FRISCO TX 75034-0044

2695592 ROBERTS EQUITIES LLC 12200 RIDGEBACK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695593 GOVEK MATTHEW JOSEPH & ELISE MEULENDYKE 1120 PALUXY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695594 ARIAS JAMMIE & ERIC ARIAS 1116 PALUXY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695595 GOMEZ AHAHI JOSEFINA 1112 PALUXY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695596 RUIZ MIGUEL ANGEL AGATON & CINDY AGATON 1108 PALUXY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695597 MULUKUTLA SOMAYAJULU & USHA PERI 1104 PALUXY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695598 KAYS B MILTON AND NANCY ELAINE MOELLER FAMILY TRUST THE & KAYS B MILTON AND NANCY ELAINE MOELLER SURVIVOR'S TRUST THE 1100 PALUXY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695599 WANG BO & XIN DONG 1101 BLANCO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695600 WESTERFELD-THOMAS MARCIE 1105 BLANCO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695601 HAGERTY PAT & DAWN 961 WOODVIEW DR PROSPER TX 75078-9758

2695601 HAGERTY PAT & DAWN 1109 BLANCO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695602 LACHICA GEORGE & LACHICA VIRGINIA & ROLANDO 1113 BLANCO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695603 ARTHUR ROSILYN S 1117 BLANCO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695604 NYADENGA HAZVINEYI 3502 COUNTY ROAD 1147 CELESTE TX 75423-3517

2695604 NYADENGA HAZVINEYI 1201 BLANCO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695605 ROBLES ERNESTO L & ELIZABETH ROBLES 1205 BLANCO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2695606 PRESTWYCK HOMEOWERS'S ASSOCIATION INC PARCEL 1704 HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATIONC/O ESSEX ASSOCIATION MANAGEMENT LP 1506 RIDGEBACK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2696469 LADD DEBRA AVALON LEGACY RANCH 2022 WAYSIDE TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2696824 NALL LYNLEY J & HAROLD R NALL 5256 BAXTER WELL RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2697080 GILMORE TASHA 4383 COUNTY ROAD 277 MELISSA TX 75454

2697347 TYNAS TEXAS LP 1611 FANNIN RD MELISSA TX 75454

2697348 TYNAS TEXAS LP 1533 FANNIN RD MELISSA TX 75454

2697350 TYNAS TEXAS LP 1527 FANNIN RD MELISSA TX 75454

2697350 TYNAS TEXAS LP 1 FOX HOLLOW LN MELISSA TX 75454-8901

2697351 CHUMBLEY BILLY & VERONICA DEAVER PO BOX 2248 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8167

2697351 CHUMBLEY BILLY & VERONICA DEAVER 1515 S FANNIN RD MELISSA TX 75454

2697509 NORTH DALLAS HONEY COMPANY LLC NATURE NATES 2910 NATURE NATE FARMS MCKINNEY TX 75071

2697509 NORTH DALLAS HONEY COMPANY LLC NATURE NATES 10740 BIG HORN TRL FRISCO TX 75035-6630

2697708 STEMWINDER DEVELOPMENT LLC 9017 CONWAY RD ANNA TX 75409-4417

2698479 ELMORE TIMOTHY R & KASIE ELMORE 3760 DOGWOOD DR PROSPER TX 75078

2698480 WHITE SHANE REVOCABLE TRUST 3770 DOGWOOD DR PROSPER TX 75078

2698481 WORTHAM JACOB & HILLARY 3800 DOGWOOD DR PROSPER TX 75078

2698482 BIRDSONG LISA & DENNY 3820 DOGWOOD DR PROSPER TX 75078

2698483 ROWLAND STEVE 3840 DOGWOOD DR PROSPER TX 75078

2698484 BEYER DONALD & JENNIFER H 3860 DOGWOOD DR PROSPER TX 75078

2698497 SVENDSEN FELIZIA H 3801 DOGWOOD DR PROSPER TX 75078

2698498 YAKULIS ALEXANDER G IV & BRECK S YAKULIS 3821 DOGWOOD DR PROSPER TX 75078

2698683 EQUINE TRANSITIONS LLC TARA ROYAL EQUESTRIAN CENTER 9028 VILLA PARK CIR DALLAS TX 75225-2004

2698683 EQUINE TRANSITIONS LLC TARA ROYAL EQUESTRIAN CENTER 1815 FM 2933 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2698737 GROOM DAVID & LORI K LOVELACE-GROOM 475 WOOD RIDGE DR NEW HOPE TX 75071

2698737 GROOM DAVID & LORI K LOVELACE-GROOM 100 ALLENTOWN PKWY STE 214 ALLEN TX 75002-4220

2699718 HILL JOYCE STEWART PO BOX 1943 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8162

2699718 HILL JOYCE STEWART 6800 REVERE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699719 YEH ERICA & NOLAN P CHAN 1716 FREEDOM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699720 NI LEI 6817 REVERE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699721 STONEBRIDGE RANCH COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION INC 1811 FREEDOM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699723 NI SHILU 6804 REVERE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699723 NI SHILU 3928 KIMBROUGH LN PLANO TX 75025-3870

2699724 D'SOUZA STEPHEN FRANKLIN & LYDIA JOAN 6808 REVERE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699725 NADIPELLI MADHU MOHAN RAO & DIVYA MATTEPALLY 6812 REVERE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699726 SHAH TAPAN T & SUSMITA T 6816 REVERE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699726 SHAH TAPAN T & SUSMITA T 3836 STOCKPORT DR PLANO TX 75025-3816

2699727 WARREN JACK III & ELIZABETH WARREN 6820 REVERE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699728 CHERILUS JUDE & CHERYL 6824 REVERE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699729 AHMED FARAH MANZAR & JUNAID 6828 REVERE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699730 SAUCEDO JEANETTE A 6832 REVERE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699731 HEILIG NICHOLAS W & STEPHANIE N 6836 REVERE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699732 SHUKLA DEEPAK & GARIMA SHUKLA 1729 BALD EAGLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699733 RAMASAMY ASHOKKUMAR & MADHURI MEENAKSHI ASHOKKUMAR 1725 BALD EAGLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699734 SON KYUHO & BOKYUNG LEE 1721 BALD EAGLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2699734 SON KYUHO & BOKYUNG LEE 13780 173RD PL SE RENTON WA 98059-8015

2699735 JUAREZ LORI M & ROBERT 1717 BALD EAGLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699736 BAKER BRYAN & REBEKAH 1713 BALD EAGLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699737 JARODIYA YOGESH M 1709 BALD EAGLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699737 JARODIYA YOGESH M 1597 BRADFORD TRACE DR ALLEN TX 75002-0960

2699738 GOFF BRADLEY P & SHARON K 1705 BALD EAGLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699739 DEGUZMAN MICHAEL L 1701 BALD EAGLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699740 PAULSON ALICIA 1621 BALD EAGLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699741 KHAN MD ZIAUR RAHMAN & LEENA NAHAR MOLLA 1617 BALD EAGLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699742 LOUIS ERIC M & SHERYL V 1613 BALD EAGLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699743 RABB CRYSTAL 1609 BALD EAGLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699744 MULTANI KULJEET 1605 BALD EAGLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699745 OWENS SEAN MICHAEL 1601 BALD EAGLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699746 HASSAN HANY M 1509 BALD EAGLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699747 WALLACE LIVING TRUST THE 1505 BALD EAGLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699748 TOZIER ROBERT W & KATRINA C 1501 BALD EAGLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699752 TANG NING & RONG DING 1863 FOXGATE LN CHINO HILLS CA 91709-4899

2699752 TANG NING & RONG DING 1712 FREEDOM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699753 CHANDLER MICHAEL A & GABRIELLE M 1708 FREEDOM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699754 KENNEY JONATHAN & WHITNEY KENNEY 1704 FREEDOM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699755 ROWTHU RAVI C & HANNAH NAYAKANTI 8016 GALLERY WAY MCKINNEY TX 75072-8400

2699755 ROWTHU RAVI C & HANNAH NAYAKANTI 1700 FREEDOM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699756 DESAI ASHISH K & AMISHA A 6816 LIGHTHOUSE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699757 PALANI ANANTH M & PRIYA KANNAN 6812 LIGHTHOUSE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699758 LAHR BYRON J & LARENE D 6808 LIGHTHOUSE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699759 JONES JAMES NEIL JR & FRANCINA G 6804 LIGHTHOUSE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699760 SCHMIDT RONALD & MARGARET SCHMIDT 6800 LIGHTHOUSE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699761 DAHLEN EUGENE A & GINGER S 6801 LIGHTHOUSE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699762 WHANGER JEFFREY K & JACLYN P 6805 LIGHTHOUSE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699763 KIM YOUNG SIK & DONGKYUNG KIM 6809 LIGHTHOUSE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699764 VENTURA JUAN N & KAREN C 6813 LIGHTHOUSE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699776 CHRONISTER STACY 6821 REVERE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699777 GROUNDS JAMES A & MARJORIE J 6825 REVERE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699778 ARGANBRIGHT JASON L & MELISSA D 6829 REVERE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699779 OGHUMU STANLEY O & MICHELLE C 1716 BALD EAGLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699780 SANSOM VERONICA M 1712 BALD EAGLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699781 GONZALEZ DAVID & RUTH SHELBY FIERROS-GONZALEZ 1701 FREEDOM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699782 FISH JOHNATHON & LYNZI MARIE 1705 FREEDOM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699783 WILSON KRISTIN 1709 FREEDOM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699784 BODIN JEFFREY N & CHRISTINE L 1713 FREEDOM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699785 GIANGRECO JEFFREY & LAURA M 1717 FREEDOM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699786 SMITH DIANNE 1721 FREEDOM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699787 SANDERS DUMAURIEL & SHEILA REVOCABLE TRUST 1725 FREEDOM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699788 BEESLEY MAKALE & MARILYNN BEESLEY 1729 FREEDOM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699790 STONEBRIDGE RANCH COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION INC 1499 BALD EAGLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2699792 STONEBRIDGE RANCH COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION INC 6201 VIRGINIA PKWY MCKINNEY TX 75071-5505

2700267 BILLINGSLEY 380 NORTH LTD 7072 COUNTY ROAD 124 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2700269 BILLINGSLEY 380 NORTH LTD 7520 COUNTY ROAD 124 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2700884 PEREZ NOE C HERR & FERMAN R ZUNIGA 2195 STICKHORSE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2701117 JONES MELISSA LYNN 401 LIVELY HL MCKINNEY TX 75069

2701118 MILLER JESSICA RYAN 403 LIVELY HL MCKINNEY TX 75069

2701119 ORTEGA ANGELA 405 LIVELY HL MCKINNEY TX 75069

2702080 MCKINNEY RANCH LTD C/O ROBERT G BUCHANAN ESQ 4366 COUNTY ROAD 164 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2702339 TURNER WALDO ALFONSO & LEE R 412 WATT ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2702340 TURNER WALDO A & LEE R GRANNYS HOUSE OF STYLE 520 N MCDONALD ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2702341 TURNER WALDO A & LEE R 408 WATT ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2702341 TURNER WALDO A & LEE R 214 WILDWOOD PL ALLEN TX 75013-1502

2703637 FROSTFIRE PROSPER LLC 2504 LOFTSMOOR LN PLANO TX 75025-4823

2703685 AHV BFRG HIDDEN LAKES OWNER LLC C/O AHV COMMUNITIES - ATTN: MICHAEL SEIDEN 150 PAULARINO DR D250 COSTA MESA CA 92626

2703692 DOUGLAS BRAD & KIMBERLY 227 E LOUISIANA ST MCKINNEY TX 75069-4311

2703692 DOUGLAS BRAD & KIMBERLY 1600 GREENVILLE RD MCKINNEY TX 75069

2703706 TEAGUE CHAD M & AMY M PO BOX 1713 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8158

2703706 TEAGUE CHAD M & AMY M 1855 COUNTY ROAD 338 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2703970 TCG CUSTER/380 INVESTORS LLC MEDICAL CITY EMERGENCY ROOM STONEBRIDGEATTN GREY STOGNER 8995 W UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2703970 TCG CUSTER/380 INVESTORS LLC MEDICAL CITY EMERGENCY ROOM STONEBRIDGEATTN GREY STOGNER 12720 HILLCREST RD STE 650 DALLAS TX 75230-2005

2704160 SCHRADER STEVEN & TIFFANY 1012 BLANCO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704161 EDONO ALFRED MENDOZA & CRISTINA QUITAIN EDONO 1105 AUDI DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704162 SANAPALA SRIDHAR & BUDUMURU MRUNALINI 12305 BUFFALO GAP DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704163 SIDDIQUI FAISAL & TOOBA NESAR 1017 BLANCO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704166 CANTRELL JOHN VERNON III & BRENDA KAY CANTRELL 1008 BLANCO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704167 SHINDE KALYANI & ABHISHEK HARISHCHANDRA 1004 BLANCO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704168 NATARAJAN KARTHIK KUMAR & RAMYA KALYANRAM 1000 BLANCO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704169 WOOD KATHLEEN P 924 BLANCO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704170 WHITE GREGORY & JENNIFER WHITE 1101 AUDI DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704171 CABRERA NOEL 1100 PENNYBAKER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704172 RATTERREE JUDY ARLENE 1104 PENNYBAKER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704173 BERESFORD SIMON & AIMEE REVOCABLE TRUST 1108 PENNYBAKER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704174 PILLADO BARBARA 1112 PENNYBAKER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2704175 SUNDARAMOORTHY SATHISH & HARINI KUMARAVELIU 1116 PENNYBAKER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704176 FRAGALE SAMUEL 5335 BENT TREE DR APT 234 DALLAS TX 75248

2704176 FRAGALE SAMUEL 1120 PENNYBAKER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704177 BRADFORD STANLEY 1124 PENNYBAKER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704178 LOPEZ HELDER 1121 PENNYBAKER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704179 CARRILLO RICARDO 1117 PENNYBAKER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704180 THATCHER KEVIN & DENISE THATCHER 1113 PENNYBAKER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704181 MARQUEZ CHRISTOPHER & JUNALEN MARQUEZ 1109 PENNYBAKER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704182 KHALEDUZZAMAN MD & REBEYA SULTANA MUKAT 1105 PENNYBAKER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704183 WALDMAN GEOFFREY HOWARD 1101 PENNYBAKER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704184 SHARMA AMELIA 12421 SHARPSBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704185 HERRINGTON NATHAN & JAMIE N 12417 SHARPSBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704186 RAHMAN MUSFIQ MOHAMMAD & TEKLEMA SHELA 12413 SHARPSBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704187 BHATIA ANURAG 12409 SHARPSBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704188 KANG CHANGOO 533 HERITAGE OAK CT COPPELL TX 75019-5729

2704188 KANG CHANGOO 12405 SHARPSBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704189 RADKO CHRISTOPHER JERRY & BRIANNA 12401 SHARPSBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704190 KEVIN & COLIN 2018 IRREVOCABLE TRUST 1972 MERCER LN PRINCETON TX 75407-2735

2704190 KEVIN & COLIN 2018 IRREVOCABLE TRUST 12309 SHARPSBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704191 STEPHENS TRUC & NGOC MAO HUYNH 12305 SHARPSBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704192 VISSAGE JENNIFER 12301 SHARPSBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704193 WONG KAREN & JAMES COLDRICK 12300 BUFFALO GAP DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704194 MATHER EVAN JAMES AREVALO & STEPHANIE JANE A MATHER 916 AYRES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704195 EKRE OF TX LLC 79 MADISON AVE NEW YORK NY 10016-7802

2704195 EKRE OF TX LLC 12301 BUFFALO GAP DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704196 SOLONCH MARION LIVING TRUST THE 12205 BUFFALO GAP DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704197 BOYNAZAROV JAHONGIR 12201 BUFFALO GAP DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704198 HUMPHREY BENJAMIN J PMB85 325 WASHINGTON AVE S KENT WA 98032-5706

2704198 HUMPHREY BENJAMIN J PMB85 1013 BLANCO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704199 MURCIA HERNAN & MAGDALENA CUESTAS 1009 BLANCO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704200 ABEYGUNAWARDANA SUNIL & CHANDRA ABEYGUNAWARDANA 1005 BLANCO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704201 MANNING BRTTANY & BENJAMIN 1001 BLANCO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704202 CULVER DANIEL 12100 BUFFALO GAP DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704203 POPE ROBERT HAROLD & TONI LYNN GURULE-POPE 12104 BUFFALO GAP DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704204 WANG YAFEI & JUNGAI LI 12108 BUFFALO GAP DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704205 GONZALEZ ANDRES A & ELIZABETH M GONZALEZ 12200 BUFFALO GAP DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704206 ALBORNOZ GARY FRANK & ELIZABETH FRAUSTO 1000 ASHEVILLE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071-8638

2704206 ALBORNOZ GARY FRANK & ELIZABETH FRAUSTO 1000 ASHEVILLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704207 ALFARO JANETTE C & EDWIN L ALFARO 1004 ASHEVILLE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704208 LE HONGANH & THAI Q LE 1008 ASHEVILLE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704209 MATHEW JOEL & REBECCA JOHN 1012 ASHEVILLE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704210 RANA PRASHANT 1016 ASHEVILLE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704211 ABRAHAM AJISH K & FLAIMY ABRAHAM 12300 SHARPSBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704212 GISSANDANER LISA & KEITH 12304 SHARPSBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704213 WEBER KEVIN MATTHEW & JENNIFER LYNN WEBER 12308 SHARPSBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704214 NOVOA ANDREINA ELENA & ROBERTO A TREVINO 12312 SHARPSBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704404 CARMICHAEL DAVID ALLEN & KIMBERLY RAE 7709 TOWNSEND BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704405 GARRETT SUSAN REBECCA 7509 TOWNSEND BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704406 CARTER KENNETH & JENNIFER CARTER 2500 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704407 WISE JEFFREY K & LORI A 7709 DARROW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704412 DAHLMAN LUVORISE & MARK WOODALL 7705 TOWNSEND BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704413 PIPER MARY BETH 7701 TOWNSEND BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704414 PRESTON NANCY M 7601 TOWNSEND BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704416 DUCHARME EDWARD R & DIANNA M 2405 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704417 LACK GREGORY WAYNE & ALICIA DIONNE TEMPLETON 2401 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704418 FENNEMAN JEFFREY & CHERISH QUALLS & CYNTHIA QUALLS 7513 TOWNSEND BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704419 SPACKMAN ANDREW & ELDA 2504 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704420 GATES WILLIAM J & SUZANNE T GATES 2508 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704421 GOODING JASON K 2512 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704422 MIRABELLA JOSEPH D 2600 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704423 PARKER MELISSA LYNN & JAMES P 2604 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704424 DESLATTE RENEE BERTHELOT 2608 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704425 FLESHER MATTHEW DALE & LINDSEY JO 7513 DARROW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704426 MORRISON GREGORY & SUSAN 7705 DARROW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704427 JACKSON WILLIAM PAUL & LOU ANN 7701 DARROW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704428 FRANKLIN RICHARD L & TANYA FRANKLIN 7621 DARROW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704429 GRANT JOHN J & LAN N HY-GRANT 7617 DARROW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704430 HERMAN LISA IRREVOCABLE 2021 TRUST THE 7613 DARROW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704430 HERMAN LISA IRREVOCABLE 2021 TRUST THE 25 CHATSWORTH CT DANVILLE CA 94506-1127

2704431 SAVILL ASHLEY LYNN 7609 DARROW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704432 PUPALA RAHUL N & DAWN L 7605 DARROW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704433 SMITH DAVID J & RENEE MARIE ESCUDE- SMITH 7601 DARROW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704434 MORGAN RESIDENCE TRUST 2609 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704435 PETERSON MICHAEL J & KATHLEEN A 2605 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704436 ETIER FRANK C JR & SHANNON B 2601 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704437 MAUCERI ALBERT 2513 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704437 MAUCERI ALBERT 1312 SOMERSET DR MCKINNEY TX 75072-2797

2704438 STEPHAN ANDREW & LAUREN 2509 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2704439 SCOGIN JAMES & MACHELLE 2505 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704440 DENTON MICKEY CHRISTINE 2501 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704441 RICHARDSON STEVEN L & MARIANNE RICHARDSON LIVING TRUST 7600 TOWNSEND BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704442 SWEET FAMILY TRUST THE INC 7604 TOWNSEND BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2704443 SANDERS SHAY 7608 TOWNSEND BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2705025 W/J WILMETH RIDGE LP 5815 COUNTY ROAD 161 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2705945 M380 LAND INVESTORS LLC 1722 ROUTH ST STE 770 DALLAS TX 75201-2588

2705946 WHITSELL JACK W & LINDA KAY WHITSELL PRITCHARD 1019 SPRINGWOOD DR LEWISVILLE TX 75067-4342

2706468 BHARADIYA GAURANG & JIGNA 1701 JESSIE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706469 AHMAD NISAR & FARHA GHAFOOR 1700 JESSIE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706470 ROMNEY MATTHEW AMMON & HILARY BETH 11605 ZACHARY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706473 ORUGUNTA SATISH & MAHALAKSHMAMMA DAGUMATI 1704 JESSIE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706474 CUI YULONG 1708 JESSIE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706475 REEDY JOEL & JULIET 1712 JESSIE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706476 LI YIYANG 1716 JESSIE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706476 LI YIYANG 1308 SALADO DR ALLEN TX 75013-1117

2706477 NEIDLINGER CHRIS & MICHELE 1720 JESSIE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706478 ZHAO YONG & FANGYUAN ZHENG 1724 JESSIE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706479 CHEONG PAUL 1800 JESSIE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706480 IHFC TEXAS LLC 1804 JESSIE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706481 JOVICEVIC DANIEL JOSEPH & KIARA JOVICEVIC 1808 JESSIE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706482 VISTO REGINA 1812 JESSIE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706483 EGBERT THEANN M & THOMAS R 1813 JACE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706484 CHENG JING 1809 JACE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706484 CHENG JING 10 HONGKONG MIDDLE ROAD, BUILDING B, ROOM 2507 QINGDAO CHINA 266000

2706485 KWAK SUNG IL 1805 JACE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706486 ATMORE STEPHEN & DEBORAH ANN ATMORE 1801 JACE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706487 ELVAMBUENA NOEL CASTRO & GLORIA PANGANIBAN 749 HICKORY ST MUNDELEIN IL 60060-4034

2706487 ELVAMBUENA NOEL CASTRO & GLORIA PANGANIBAN 1721 JACE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706488 BEINFELD RONDA JAN 1717 JACE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706489 JOHNSON RHONDA & GERALD & JAMES R SEABOLT 1713 JACE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706490 NICELY JASEN T & VERONICA NICELY 1709 JACE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706491 LIN KAO-FENG 2300 MCDERMOTT RD STE 200-131 PLANO TX 75025-7016

2706491 LIN KAO-FENG 1705 JACE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706492 RAMRAJ ARTHI & MARIA BHOOBALAN JESINTHA CHANDRASEKARAN 1701 JACE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706493 ADAMS GORDON C & MAUREEN K ADAMS 1617 JACE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706494 FANG YIAN & XIAOMEI TONG 1613 JACE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706495 HUANG CHENLU 1609 JACE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706496 KIM EUI JOON & MINJOUNG KWON 1605 JACE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706496 KIM EUI JOON & MINJOUNG KWON 15654 FOX MEADOW LN FRISCO TX 75035-3617

2706497 ELDREDGE JOHN & RUTH 1601 JACE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706498 MAGUIRE BRIAN PATRICK & DEBORAH L TURK 4261 E UNIVERSITY DR # 30-198 PROSPER TX 75078-9152

2706498 MAGUIRE BRIAN PATRICK & DEBORAH L TURK 1705 JESSIE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706499 SELIMOVIC SELMA 1709 JESSIE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706500 NICELY VERONICA & JASON THOMAS & JORGE YEPEZ CORTES & VICKY MEJIA YEPEZ 11516 ZOE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706501 THOLEN TIM L & MARGARET A 11512 ZOE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706502 SMITH CATHERINE & HOWARD A SMITH JR 15327 CYPRESS HILLS DR DALLAS TX 75248-4918

2706502 SMITH CATHERINE & HOWARD A SMITH JR 11508 ZOE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706503 HPA TEXAS SUB 2018-1 ML LLC A DELAWARE LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY 11504 ZOE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706504 FISCHER JOSEPH T JR & LORETTA J FISCHER 11500 ZOE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706505 WRIGHT ALINA M & DUSTIN W WRIGHT 1913 JACE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706506 DAVIS MARK A & LYNDA LANDERS 1917 JACE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706507 SHROATS BENJAMIN H & SABRINA A SHROATS 1920 JACE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706508 ANDERSON RAMONYA D & ROBERT D RODRIGUEZ JR 1916 JACE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706509 SANTOS- SANTANA ANA CAROLINA & HUGO SANTANA FILHO 1912 JACE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706510 YARMUTH SCOTT RICHARD & AMANDA KATE FRANK-YARMUTH 1908 JACE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706511 LAMB MARGIT E 1904 JACE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706512 RETTENMEIER JOHN L & JENNA E COLEMAN 1900 JACE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706513 MCCORMICK PATRICIA 1816 JACE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706514 JOHN RANEY MATHEW 1812 JACE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706515 PIERSALL DOREEN 1808 JACE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706516 RAMOS JOHNATHAN & KATHERINE 1804 JACE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706517 TIQUI JEFFREY & JESSILYN ANNE HERNANDEZ TIQUI 1800 JACE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706518 WANG TAO & JIHONG WANG 1724 JACE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706519 MORRIS FAMILY TRUST 1720 JACE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706520 GOULD TERRY L & DIANE M 1716 JACE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706521 LONG TIFFANY & MATHIES LONG 1712 JACE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706522 KELLY RYAN & CORTNEY 1708 JACE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706523 MENDIOLA ESTEBAN ACEVES & SANDRA JANEL OCOMATL OLIVEROS 1704 JACE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706524 PATRA SANTANU 1700 JACE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706525 NELSON MATTHEW BLAINE & ADRIENNE KATHLEEN NELSON 1616 JACE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706526 TULP MICHAEL D & KATHRYN L TULP 1612 JACE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706527 GROVE BOWMAN TRUST 3225 MCLEOD DR STE 777 LAS VEGAS NV 89121-2257

2706527 GROVE BOWMAN TRUST 11601 ZACHARY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706529 PARCEL 1707 HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION DBA 206 MCKINNEY LLC 1221 N INTERSTATE 35E STE 112 CARROLLTON TX 75006-3806

2706865 KALESKI GREGORY & JANE 12100 GARY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706866 PEREZ EDDIE E & FELICIA 1400 TAYLOR LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706867 MIR NAVEED UR RASHID & AMINAH NAVEED 1504 SARA CV MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2706870 SCHMIDT ADAM CHARLES & CHRISTY VORIS 12104 GARY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706871 FU DIANBO 12108 GARY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706872 BNE REVOCABLE LIVING TRUST 12200 GARY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706873 GOOLSBY CHARLES D & JENNIFER LYNN 12204 GARY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706874 ELLIOTT KENDALL & TRAVIS 12208 GARY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706875 PHAM TAN & JENNIFER DOAN-PHAM 12212 GARY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706876 YIN CHUNLIANG & JUHONG HE 703 HAWK DR ALLEN TX 75013-5118

2706876 YIN CHUNLIANG & JUHONG HE 12216 GARY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706877 PERIYASAMY MANIVANNAN & ANANDHI RAMASWAMY 1509 TAYLOR LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706878 BAKTIS CHRISTOPHER A JR & ALLISON B 1505 TAYLOR LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706879 LOPEZ CASEY LYNN & JOE EDWARD II 1501 TAYLOR LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706880 PENTELA GOPI & KALPANA 1409 TAYLOR LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706881 WALDO NICKLAUS & MEGAN 1405 TAYLOR LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706882 TAYLOR JAROD & ANGELA 1401 TAYLOR LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706883 PARKER DARYL & JENNIFER L 1301 TAYLOR LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706888 STENNETT JAMES RALEIGH & ALEJANDRA JEREZ 1500 SARA CV MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706889 MCMILLAN HUMBERTO & DIANA 1504 ISAAC LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706890 MARZIOLI JOSHUA & KELLY 1500 ISAAC LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706891 MCCORD BRYAN 1412 ISAAC LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706892 FUENTES DIANA VICTORIA FRAUSTRO & ROBERTO CARLOS PINEDA MARTINEZ 1408 ISAAC LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706893 DRUCKER ERIC 1404 ISAAC LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706894 GAUNTLETT BRIAN A 1400 ISAAC LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706896 GOODWIN RANDAL B & EMILY F 12205 NATALIE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706897 USHA SUBASH KUMAR KANAKASABHAPATHY 12209 NATALIE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706898 LUNA J MANNY & MONICA 12213 NATALIE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706900 LEE AARON & SUN 1404 TAYLOR LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706901 ROBERTS THOMAS & JAYNE 1408 TAYLOR LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706902 NDIRANGU PAULINE 1500 TAYLOR LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706903 BUNCK CRAIG & SARAH 1504 TAYLOR LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706904 JUNGA PHANI KRISHNA & AMULYA MOPARTHI 1505 ISAAC LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706905 FARIS JOSHUA EDWIN & ANGELA PLEMONS 1501 ISAAC LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706906 SOLANKI DHAVAL T 1409 ISAAC LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706907 KOWALSKI JEFFREY R & HEATHER A 1405 ISAAC LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706908 KANDURY VENKATA RAMA & RAMA DEVULAPALLI 1401 ISAAC LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2706911 CARRANZA YOLANDA 304 LINCOLN ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2708001 PAHLAVAN SHANE & DANIELLE 3931 ARCHES LN PROSPER TX 75078

2710173 FIELDING W J LIVING TRUST WILLIAM M & JULIA A FIELDING CO-TRUSTEES 9490 QUANTUM CIR ANNA TX 75409-8259

2710278 PS LPT PROPERTIES INVESTORS PUBLIC STORAGEC/O PUBLIC STORAGE (PS #26642) 701 WESTERN AVE GLENDALE CA 91201-2349

2710278 PS LPT PROPERTIES INVESTORS PUBLIC STORAGEC/O PUBLIC STORAGE (PS #26642) 1241 PROSPER COMMONS BLVD PROSPER TX 75078

2711142 ARCH RESORTS LLC TRINITY MEADOWS RV RESORT 5901 TRINITY FALLS PKWY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711206 RODRIGUEZ ERNESTO F PO BOX 68 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8131

2711206 RODRIGUEZ ERNESTO F 2441 COUNTY ROAD 330 MCKINNEY TX 75069

2711617 BOYD-JOHNSON JAMIE JANAE & KEVIN D JOHNSON 5401 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711618 BROCK CLINTON K & LAUREN A 5401 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711619 SHERWOOD MICHAEL & CHELSEA 5401 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711620 BEGLEY BRENT & TIFFANY BEGLEY 5401 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711623 HANSEN ZACHARY M & OLIVIA GEORGIANNA 5405 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711624 TOWNSEND ERIN E 5409 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711625 SCHINNER PAUL ERICH 5413 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711626 CALLAWAY KATHERINE G & JOSEPH ROSS 5417 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711627 LIN YU-JU 805 W GLENWOOD TER FULLERTON CA 92832-1021

2711627 LIN YU-JU 5421 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711628 CORMNEY OLESJA 5425 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711629 SHAH ALPIT D 5501 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711630 BANDAJON KARREN CABANOG 5505 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711631 BABER FEROZ KHAN & MUSARRAT JABEEN 5509 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711632 KIM JIMI & DONGHO KIM 5513 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711633 ANDERSON AUSTIN W & PAIGE L 5517 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711634 ORPEN MICHAEL & KELLI REVOCABLE TRUST 5521 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711635 MCGONAGILL DUSTIN & ASHLEIGH MCGONAGILL 5601 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711636 SOMPURA CHIRAG & URVI C 5605 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711637 MABOULOU DOMINIQUE N 5609 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711638 BROWNLEE KEVIN JAMES & AMBER DAWN 5613 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711639 WILLIAMS WILLIAM T & CHRISTY C 5617 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711641 ZACCARELLO CATHY A 5625 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711642 ESS ROBERT DARRELL & ANGELA ESS LIVING TRUST THE 5624 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711643 BUGAS WEDNES & CESAR 5620 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711644 MERANDA MEAGAN & SHANE 5616 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711645 BRANDT RICHARD F JR & MORGAN JESSICA PACE 5612 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711646 CLINTON CHARLOTTE LEIGH 5608 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711647 PADULA MELISSA & JASON E PADULA 5604 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711648 AWOYODE OLUSEYI & OLUWABUKOLA 5600 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711649 LARRIVIERE THOMAS AUSTIN & JENNIFER SAVELL 5520 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711650 BOULDIN LIVING TRUST 5516 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711651 BRUFFY-HOLMES GABRIEL 5512 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711652 BLAIR AMANDA BROOKE & NATHAN DANIEL 5508 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711653 FAN YIHENG 5504 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711654 VASQUEZ MICHELE C & JEFFREY 5500 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2711655 ZAFAR JAWAD & AMNA MAHMOOD 5420 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711656 FLATLEY CHRISTINE & PATRICK 5416 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711657 CURRIE JAMES E 5412 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711658 CUE REVOCABLE TRUST 5408 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711659 HAHN JAMESON & MEREDITH JANE HAHN 5404 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711660 CURLIN ALLYSON & PETE 5400 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711664 MAYEDA TRISHA DEANN 5405 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711665 CAPESTANY MARK & CLAUDIA 5409 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711666 KWIATKOWSKI NICHOLAS D & DANIELLE M 5413 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711667 TSENG WEI-CHE & ANGEL WANG 5417 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711668 GARNER JENNY & SCOTT 5421 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711669 STEPHENSON TESS MARIE & CURTIS FREDRICK 5501 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711670 PROGRESS CAPITAL HOLDINGS LLC SERIES 5 C/O MARCELA & JUAN HERBSOMMER 5505 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711670 PROGRESS CAPITAL HOLDINGS LLC SERIES 5 C/O MARCELA & JUAN HERBSOMMER 1024 BLANCO DR ALLEN TX 75013-5686

2711671 CLAYTON ERNEST AND NANCY 5509 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711672 KOLLA SANDEEP & HARISHA VALINA 5513 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711673 BRICE GAILLARD R 5517 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711674 JANASAK KEITH MARSHALL 5521 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711675 REYES CESAR AUGUSTO & RENEE LOUISE 5601 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711676 HARDY DONALD J 5605 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711677 HEGAZIN SAFA & ZACK HEGAZIN 5609 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711678 KHAN SAJID HUSAIN & AMBER 5613 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711679 FIORELLO DAVID & ALYSSA 5617 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711680 WILSON JACOB D & TIFFANI T 5621 FRINGETREE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711681 CARRION RICARDO THOMAS & CASSANDRA FAYE 5612 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711682 ONEY KATHRYN & CHRISTOPHER 5608 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711683 WESTBURY JOSHUA AND BRIANNE REVOCABLE TRUST 5604 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711684 BURTON NICHOLAS & MARYORI VENERO UGARTE 5600 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711685 TRAN TOAN ANH & VAN ANH 5516 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711686 THORNTON JASON B & CHRISTIE L 5512 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711688 FECHNER SHANE A & SHANNA M 5504 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711689 VEGA-BLANCO VANESSA & EDUARDO JR 5500 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711690 WILSON SAMUEL J & LISA 5416 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711691 JOHNSON BARBARA 5412 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711692 HUFF ROLLAND W & AMY M 5408 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711693 JHAWAR ARUN KUMAR & NEHA MAHESHWARI 5404 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711694 COOPER JOHN R & KATIE COOPER 5400 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711695 HEINKEL RONALD B & DIANE M 5405 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711696 OTUCHO ELIZABETH & ELIJAH NYASENDE 5409 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711697 HARVISON HILTON JR & PEGGY 5413 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711699 RIBO LUIS J & ANGELA C 5501 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711700 LAFFEY PETER J JR & ANGELA R 5505 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711701 SMITH JESSE 5509 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711702 SWEENEY DAVID J & PEGGY J 5513 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711703 KHASTEHDEL ADAM & ASHLEY 5517 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711704 RAINES FORREST & SHANNON 5601 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711705 YANG XIAONING & PING LIU 5605 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711706 HUDSPETH HUNTER & CYNTHIA HUDSPETH 5609 PINEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711707 QUINN GARY P & CHRISTINE C 3601 ASHWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711708 SHELDON KIMBERLY MARIE 3605 ASHWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711710 LI XIAOYU & SHU PAN 3701 BUCKEYE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711711 SCIARRINO DEBRA JEAN & GIOVANNI 3705 BUCKEYE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711712 SHELLEY PETER MARVIN 3709 BUCKEYE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711713 SHINGALA BHAVESH VELJI 3713 BUCKEYE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711714 GOODMAN KEVIN B & CYNTHIA GOODMAN 3717 BUCKEYE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711715 PATHARE MAYURESH 3721 BUCKEYE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711716 HPA TEXAS SUB 2018-1 MS LLC 5636 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711717 RUSS DARRELL L 5632 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711718 BROWN JERRY ANN & TERESA L REINKE 5628 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711719 BIRDSALL MEGAN & AUSTIN 5624 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711720 LUSTER RICKEY & TERESA 5620 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711721 MATHENGE RICCARDA N 5616 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711722 JENNEY DOUGLAS M 5612 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711723 CHAVVA KEERTHY & PRADEEP MAJETI 5608 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711724 PETERSON JOSEPH H & TERRY L PETERSON 5604 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711725 KAN ANTHONY KWONGLAK & LIN MOOI YONG 5600 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711726 WIESLE THOMAS JAMES JR 5520 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711727 WOODSON DYNASTY OF EL C/O JAMES EARL BANKS WOODSON EL, TTEE 5516 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711727 WOODSON DYNASTY OF EL C/O JAMES EARL BANKS WOODSON EL, TTEE 550 N CENTRAL EXPY UNIT 3153 MCKINNEY TX 75070-0170

2711728 OLDHAM KIMBERLEY C 5512 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711729 DOLEH ZACHARY 5508 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711730 DOAN VI QUANG-YEN & CAM TU QUANG 5504 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711731 TEGGE KURT & APRIL 5500 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711732 HARRIS DANE CHARLES & MICHAELA BRIANE MARTENS 5424 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711733 SELVIDGE SCOTTY A & DEBRA F 5420 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711734 SMITH KEVIN PATMAN & AMANDA ELLIS 5416 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711735 SAENZ TOMMY & LINDSAY 5412 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711736 PALANISWAMI RAMESHDURAI & JAYAGOWRI 5408 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2711737 CV I RE SERVICES LLC 6821 MEMORIAL DR FRISCO TX 75034-7295

2711737 CV I RE SERVICES LLC 5404 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711738 VICTOR JONOAH E & JANE C 5400 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711739 THIAGARAJAN ADHAPPAN 5405 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711740 KOROCH JUSTIN KENNETH & LACIE MARIE 5409 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711741 VANCE STEVEN & COLLEEN 5413 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711743 JUDGE JATINDER SINGH 5421 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711744 SYED MAHMOOD AKBAR ALI & RAMSHA JAWAID 5425 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711745 MOSLEY STEVEN J & JENNIE L 5501 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711746 PALMER LISA E & BRENNAN A 5505 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711747 COOLEY MATTHEW CHRISTOPHER & KRISTI MICHELLE 5509 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711748 GOUR SANKET & NIHARIKA RASTOGI 5513 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711749 THOMAS ERIK D & ATHENEE P LUCAS 5517 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711750 FUNG KIT & HAO KONG 5521 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711750 FUNG KIT & HAO KONG 3422 HICKORY GROVE LN FRISCO TX 75033-2871

2711751 CHAN WALLACE C & HELENE W 5601 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711751 CHAN WALLACE C & HELENE W 21326 AMULET DR CUPERTINO CA 95014-1301

2711752 VANSELL JUDITH ANN & RONALD R 5605 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711753 KONALA CHAKRADHAR REDDY & SWETHA KARRI 5609 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711754 YERRABACHA SAI SHASHANK & ANUSHA BHUSHAN SETTY 5613 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711755 WALLACE MICHAEL & LISA FALCON 5617 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711756 RIZVI UROOJ & SAAD SUBHANI 5621 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711757 FALLON THOMAS P & MARY ANN 5625 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711758 ZHOU ALICE Z & CHARLES Z JIANG 5629 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711758 ZHOU ALICE Z & CHARLES Z JIANG 4588 MACKEY CT PLANO TX 75024-4742

2711759 ELUE ANTHONY E & FRANCISCA C 5633 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711760 MCDANIEL JOSIAH SETH & LAUREN ASHLEY 5704 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711761 JEKOT JULIANNE M 5700 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711762 ZHELEZNY INNA 5624 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711763 MASHRAQUI ADAM HUSSAIN & NIKHAT KHAN 5620 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711764 KUHNS NATHANIEL 5616 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711765 DONOVAN MORGAN T & ALICIA A 5612 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711766 MONZON KATHERINE A & PAUL J 5608 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711767 GEISLER THERESA & LOGAN 5604 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711768 WETEGROVE HENRIK & ELENA 5600 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711769 FRANZMEIER NATHAN 5520 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711769 FRANZMEIER NATHAN 1505 BOURLAND BND CELINA TX 75009-1219

2711770 ONG KEN SOON & MUI LENG TEO 5516 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711771 NG KEVIN KEEN HON & PUI SIE YIP 5512 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711772 VELUSAMY PRAKASH 5508 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711773 NORRIS THERESA L & RANDALL W 5504 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711774 CHEN YAN & ZHONGMING GAO 5500 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711775 COURT BRIAN P & MARISA 5424 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711776 PLOOG DAVID & SARAH 5420 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711777 BECKER AMBER & ROBERT 5416 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711778 PATEL KRUNAL RAMESHBHAI & NANDINIBEN K PATEL 5412 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711779 LACHANCE FREDERICK J & ROSALIND LACHANCE 5408 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711780 BASKIN JOY S & IVAN J CLEMONS 5404 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2711781 KASPEROWICZ MARK RIGDON 5400 DATEWOOD LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2714746 NJV INVESTORS LLC PO BOX 2880 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8178

2714746 NJV INVESTORS LLC 6055 TRINITY FALLS PKWY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2714812 LEGACY TITLE HOLDING CORPORATION VICTORY LIFE CHURCH PO BOX 427 DURANT OK 74702-0427

2714812 LEGACY TITLE HOLDING CORPORATION VICTORY LIFE CHURCH 5088 BAXTER WELL RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2715129 HUMPHREY SHANE & CHERYL DAMIANO 3636 N CUSTER RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2716390 KAMPMANN ABIGAIL G & KAMPMANN CHILDREN'S TRUST OF 1998 ETAL 3200 N CENTRAL EXPY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2716390 KAMPMANN ABIGAIL G & KAMPMANN CHILDREN'S TRUST OF 1998 ETAL 153 TREELINE PARK STE 200 SAN ANTONIO TX 78209-1880

2717768 DDA GROUP LLC 3628 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

2717768 DDA GROUP LLC 14504 MAPLELAKE DR EDMOND OK 73013-1863

2718431 HERNANDEZ GONZALO 2441 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069-4795

2718789 ECO GREEN DRY CLEAN SUPER CENTER LLC ECO GREEN DRY CLEANERS 8504 VERONA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071-5006

2718789 ECO GREEN DRY CLEAN SUPER CENTER LLC ECO GREEN DRY CLEANERS 1525 N CUSTER RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2719588 GOODWIN ANDRE & KRISTINA FIDORIS-GOODWIN 1209 GARCIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2719589 PHELAN TAYLOR B & NIKKI VALENTINE 1211 GARCIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2719608 PROSPER ISD RODGERS MIDDLE SCHOOL 1001 S COIT RD PROSPER TX 75078

2719709 BELL MARK J P SR & LORI A 3035 COUNTY ROAD 338 MCKINNEY TX 75071-0317

2719793 FIRST CHURCH PINNACLE OF PRAISE CHURCH OF GOD IN CHRIST FIRST CHURCH PINNACE OF PRAISE 616 ANNIE ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2719793 FIRST CHURCH PINNACLE OF PRAISE CHURCH OF GOD IN CHRIST FIRST CHURCH PINNACE OF PRAISE 614 ANNIE ST MCKINNEY TX 75069-2132

2719965 PROFFUTT LIMITED PARTNERSHIP RDO EQUIPMENT 2902 N CENTRAL EXPY MCKINNEY TX 75070

2719965 PROFFUTT LIMITED PARTNERSHIP RDO EQUIPMENT 225 BROADWAY N FARGO ND 58102-4800

2720382 LI ZHU 4001 EATON PARK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720382 LI ZHU 2055 TARTAN TRL LEWISVILLE TX 75077-3152

2720397 LOU BIN 4012 EATON PARK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720398 WILSON MARCELLA D ACREY 6017 FREMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720399 PHAM MAI HUYNH & DAVID PHAM 5909 FREMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720400 CONROY JAMES MICHAEL & AMY DELORES 3904 MUSCADINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720400 CONROY JAMES MICHAEL & AMY DELORES 1820 CYPRESS LAKE LN PROSPER TX 75078-8541

2720405 LUCIO MICHAEL EDWARD & DIANE GUERRERO 4005 EATON PARK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720406 PENUMATSA RAVINDRA V 4009 EATON PARK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2720407 BALLARD CHARLES WARREN & JEANNE RYDER 4013 EATON PARK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720408 GARCIA DARRYL J COLON 4017 EATON PARK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720409 LITTLE BABY MANAGEMENT LLC 5413 CALUMET DR PLANO TX 75023-5426

2720409 LITTLE BABY MANAGEMENT LLC 4021 EATON PARK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720410 DONAHEY CORTLAND J 6016 CHATHAM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720411 ZIEGLER THEODORE AND PATRICIA LIVING TRUST 6012 CHATHAM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720412 UNGER ROBERT J & AMANDA N 6008 CHATHAM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720413 PARROTT THOMAS F III & LOREN K PARROTT 6004 CHATHAM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720414 JACKSON REGINA 6000 CHATHAM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720415 BOVIO MICAH REDMOON 5912 CHATHAM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720416 BOVIO SAMUEL BLACKELK 5908 CHATHAM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720417 CASEBIER MIKE & GINA CASEBIER 5904 CHATHAM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720417 CASEBIER MIKE & GINA CASEBIER 504 ISLEWORTH LN MCKINNEY TX 75072-2767

2720418 COOK MICHAEL A & AYSHA M 5900 CHATHAM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720419 DOUBLE POWER RESOURCE LLC 618 HAYDEN LN LUCAS TX 75002-7776

2720419 DOUBLE POWER RESOURCE LLC 5820 FREMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720420 SUN HONGYE & LIYU ZHOU 5816 FREMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720420 SUN HONGYE & LIYU ZHOU 20535 NE NOVELTY HILL RD REDMOND WA 98053-5100

2720421 HUMPHREYS MAUREEN 5812 FREMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720422 PANG LI ERIN & XIAODONG K LUO 5808 FREMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720422 PANG LI ERIN & XIAODONG K LUO 16 FOWLER PL MONTVILLE NJ 07045-9435

2720423 OLIVERI MERJA & LUIS E OLIVERI 5804 FREMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720424 KIM MINSUN & JIYOUNG 5800 FREMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720426 FRENCH STEVEN M & KATHRYN M 4008 EATON PARK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720427 AJAYI FELIX & FOLASHADE 4004 EATON PARK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720427 AJAYI FELIX & FOLASHADE 3601 LEO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071-1417

2720428 YANG JENNY & TIMOTHY WANG 4000 EATON PARK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720429 NAIR SUNIL 6004 FREMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720430 XIA RENLONG & SANPING DING 6000 FREMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720430 XIA RENLONG & SANPING DING 541 MAIZE RD MURPHY TX 75094-5310

2720431 NAIR SUNIL 5904 FREMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720431 NAIR SUNIL 1604 MEG DR ALLEN TX 75013-5830

2720432 BARANOWSKI MICHAL & JOLANTA BUKALA 5900 FREMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720433 HUMPHREYS COLIN & LACEY 6001 CHATHAM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720434 SRIVASTAVA VISHAL 6013 FREMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720435 LEE JUNG SOO & SOYEON KIM 6009 FREMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720436 FRANKLIN MICHAEL ALEXANDER 6005 FREMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720437 MATHEW AJEESH 6001 FREMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720438 WILLIAMS RONALD C II & ERICKA 5905 FREMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720439 SUK MYUNG-HOON & MIN HEE JUNG 5901 FREMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720440 GOBBELL CHARLES III & SHANNON GOBBELL 5817 FREMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720441 WANG JIN 5813 FREMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720442 CATHEY JEFFREY ALAN & SHANNON LEIGH 5809 FREMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720443 DASARI JAGANTHA REDDY 4025 MUSCADINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720444 ALFRED PIERRE QUINCY 4021 MUSCADINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720445 STAR 2022-SFR3 BORROWER LP C/O STARWOOD CAPITAL GROUP 591 W PUTNAM AVE GREENWICH CT 06830-6005

2720445 STAR 2022-SFR3 BORROWER LP C/O STARWOOD CAPITAL GROUP 4017 MUSCADINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720446 ELLIOTT ASHIA M 4013 MUSCADINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720447 MASON MATTHEW FRED & DAWN RENA 4009 MUSCADINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720448 PAN TIANLONG 4005 MUSCADINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720449 WANG XIANGQUN 4001 MUSCADINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720450 KALLURU SUKANYA 3929 MUSCADINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720450 KALLURU SUKANYA 15167 CRYSTAL BEACH LN FRISCO TX 75035-3661

2720451 KOSHY JOHN C & OMANA J 3925 MUSCADINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720452 PANDYA ASUTOSH JAYANTKUMAR 3921 MUSCADINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720453 HAGENSEKER FANFAN & DANIEL A 3917 MUSCADINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720453 HAGENSEKER FANFAN & DANIEL A 1420 WILDFLOWER LN FLOWER MOUND TX 75028-3823

2720454 SEEMAN JASON & RACHAEL 3913 MUSCADINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720455 AGUILERA JESSICA 3909 MUSCADINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720456 SRIVASTAVA BRIJ B 3905 MUSCADINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720459 DASARAJU PURUSHOTHAMA VARMA & RAJINI VARMA 3908 MUSCADINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720459 DASARAJU PURUSHOTHAMA VARMA & RAJINI VARMA 2217 SW PONDVIEW DR TOPEKA KS 66614-5642

2720460 ZHANG TINA 971 BYRON ST ALLEN TX 75013-4797

2720460 ZHANG TINA 3912 MUSCADINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720461 YOHANNES DAWIT T & LUWAM HAGOS KIDANE 3916 MUSCADINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720462 FU YONGQIANG 3920 MUSCADINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720463 SKTEXAS LLC 505 YORBITA RD CITY OF INDUSTRY CA 91744-5954

2720463 SKTEXAS LLC 3924 MUSCADINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2720838 TAYLOR CAMERON D & ELIZABETH TAYLOR 4161 GLACIER POINT CT PROSPER TX 75078

2720841 WHITWORTH ASHLEY D & JASON ALLEN 4171 GLACIER POINT CT PROSPER TX 75078

2720842 CLEVELAND JIMMY D & MISTY CLEVELAND 4221 GLACIER POINT CT PROSPER TX 75078

2720843 YOUNGBLOOD FAMILY LIVING TRUST THE 4231 GLACIER POINT CT PROSPER TX 75078

2720844 BONDIETTI MICHELLE A SELVA & BRIAN 4241 GLACIER POINT CT PROSPER TX 75078

2720845 STAUFFER CHAD C 4251 GLACIER POINT CT PROSPER TX 75078

2720846 GRAHAM LIVING TRUST 4261 GLACIER POINT CT PROSPER TX 75078

2720847 JUSTICE RONALD EUGENE & PATRICIA NELL JUSTICE 4301 GLACIER POINT CT PROSPER TX 75078

2720848 DENSON GREGORY S & JENNA L DENSON 4311 GLACIER POINT CT PROSPER TX 75078

2720849 HOROWITZ KEVIN A & JANA JEANINE HOROWITZ 4321 GLACIER POINT CT PROSPER TX 75078
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2720850 REYNOLDS FAMILY TRUST THE 4180 GLACIER POINT CT PROSPER TX 75078

2720851 POLLOCK DONALD E & MARLA D POLLOCK 4170 GLACIER POINT CT PROSPER TX 75078

2720855 WCD - WHITLEY PLACE HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION INC C/O FIRST SERVICES RESIDENTIAL 3102 OAK LAWN AVE STE 202 DALLAS TX 75219-6400

2720856 PROSPER TOWN OF PO BOX 307 PROSPER TX 75078-0307

2721335 MCKINNEY ISD MCKINNEY NORTH HIGH SCHOOL 2550 WILMETH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2721335 MCKINNEY ISD MCKINNEY NORTH HIGH SCHOOL 1 DUVALL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069-3210

2723735 ROSEBRIAR PROSPER PLAZA LP PROSPER PLAZA 4261 E UNIVERSITY DR PROSPER TX 75078

2723739 POP HOLDINGS LP POPEYES LOUISIANA KITCHEN 4235 E UNIVERSITY DR PROSPER TX 75078

2723739 POP HOLDINGS LP POPEYES LOUISIANA KITCHEN 4055 VALLEY VIEW LN STE 500 DALLAS TX 75244-5048

2724529 WORTHAM DAVID & STEVEN WORTHAM 1450 FM 2933 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724738 FISHER TRACEY 920 BLANCO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724739 VALA SRIKANTH RAO & SAHITHI JALAGAM 12304 BUFFALO GAP DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724740 CHATHAM JONATHAN P 12413 BUFFALO GAP DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724743 MALIK ASHISH 916 BLANCO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724744 APARICIO MARCO & CHRISTINA APARICIO 912 BLANCO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724745 GNANAMOORTHY SARATHY & GEETHA SOUNDARYA SARATHY 12308 BUFFALO GAP DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724746 GUO WEI & QING LIU 13388 DOLOMITE DR FRISCO TX 75035-0894

2724746 GUO WEI & QING LIU 12312 BUFFALO GAP DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724747 LEE IK JOO 12400 BUFFALO GAP DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724748 KUEHL AMANDA SUE & DEREK L 12404 BUFFALO GAP DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724750 MCELRATH STEPHEN & AMANDA 12412 BUFFALO GAP DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724751 MOORE MATTHEW J & CRYSTAL R 12416 BUFFALO GAP DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724752 THAKKAR MAHENDRA K & GEETABAHEN M THAKKAR 925 AVIAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724752 THAKKAR MAHENDRA K & GEETABAHEN M THAKKAR 673 SINSINAWA AVE EAST DUBUQUE IL 61025-1400

2724753 VIJ LALIT K & SUKHMINDER K VIJ 921 AVIAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724754 MUTHYALA SHRAVAN REDDY 917 AVIAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724755 KALAMKAR MANOJ 913 AVIAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724756 LAL ABHISHEK & PUJASHREE SINHA 909 AVIAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724757 MOHAMMED ABBAS 905 AVIAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724758 PRICE CHRISTOPHER RAY & TAMMY PRICE 901 AVIAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724759 NARAVA ESHWAR 12421 HITCH RACK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724760 AJMERA ANAND BABANLAL 12417 HITCH RACK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724760 AJMERA ANAND BABANLAL 12220 NANDINA LN FRISCO TX 75035-0190

2724761 KOMPELLY KISHORE 12413 HITCH RACK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724762 VIKAS GERA 12409 HITCH RACK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724763 O'DONNELL KEVIN J 12405 HITCH RACK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724764 CHIPALKATTI PURUSHOTTAM & MAMATA CHIPALKATTI 12401 HITCH RACK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724765 KANZLER DANIEL S & BETHANNE L KANZLER 12325 HITCH RACK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724766 PEA CHRISTOPHER IVY & SHARITA NICHELLE PEA 12321 HITCH RACK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724767 GERFERS BEVERLY J & GARY A GERFERS 12317 HITCH RACK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724768 BUSBY DREW & KRISTEN FARRAH 12313 HITCH RACK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724769 ROSARIO ELVIN & DIANA ROSARIO 12309 HITCH RACK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724770 MURALA VENKATESWARA 12305 HITCH RACK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724771 BALDUA MUKESH KUMAR & RASHMI MUNDHRA BALDUA 12301 HITCH RACK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724772 GREEN STEPHEN & HEATHER GREEN 900 AYRES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724773 WATSON STEVEN & ANN WATSON 904 AYRES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724774 SNOW KARISSA & WAYNE SNOW 908 AYRES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724775 PARVATANENI SUNIL KUMAR 912 AYRES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724776 JABBAR HAMMAD HASSAN 925 BLANCO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724777 NGUYEN TUAN & MINH HUONG NGUYEN 921 BLANCO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724778 BROWN ALISHA & MARK E BROWN 917 BLANCO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724779 XUE-XIE EVA YI ZHEN 913 BLANCO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724779 XUE-XIE EVA YI ZHEN 1108 LIMESTONE CT ALLEN TX 75013-6313

2724780 SMITH ANTHONY DEWAYNE & GAY CAROL 909 BLANCO LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724781 ARAVA SRINIVASA REDDY 12409 BUFFALO GAP DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724782 KATHUMALLA SUBRAMANIAN 2837 RIVER BEND PL CELINA TX 75009-1871

2724782 KATHUMALLA SUBRAMANIAN 12405 BUFFALO GAP DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724783 LIANG QIANFENG & MIN CHEN 12401 BUFFALO GAP DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724784 GHANTA SIVA RAMA KRISHNA & ARCHANA DODDA 12317 BUFFALO GAP DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724785 DESAI SNEHAL 12313 BUFFALO GAP DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724786 ASGERALLY SHOQUAT & SAKINA ISMAELBAY 3090 WHITBY ST PROSPER TX 75078-2640

2724786 ASGERALLY SHOQUAT & SAKINA ISMAELBAY 12309 BUFFALO GAP DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724787 JACKSON ANTHONY 12300 HITCH RACK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724788 ISMAILBEKOVA BEGAIYM 2217 LESLIE LN MCKINNEY TX 75072-3495

2724788 ISMAILBEKOVA BEGAIYM 12304 HITCH RACK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724789 MEIYAPPAN SUGANYA 2631 KINGSFORD LN ROANOKE TX 76262-3438

2724789 MEIYAPPAN SUGANYA 12308 HITCH RACK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724790 JONES MAY H 12312 HITCH RACK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724791 SIDDIQUI MAHMOOD & MADIHA A IQBAL 12316 HITCH RACK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724792 BOA-KOUAME YABOZAH R 12320 HITCH RACK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724793 HOLLOWAY DARRYL KEITH & DIONNE MICHELLE HOLLOWAY 12400 HITCH RACK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724794 PERKINS SCOTT A 12404 HITCH RACK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724795 NYAMBANE GEORGE 12408 HITCH RACK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724796 SULAEMAN ALEXANDER 12412 HITCH RACK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724797 MAJEWSKI ADAM & TIFFANY MAJEWSKI 12416 HITCH RACK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2724928 SHOPS AT EAGLE POINT LP THE SHOPS AT EAGLE POINT 1411 N CUSTER RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2725044 ALLISON ROBIN ALICE & RICHARD WARREN BUMP PO BOX 1689 ALLEN TX 75013-0028

2725044 ALLISON ROBIN ALICE & RICHARD WARREN BUMP 3441 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069
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2725682 TALLENT PROPERTIES LLC - MELISSA STRIP CENTER SERIES TALLENT STRIP CENTER 7306 COUNTY ROAD 410 MCKINNEY TX 75071-0549

2725682 TALLENT PROPERTIES LLC - MELISSA STRIP CENTER SERIES TALLENT STRIP CENTER 1521 MCKINNEY ST MELISSA TX 75454

2726029 A&T INVESTMENTS & HOLDINGS INC & JAYASRI DEVALAPALLI & MANASWINI AVVARI & LAKSHMANA PAMARTHY & MANISH VERMA 3404 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

2726029 A&T INVESTMENTS & HOLDINGS INC & JAYASRI DEVALAPALLI & MANASWINI AVVARI & LAKSHMANA PAMARTHY & MANISH VERMA 1388 LOYOLA DR SANTA CLARA CA 95051-3932

2726185 RACETRAC PETROLEUM INC RACETRAC 200 GALLERIA PKWY SE STE 900 ATLANTA GA 30339-5945

2726185 RACETRAC PETROLEUM INC RACETRAC 1004 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727296 RYAN FAMILY LIVING TRUST THE RONALD GENE & YOLANDA MARIE RYAN TRUSTEES 3355 RYAN TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727507 TRUSTY TRAVIS JAMES & KATHLEEN BRIDGET 3600 DRYSDALE PKWY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727508 ZIMPLEMAN TIMOTHY D & MELISSA GARFIELD 3717 ST CROIX AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727508 ZIMPLEMAN TIMOTHY D & MELISSA GARFIELD 3717 SAINT CROIX AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071-2804

2727531 BENITEZ-JARAMILLO ALFREDO & DYNORAH NAVARRO 3700 VALACHIAN CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727532 JONES NIKITA NICHELLE 3704 VALACHIAN CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727533 RIVERS STEPHEN A & KRYSTAL M 3708 VALACHIAN CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727534 MAICACH DEBORAH A 3712 VALACHIAN CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727535 CLARK CHRISTINA 3716 VALACHIAN CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727536 FISHER DIANA LEE 3800 VALACHIAN CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727537 ST JOHN CODY D & FELICIA M 3804 VALACHIAN CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727538 INSINNA RICHARD V & MONA G INSINNA 3808 VALACHIAN CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727539 EVANS FRANCESCA M & REX V 3812 VALACHIAN CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727540 SOLLER DARRYLL N 3816 VALACHIAN CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727540 SOLLER DARRYLL N 2871 HYDE CT PROSPER TX 75078-1468

2727541 CHITTOR SUNDARAM SANTHOSH 3820 VALACHIAN CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727542 THRONEBERRY BRANT R & JENNY L 3824 VALACHIAN CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727543 OPEN DOOR PROPERTY TRUST I 3828 VALACHIAN CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727544 CANTU RICARDO & MARGARET ANN FINO 3832 VALACHIAN CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727546 AGAPITO JOSEPH & DIANE IRREVOCABLE TRUST 3801 VALACHIAN CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727553 SHAH SANKET 3709 CAMEROON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727554 VENHUIZEN JAMES K & KAREN J 3713 CAMEROON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727555 DANG VAN & DUC 3717 CAMEROON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727556 WIDEMAN KARI ELIZABETH 3721 CAMEROON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727557 KHANNA DEEPIKA 3725 CAMEROON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727558 HURLBUT JOHN LAWRENCE & AMANDA RENEE 3729 CAMEROON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727559 LIDDY KAREN & JOHN 3728 GOTLAND AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727560 FANG YIAN & XIAOMEI TONG 3724 GOTLAND AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727561 YU TAO 3720 GOTLAND AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727562 BROWNFIELD MICHAEL T 3716 GOTLAND AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727575 GONZALES AMADO JR & CARA A 3625 LIMOUSINE PKWY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727576 NGUYEN VU T & SUJITA SHARMA 3701 LIMOUSINE PKWY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727577 MAHMUD ANAM & ZAFAR MAHMOOD MALIK 3705 LIMOUSINE PKWY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727579 AHMED KAMRAN & SADAF K 890 STANLEY ST PROSPER TX 75078-2477

2727579 AHMED KAMRAN & SADAF K 3713 LIMOUSINE PKWY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727580 CRUZ ANDRES FELIPE DIAZ & STEPHANIE NICOLE PERKINS 3717 LIMOUSINE PKWY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727581 BOWEN ELIZABETH M & TIMOTHY 3721 LIMOUSINE PKWY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727594 DECK DAVID AARON & KATIE MARIANNE 3720 CAMEROON LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727597 PEACE ISAAC CAMERON & CATHRYN G 3516 DRYSDALE PKWY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727598 GANAPATHYSAMY SUBRAMANIAM & VALARMATHI KRISHNAN 5050 FM 423 APT 4301 FRISCO TX 75036-7154

2727598 GANAPATHYSAMY SUBRAMANIAM & VALARMATHI KRISHNAN 3512 DRYSDALE PKWY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727599 WILHIDE WILLIAM C & RENEE C 3508 DRYSDALE PKWY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727600 GLIDDEN FAMILY LIVING TRUST THE 3504 DRYSDALE PKWY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727601 BESS RASHIDA DONASTORG & BRYAN 3500 DRYSDALE PKWY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727602 SAPUTO FRANK P 3412 DRYSDALE PKWY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727603 VELAZQUEZ MIRELLA & RAUL DE LA ROSA 3408 DRYSDALE PKWY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727604 WHITE SHELBY NICOLE & KEETON SCOTT WELCH 3404 DRYSDALE PKWY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727605 WAGUESPACK RANDY & STACY 3400 DRYSDALE PKWY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727606 MEZA RAUL D & XIOMARA F MORENO 3300 MEATMASTER CV MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727607 DANIELSON KEITH M 3301 MEATMASTER CV MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727608 MOREWOOD NEAL & CHERYL 3305 MEATMASTER CV MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727609 HAYMAN STEVE & ANGELA 3309 MEATMASTER CV MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727610 GRAY FRANK & BRENDA & KEITH J GRAY 3313 MEATMASTER CV MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727611 HESSELL CORRINA M & DANNY R HESSELL 3713 ST CROIX AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727611 HESSELL CORRINA M & DANNY R HESSELL 3713 SAINT CROIX AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071-2804

2727612 BLACKMON RANDON KEITH 3709 ST CROIX AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727612 BLACKMON RANDON KEITH 3709 SAINT CROIX AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071-2804

2727613 JOHNSON KRISTEN ROMIG & MICHAEL LEE 3705 ST CROIX AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727613 JOHNSON KRISTEN ROMIG & MICHAEL LEE 3705 SAINT CROIX AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071-2804

2727630 FREEMAN MICHAEL & DEBRA MCREAVY 3704 ST CROIX AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727630 FREEMAN MICHAEL & DEBRA MCREAVY 3704 SAINT CROIX AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071-2837

2727631 HO ERIC NHUT MINH 3708 ST CROIX AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727631 HO ERIC NHUT MINH 180 LAMOND CT PROSPER TX 75078-0497

2727632 TRUJILLO JULIAN 4644 LAKE BREEZE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071-4013

2727632 TRUJILLO JULIAN 3712 ST CROIX AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727633 OAKES REVOCABLE TRUST 3716 ST CROIX AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727633 OAKES REVOCABLE TRUST 3716 SAINT CROIX AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071-2837

2727634 GUINN FELICIA RENEE 3717 TEXAS DALL CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727635 THOMAS KIMBERLY MONIQUE 3713 TEXAS DALL CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727636 THOMPSON JOHN M & JENNIFER SHEA 3709 TEXAS DALL CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727637 KUDLACEK TARAH N & JACOB J KUDLACEK 3705 TEXAS DALL CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727647 ERICKSON RUSSELL D & KELLY M 3700 TEXAS DALL CT MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2727648 SILVER DONALD AND SUSAN LIVING TRUST 3704 TEXAS DALL CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727649 BURKE BEN LEE & BARBARA INEZ BURKE PO BOX 3131 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8184

2727649 BURKE BEN LEE & BARBARA INEZ BURKE 3708 TEXAS DALL CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727650 NINA DUMITRU & CARMEN 3712 TEXAS DALL CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727651 THORNTON DEANNA & KENNETH 3716 TEXAS DALL CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727652 MARSHALL ARIN LYNN & HEATHER NICOLE 3713 PANAMA CV MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727653 CAPPE SCOTT ANDREW & KRISTINA 3709 PANAMA CV MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727654 WANG XIAOLI & DONGXU YAN 3705 PANAMA CV MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727655 RULE CHARLES VICTOR & NORA 3701 PANAMA CV MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727658 VON BORSTEL MARIO EDUARDO 3600 PANAMA CV MCKINNEY TX 75071

2727659 CARRILLO DENISE E & TIM 3700 PANAMA CV MCKINNEY TX 75071

2728659 REED REMINGTON GRAFF 2004 TRUST II THE EL DORADO MOTORS, INCSTANLEY V GRAFF TRUSTEE 2110 N CENTRAL EXPY MCKINNEY TX 75070

2730523 AERO COUNTRY VENTURES LLC & INTERURBAN WAREHOUSE LTD 6505 W PARK BLVD STE 306 PMB 341 PLANO TX 75093-6212

2731048 ROBINSON DERRICK & CERETHA 409 THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069-4000

2731048 ROBINSON DERRICK & CERETHA 409 N THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2731328 LOWE'S HOME CENTERS LLC LOWES HOME CENTER 4301 E UNIVERSITY DR PROSPER TX 75078

2731328 LOWE'S HOME CENTERS LLC LOWES HOME CENTER 1000 LOWES BLVD MOORESVILLE NC 28117-8520

2731329 ROSEBRIAR PROSPER PLAZA LP PROSPER PLAZA PO BOX 541208 DALLAS TX 75354-1208

2731329 ROSEBRIAR PROSPER PLAZA LP PROSPER PLAZA 4325 E UNIVERSITY DR PROSPER TX 75078

2733769 GOODSON JESIKA A 1005 CANAL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2734636 SMITH SANDRA MELISSA & ROGER HILT SMITH PO BOX 345 MELISSA TX 75454-0345

2734636 SMITH SANDRA MELISSA & ROGER HILT SMITH 6527 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454

2734653 WHITE HORSE RANCH LLC 2040 PEACOCK TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735792 MORANI MALEKA K 1000 LILYFIELD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735794 ABUNDIS RODOLFO & REBECCA I VEGA 11700 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735795 CLAUSEN LISA ANN 11617 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735798 JHA SANJEEV & ASMITA SHUKLA 1004 LILYFIELD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735799 CHOI JIN H & JAE HEE KIM 1008 LILYFIELD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735800 HSU CHUN-WEI & MANCHUN CHANG 6220 WALLING LN PLANO TX 75093-6147

2735800 HSU CHUN-WEI & MANCHUN CHANG 1012 LILYFIELD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735801 CALLAHAN BRIAN & GRISELDA 1100 LILYFIELD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735802 SHIBLAK AYAD KHAMIS & LAMIS HATEM SHIBLAQ 1104 LILYFIELD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735803 IRUJOLLA SRIDHAR KUMAR & EUREKHA TUNGALA 1108 LILYFIELD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735804 LIM SEONG-EUN & SANGHEE HONG 1112 LILYFIELD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735806 CHARANIA ANIS & MUMTAZ 11621 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735807 FAHAD SYED M & SYEDA M NEAZ 11701 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735812 HARVEY KAREN & ROBERT 11704 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735813 AHMED KHALID & ZAIBY KHALID 11708 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735814 VILLA PEDRO & LINDA 11712 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735815 JUNG HAK HYUN & HEE JIN KIM 11800 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735816 ZHANG LIAN & MEIYING SONG 11804 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735817 KROLL MATTHEW & KATIE 11808 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735818 CHANDRAMOULI DINAKAR JAKKALA & SRIDEVI KOMPALA BALAGURUVAPPA 11812 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735819 NJUNGUNA ALAN & IRENE NJOROGE 11816 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735820 CABRERA MIRIAM ESTEVEZ & AMIR H AMELI GONABADI NEZHAD 11820 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735821 ALI MOHAMMED AFSAR JAHANGIR & SHARINA AMANULLAH 11813 SMITHTON AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735822 SREEDHARAN SHIJITH & NITHYA SHIJITH 11809 SMITHTON AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735823 MIRANI KAUSHIK & BHOOMI M RAVAL 11805 SMITHTON AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735824 VELAYUTHAM THANGADURAI & JAIGEETHA ANGUSAMY 11801 SMITHTON AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735825 MOHAN CHENNASAGARA RAJ & PRAJNA L KARKAL 11717 SMITHTON AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735826 MANDALA SRAVAN KUMAR & MADHAVI 11713 SMITHTON AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735827 DO JONG DAE & HYEONHUI PARK 11709 SMITHTON AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735828 SABU ANILA & SABU BABY 11705 SMITHTON AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735829 WARFIELD TIFFANY R & MARTIN 11701 SMITHTON AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735834 SHEIKH AMER SAEED & MARIAM AMER 11817 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735835 PARIKH RONAKBHARATKUMAR & SHREE RONAK PARIKH 11821 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735836 SINGH PRADEEP KUMAR & PRATIBHA 11901 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735837 ADAPA VISWA PRASANTH & PRASANTHI 11905 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735838 HEISNAM SANJAY & BEBICA DEVI LOURIYAM 11909 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735839 KALLURI VENKATESWARAMMA & SRINIVASA RAO VELINENI 11913 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735840 AGRAWAL SUJIT K & SAMTA 12001 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735841 JANAKIVALLABH LLC 5601 WAGON WHEEL AVE ABILENE TX 79606-5739

2735841 JANAKIVALLABH LLC 12005 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735842 GANTA VISWANATH CHOWDARY & HARIKA KOMMANA 12009 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735843 ANGULO JONATHAN & TAYLOR 12013 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735844 ALLENA SURYA 12017 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735845 VENKATRAMAN RAVISHANKAR & SRIVIDYA RAVISHANKAR 12021 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735846 KEAH TAWANA 12012 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735847 WANG TAO & HAIJUN ZHOU 12008 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735848 GOVINDAN KARTIK & SHERRY GARG 12004 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735849 KELLY BRIAN R & DORA 12000 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735850 ALI MOHAMMAD & SHAZIA ZAHID 11908 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735851 DENNISTON DAREN D & SHANNON M 11904 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735852 CLARK STEVEN G & JANISE G 11900 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735853 BANGARI ASHOK KUMAR & FELIX FATIMA SHALINI ARUL 11901 SMITHTON AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735854 OKORORIE CHIKEZIE C & IFEYINWA 11905 SMITHTON AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735855 KAHVEJIAN ALICE A 11909 SMITHTON AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735856 TAFOLLA CINDY & LUIS M 11904 SMITHTON AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2735857 HAROON NADEEM 11900 SMITHTON AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735858 KUMAR ABHAY & SWAPNIL SINGH 11812 SMITHTON AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735859 FU DIANBO 6326 PASO LOS CERRITOS SAN JOSE CA 95120-4444

2735859 FU DIANBO 11808 SMITHTON AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735860 WILSON ROSLIN TRUST 11804 SMITHTON AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735861 GANTHAPODI SURESHKUMAR & SRIDEVI RAMMOHAN 11800 SMITHTON AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735862 SHAMBULINGASWAMY ARUN KUMAR & SINDHU ARUN 11716 SMITHTON AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735863 RAO MOHAN GURURAJ 11712 SMITHTON AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735864 WOOLSEY QUINTON PAUL II & NICOLE H 11708 SMITHTON AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735865 COSEY JERMAINE & APRIL P 11700 SMITHTON AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735866 KONTHAM ABHINAY & SREESUDHA ANNAVARAPU 11701 RAEBURN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735867 SCOTT MARION WAYNE & SUSAN JAN SCOTT 11705 RAEBURN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735868 ETIENNE ROBENSON & MARJORIE NELSON MALIK ETIENNE 11709 RAEBURN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735869 KINER JARMAR & BRIDGETTE 11713 RAEBURN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735870 KOPARTHI RAVINDRANATH & JOSHINA MACHUPALLI 11717 RAEBURN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735871 DARABOINA MADHUKER & SHIRISHA GANDHI AKULA 11801 RAEBURN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735872 VENKATAREDDY SANTOSH & ARATHI RAMANATH PAWAR 11805 RAEBURN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735873 SWORD NOLAN M & JENNIFER N 11809 RAEBURN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735879 CASTIGLIONE ANGELA & NORMAN GREEN 11804 RAEBURN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735880 LI XING-QI & YA CHIN WU 11800 RAEBURN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2735884 PRESTWYCK HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION INC C/O ESSEX HOA MANAGEMENT 11613 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736475 DANG CATHERINE 11512 ZACHARY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736476 HIREMATH VISHWANATH 11513 ZACHARY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736477 JOHNSON TRAVIS & AMY 11613 SKYLOR AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736479 MANGAL MUDIT & PRIYANKA 11513 MORROW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736481 SANAI MUNTAJAB 11508 ZACHARY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736482 GARCIA RAUL S JR & IRIS I 11504 ZACHARY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736483 BUDKE ANDREW & STEPHANIE 11500 ZACHARY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736484 ELLIOTT JOHN & JENNIFER 1420 SUTTONVIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736485 MURTAZA SHAKEEB & ANAM TAUFIQ KHAN 1416 SUTTONVIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736486 ORTIZ RICARDO & LOLBE 1412 SUTTONVIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736487 KARMAN KIERAN & VANNAMALAR KARTHIKEYAN 1408 SUTTONVIEW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736487 KARMAN KIERAN & VANNAMALAR KARTHIKEYAN 1408 SUTTONVIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071-6837

2736488 SUTTONVIEW LLC 172 LOIS LN PALO ALTO CA 94303-2904

2736488 SUTTONVIEW LLC 1404 SUTTONVIEW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736489 SHARMA SHANTI BHUSAN & RIECHA 1400 SUTTONVIEW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736489 SHARMA SHANTI BHUSAN & RIECHA 1400 SUTTONVIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071-6837

2736490 WEITZMAN COREY & MARGARET BONSKOWSKI 11501 WHITWORTH WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736491 SHAH JIGAR & SHAILAJA B MASARWALA 11505 WHITWORTH WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736492 MUKTEVI RAMA SARASWATHI 11509 WHITWORTH WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736493 CONKUEST LLC 4573 FIREWHEEL DR PLANO TX 75024-3970

2736493 CONKUEST LLC 11513 WHITWORTH WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736494 BALAKRISHNAN LANISH & HARSHA JANARDHANAN 11517 WHITWORTH WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736495 ABBAS SYED NASAR & BUSHRA ANSAR SYEDA 11521 WHITWORTH WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736496 LEUNG CYNTHIA S 2027 CUPRESSUS CT ALLEN TX 75013-4787

2736496 LEUNG CYNTHIA S 11520 SKYLOR AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736497 SHELLMAN DELONDA 11516 SKYLOR AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736498 VAIDYA PINALI A1003 SHALIN OTIUM PRAHALAD NAGAR AHMEDABAD GUJARAT, INDIA 380015

2736498 VAIDYA PINALI 11512 SKYLOR AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736499 GOLDMAN JAYSON ALEXNDER & JENNIFER L GOLDMAN 11508 SKYLOR AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736500 LIU GUOXIA & GANG FENG 3625 AQUA SPRINGS DR PLANO TX 75025-6914

2736500 LIU GUOXIA & GANG FENG 11504 SKYLOR AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736501 WILLIAMS STUART ANDREW & BRITTANY DANIELLE 11500 SKYLOR AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736502 BENNETT RUSSELL FORREST & ALEXANDRIA ROSE 1224 ELLETRACY ST MCKINNEY TX 75071-6784

2736502 BENNETT RUSSELL FORREST & ALEXANDRIA ROSE 1224 ELLERTRACY ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736503 PUTHANVEETTIL VIMAL VELLOTH 1220 ELLETRACY ST MCKINNEY TX 75071-6784

2736503 PUTHANVEETTIL VIMAL VELLOTH 1220 ELLERTRACY ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736504 TUTIKA NAGA SANTOSH KUMAR & LALITHA KOLUKULA 1216 ELLETRACY ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736505 KHADKA SANJITA 1212 ELLETRACY ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736506 PASHAM RAVINDER REDDY & PRIYANKA REDDY 1208 ELLETRACY ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736507 HERNANDEZ DIEGO J & ANGELA HERNANDEZ 1204 ELLETRACY ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736508 MCCARTHY MATTHEW & KYLIE 1200 ELLETRACY ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736509 GADVIR SHIRISH SHAHAJI & USHA D PAGHANE 11501 ANNABELLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736510 DANDE VENKATA KRANTHI KIRAN 11505 ANNABELLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736511 SRIRAMA CHAITHANYA KUMAR & BANU PARIMALA KOTHAMASU 11509 ANNABELLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736512 KUMAR ANIMESH & FNU DESDEMONA 11513 ANNABELLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736513 DURAISWAMY SARAVANAKUMAR 11517 ANNABELLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736514 PRAJAPATI NEELABH 11521 ANNABELLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736515 SOMEPALLI VAMSI KRISHNA & KAVYA KANNEGANTI 11601 ANNABELLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736516 KALLUPALLE KEERTHY & NISCHITHA NARAYAN 11605 ANNABELLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736517 PATEL TEJASHKUMAR C & NIKITABEN 11609 ANNABELLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736518 VENKADASAMY PADMANATHAN 11785 VISTA MEADOW LN FRISCO TX 75035-5649

2736518 VENKADASAMY PADMANATHAN 11613 ANNABELLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736519 DIAZ NABOR EDUARDO MENDOZA & MARISOL DEL RIO DEL VALLE 11617 ANNABELLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736521 CARNELIO VALERIAN & ROVILE LAUDES 11512 MORROW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736522 BASA JANAKIRAM SRIHARI 11508 MORROW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736523 RODRIGUEZ TIFFANY N & DEREK A 11504 MORROW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736524 PARNINGOTAN HERLAN & DINA I PURBA 11500 MORROW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071



PROPERTY ID NAME (LAST NAME FIRST) NAME CON'T ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP CODE

US 380 EIS - Property Owner and Resident Public Hearing Mailing List

December 12, 2022

2736525 FUENTES ARCINIEGAS CARLOS ENRIQUE & CINTYA JOHANA ULLOA LOPEZ 11416 MORROW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736526 WALKER JEREMY M & CHRISTALEE 11412 MORROW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736527 QURESHI NOMAN & MARYAM 11408 MORROW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736528 BRYANT MELISSA & ROMBY 11404 MORROW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736529 SABOGAL JULIAN ANDRES & CATALINA GERALDO DIAZ 11400 MORROW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736530 DANISH EHSAN 1024 MUFASA LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736531 WATSON MITCHELL F 1020 MUFASA LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736532 BATHINA CHANDRA SEKHAR & ANURADHA RAJULAPATI 1016 MUFASA LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736533 ATWOOD JONATHAN P & JOHANNA K 1012 MUFASA LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736534 THUO JONNAH K & MICHELE L BUTLER-THUO 1008 MUFASA LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736535 LEE AMY 519 POTRERO GRANDE DR MONTEREY PARK CA 91755-7325

2736535 LEE AMY 1004 MUFASA LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736536 FERGUSON DENNIS R JR & LEIGH A 1000 MUFASA LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736540 KALYANASUNDARAM NAVENEETHAKRISHNAN 11509 ZACHARY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736541 CUI YULONG 6117 MICKELSON WAY MCKINNEY TX 75070-7351

2736541 CUI YULONG 11505 ZACHARY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736542 MCNATT JAMES & CRISTINA MCNATT 11501 ZACHARY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736543 CHINAMORA DANIEL M & KENDRA N 11500 WHITWORTH WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736544 MARIANO JOCELYN H & JEROME 11508 WHITWORTH WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736545 MUSANHI TATENDA 1512 WHITWORTH WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071-6819

2736545 MUSANHI TATENDA 11512 WHITWORTH WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736547 HUANG SARAH & JERRY 11520 WHITWORTH WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736548 PERRY ANDREW DAVID & WHITNEY 11524 WHITWORTH WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736549 BURKS VALERIE V & WILEY E 1317 SOLANA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736550 SUBRAMANIAN SENTHIL KUMAR & VINAYAKA PRIYA BALAKRISHNAN 1313 SOLANA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736551 SQUIRE MATTHEW STEPHEN & KRISTIN N 1309 SOLANA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736552 SETTY CHANDRASHEKAR SREENIVASA & DEEPASHREE PRAKASHBABU 1305 SOLANA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736553 SIGMUND ROBERT & CARRIE SIGMUND 1301 SOLANA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736554 BURUGULA ANUDEEP & VENKATA VALLURI 11609 SKYLOR AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736555 ILANGO ALAN & MALLIKA ALAN 11605 SKYLOR AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736556 SINGHAL VIPIN & RUPALI GUPTA 11601 SKYLOR AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736557 MUNIRAMAN MURALI & REKHA M NAGARAJSETTY 11521 SKYLOR AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736558 GADDAMPALLY YUGENDAR REDDY & PRASANNA 11517 SKYLOR AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736559 MILLER MARK & MEGHAN 11513 SKYLOR AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736560 SANTOS PAUL MICHAEL & ZENAIDA AIROSO-SANTOS 11509 SKYLOR AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736561 ARORA KAMAL K & SHIPRA SAWHNEY 11505 SKYLOR AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736562 KUMAR NISHANT & DAMARI PRIYADARSHINI 11501 SKYLOR AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736563 ARORA AVINASH SINGH 11500 ANNABELLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736564 SERRANO EMIR & JENNIFER RAQUEL 11504 ANNABELLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736565 HE XIAOFENG & YI ZHAO 11508 ANNABELLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736566 MURUGANANTHAM ARJUN 11512 ANNABELLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736567 BARI IKRAM & FARZANA BARI 11516 ANNABELLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736567 BARI IKRAM & FARZANA BARI 11470 CERRILLOS DR FRISCO TX 75035-5081

2736568 HOANG NHAN TUAN 11600 ANNABELLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736569 SCINICO FRANCESCO & HANNA J 11604 ANNABELLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736570 CARLEE LISA M & CHRISTOPHER K 11608 ANNABELLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736571 VIVES OSCAR 11612 ANNABELLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736572 SQUARE GREGORY 11616 ANNABELLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736573 PATTON JONATHAN Z & NATALIE N CRAMER-PATTON 11620 ANNABELLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736574 TAYLOR ADRIAN JR & YAVONNE 11624 ANNABELLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736575 SHAW CAROLYN 1121 TOLLCROSS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736576 STRUVE PHIL & FRAN MICKA 1117 TOLLCROSS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736577 SUBRAMANIAM SHANKAR LINGAM 1113 TOLLCROSS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736578 NEELKAMAL ROY 1109 TOLLCROSS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736579 YUAN KAIJUN & YONGMEI PENG 1105 TOLLCROSS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736580 MARTINI EDSON LUIS DIAS 1101 TOLLCROSS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736581 KETTERER JEFFREY SCOTT JR & ALEXANDRA L 1005 TOLLCROSS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736582 TRIVEDI PARAG & AMISHA PARAG 1001 TOLLCROSS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736588 BOMMIDENI RAVI KIRAN & SHAILAJA JAYALAXMI KEELY 11605 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736589 WALIA SUKHPREET SINGH & ZEENA AHLUWALIA 1619 ALAMOSA DR ALLEN TX 75013-5848

2736589 WALIA SUKHPREET SINGH & ZEENA AHLUWALIA 11509 MORROW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736590 NAUMAN MUHAMMAD & JAVERIA QAZL 11505 MORROW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736591 YU YANJUN 1640 BROADMOOR DR ALLEN TX 75002-0611

2736591 YU YANJUN 11501 MORROW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736592 DEGALA SRI HARSHA 11409 MORROW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736593 PALANIAPPAN RAMASWAMY & SELVI ARUMGHAM 11405 MORROW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736594 ORTIZ ISMAEL & PATRICIA 11401 MORROW LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736595 ROLAND DANA BOUIE & ANTHONY G JR 11400 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736596 HOWELL BRANDT D & LAUREN B 11404 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736597 MERANI HAFEEZ & SAUFIA K MERANI 11500 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736598 PEDDI ANANTH 11504 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736599 KIMUNGE DONALD MURIITHI & MARGARET MURIITHI 11508 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736600 JALLA REALTY LLC SERIES 31 1235 HALIFAX WAY SAN RAMON CA 94582-5910

2736600 JALLA REALTY LLC SERIES 31 11512 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736601 PANDI RAJESH KANNA & RAJALAKSHMI PANCHACHARAM 11516 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736603 PRESTWYCK HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION INC C/O ESSEX HOA MANAGEMENT 11609 BECKTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736681 ORY LAUREN & DANIEL 2101 TABITHA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736682 BOLEN JONATHAN SCOTT & KAREN JACQUELINE 2203 STATE BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2736683 CRITCH JOHN R II & CATHRYNSHEA N 2223 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736684 HOENSHELL DALE J & ELIZABETH A 7433 ARDMORE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736686 SWAIN AARON & JANET 2105 TABITHA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736687 DIAZ MARY DAWN 2109 TABITHA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736688 HARVARD CHAYSE 2113 TABITHA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736689 SKAUGE TIMOTHY & IEVA 2117 TABITHA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736690 CLARK LIVING TRUST 7501 WESCOTT LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736691 JOHNSON DAVID J & STEPHANIE N JOHNSON 7505 WESCOTT LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736692 AYERS FAMILY TRUST 7509 WESCOTT LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736693 MONCURE GISELE M 7513 WESCOTT LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736694 TAYLOR DALLAS & LEIGH 2116 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736695 GRAHAM RACHEL 2108 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736696 FINDLEY JON PAUL & MICHELLE EMANUELLI 2100 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736697 OBERLE LIVING TRUST 2016 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736698 SHORT THOMAS C & VIKI LYNN 2008 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736699 WOJNICKI MICHAEL P & MARY M GRAHAM SHELTON 2000 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736700 SENA VINCENT & LINDSEY 2221 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736701 CARR RANDY & DEEANN 2217 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736702 MULLINS MYRA R & DONALD W 2213 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736703 BAKKE DONNA LYNN & ESTATE OF NAYLES G BAKKE 2209 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736704 LANEY THOMAS L & PATRICIA P 2205 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736705 GRAHAM BRANDON ELLIS & TRACY DIANE 2201 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736706 SCHOFIELD ERNEST MICHAEL & DEBORAH O'BRIEN SCHOFIELD 2121 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736707 GLAZIER MICHAEL & CAROLINE 2117 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736708 CRUMP ROGER & CHRISTI 2113 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736709 WILLIAMS SHAWN GLEN & ANGELA 2109 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736710 LANDEL ELLEN M & RICHARD C 2105 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736711 KRUEGER KELLY DON & MEDALIA MILA KRUEGER & GLADYS ANN KRUEGER 2101 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736712 HIMES TIMOTHY R & KIMBERLY S 2021 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736713 BUCKLEY ELLIS JR 2017 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736714 VILLAR DAMON & NANCY 2013 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736715 THOMPSON CHRISTOPHER & RACHEL THOMPSON 2009 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736716 HEDGPETH LIVING TRUST 2005 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736717 BRENCE GERALD & ELIZABETH 2001 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736718 ROGERS TIM & DARLA 7437 ARDMORE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736719 BENTON MARK STEPHEN & SHELLEY BLACK 2220 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736720 COLLAZO JASIEL T & CAREY 2216 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736721 VERSER JOSEPH & BETH 2212 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736722 2021 S SEYMOUR REVOCABLE TRUST 2208 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736723 HOLCOMB TODD CHRISTOPHER & TRACI LYNN 2204 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736724 SCHALL BRANDON MATTHEW & COURTNEY LYNN 2200 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736725 HENRY CHARLES E & DALE C 7520 WESCOTT LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736726 SHALLENBERGER WILLIAMS R & TAMIRA G 7516 WESCOTT LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736727 BECKLEY MARY DEANNA 7512 WESCOTT LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736728 CTSA PROPERTY LLC 8211 DENALI PKWY AUSTIN TX 78726-1739

2736728 CTSA PROPERTY LLC 7508 WESCOTT LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736729 ATCHESON FAMILY TRUST THE 7504 WESCOTT LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736730 KAESER DAVID ROLAND & EILEEN RYAN 7500 WESCOTT LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736731 DICKERSON THOMAS E & WENDY C 7408 WESCOTT LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736732 WELLER JUSTIN S & STACY C 7404 WESCOTT LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736733 RICE RUSSELL 7400 WESCOTT LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736734 CAMPBELL DEBRA K & PAUL W 2101 STATE BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736735 ROBBINS GORDON C & CAROLYN M 2105 STATE BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2736741 COPELAND DARREL G 2201 STATE BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2737292 AMERCO REAL ESTATE COMPANY UHAUL 2727 N CENTRAL AVE PHOENIX AZ 85004-1120

2737292 AMERCO REAL ESTATE COMPANY UHAUL 10035 W UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2737646 PRESTWYCK HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION INC 610 PRESTWICK CT COPPELL TX 75019-2753

2738056 WU BAITING & KEKE LEE 5740 BENDER RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738056 WU BAITING & KEKE LEE 5101 SETTLEMENT WAY MCKINNEY TX 75070-7017

2738057 KUKAJ GAZMED & ELMIRA KUKAJ 5728 FREMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738058 SINGH KULMOHAN & GURPREET SINGH 5728 APPLE RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738059 MORALES ELIZABETH RAQUEL 5721 APPLE RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738061 MCKINNEY CITY OF 3900 MUSCADINE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738064 ROBINSON RIDGE ESTATES HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC DEPT 605 SPECTRUM ASSOCIATION MANAGEMENT PO BOX 727 HOUSTON TX 77001-0727

2738065 KOTTAYIL KRISGNADAS M & RADHIKA MENON 5736 BENDER RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738066 LOPEZ ENRIQUE JR 5732 BENDER RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738067 SHEN XIAOQIN 5728 BENDER RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738067 SHEN XIAOQIN 4420 CASA GRANDE LN MCKINNEY TX 75070-7368

2738068 BAKER TIMOTHY & MICHELLE TUMBRY 5724 BENDER RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738069 FANG YIAN & XIAOMEI TONG 5720 BENDER RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738069 FANG YIAN & XIAOMEI TONG 39 LYLE PL EDISON NJ 08820-4432

2738070 LU ZHENG & YUJIE DUAN 5716 BENDER RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738071 TOBAYAMA KOSAKU 5712 BENDER RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738072 RIVERA FAMILY LIVING TRUST THE 5708 BENDER RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738073 CAEG CLARENCE ONRUBIA & MARICRUZ ALEMAN 5704 BENDER RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738074 GOSSER NATHANIEL G & JENNY E 5700 BENDER RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738075 FINGER MICHAEL & HANNAH 4124 DOMINION RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738076 KARIMOVA-GALIYEVA NARGIZ 4120 DOMINION RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2738077 PARKS LARRY REGINALD & SHERRI JEAN 4116 DOMINION RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738078 WIESNER CHAD ALAN & CALISTA KAYE 4112 DOMINION RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738079 HOLCOMB SHANNON ASHBY & BRADLEY SCOTT 4108 DOMINION RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738080 GOMEZ STEVEN ANDREW & LAURA 4100 DOMINION RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738081 CAMPOS GLORIA ANN 5601 FREMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738082 VICARS JAMES HENRY & CATHERINE ELIZABETH CARMEAN 5605 FREMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738083 MIGHTY KEY INVESTMENTS LLC 5609 FREMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738083 MIGHTY KEY INVESTMENTS LLC 104 JADE VINE IRVINE CA 92618-4803

2738084 MARTIN ALANA RANAL 5612 APPLE RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738085 POWELL WILLIAM LEE JR & JULIA MARGARET 5608 APPLE RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738086 BOOTMAN FAMILY TRUST 5604 APPLE RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738087 SISSON CODY & LAURA ANN 5600 APPLE RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738088 FLOWERS WILLIAM BRYSON & NANCY S 3936 SOUTHERN RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738089 FLYNN PETER M & LAURA 3932 SOUTHERN RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738090 LI MENG 3928 SOUTHERN RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738090 LI MENG 2717 BELMONT DR NORMAN OK 73072-9633

2738091 WEATHERLY CRYSTAL DAWN 3924 SOUTHERN RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738092 HALE YUMIKO 3920 SOUTHERN RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738093 ZHANG JIEYING 3916 SOUTHERN RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738093 ZHANG JIEYING 1826 WALNUT SPRINGS DR ALLEN TX 75013-5390

2738094 JAIN SHASHANK & SWATI 3912 SOUTHERN RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738095 SEEMAN DENNIS & THERESA 3908 SOUTHERN RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738096 ZHANG WENJIA 3904 SOUTHERN RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738097 REYNOLDS JOHN THOMAS & CINDY FOWLER 3900 SOUTHERN RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738098 ZARATE JACQUELYN JO 5724 FREMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738099 BRETZ TYLER A & CHRISTY GRAY LANCASTER 5720 FREMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738100 RICHARDS BRYAN MAITRE 5716 FREMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738101 SHERTZER MATTHEW & DAWN 5712 FREMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738102 ABEABOERU MARIUS DANIEL & ERIN SENA 5708 FREMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738103 GBADEBO AKEEM OLADIMEJI & BUKOLA 5704 FREMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738104 THOMPSON PAUL ALLEN 5700 FREMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738105 DAY DANN RICHARD SR & YOLONDA 5600 FREMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738106 PRUDENCE YUK KWAI & WONG & SUN PAK 5724 APPLE RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738107 KROMIS ROGER JAMES & KATHRINE CELESTE 5720 APPLE RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738108 WHITE CHRISTOPHER LAWRENCE & LORI LEA 5716 APPLE RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738109 SCHRAH JAMES WALKER & ASHTON MICHELLE 5712 APPLE RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738110 CHEN LU 5708 APPLE RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738111 DEVINE LISA BRINSON 5704 APPLE RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738112 MIGHTY KEY INVESTMENTS LLC 5700 APPLE RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738113 PUMPHREY LUKE ANDREW & SHANNON VICTORIA 5701 FREMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738114 PARK JUN YOUNG 5705 FREMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738115 MOHSENIN FAMILY LIVING TRUST THE DATED JULY 20,2013 5709 FREMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738116 SINGH SAHIL 5713 FREMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738116 SINGH SAHIL 33207 SE STEVENS ST BLACK DIAMOND WA 98010-5088

2738117 LYNN ANTHONY R 5717 FREMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738118 CHAURASIA NEERAJ & PRITEE CHAURASIYA 5721 FREMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738119 VELOOR SUSHMITA & RAGHUNATH MALAY 5725 FREMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738119 VELOOR SUSHMITA & RAGHUNATH MALAY 5700 SW 37TH TER TOPEKA KS 66610-1273

2738120 DONEPUDI RAO SAYIJI 5729 FREMONT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738120 DONEPUDI RAO SAYIJI 2817 LUKENBACH DR PLANO TX 75074-7510

2738121 RAJABOINA SHIVA SAGAR YADAV & PRIYANKA KANDULA 5717 APPLE RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738122 CARR DEVON LEIGH 5713 APPLE RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738123 PANJALA NARESH & MADHUPRIYA 5709 APPLE RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738124 MARTIN CURTIS T & KRISTINE BROWN DUPUY 5705 APPLE RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738125 WOODWARD BRYAN KEITH 5701 APPLE RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738126 BROWER STEPHEN CARL 5617 APPLE RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738127 HUANG YING 8047 SARAHVILLE DR DALLAS TX 75252-6518

2738127 HUANG YING 5613 APPLE RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738128 GEISLER CLIFTON F & SUSAN DIANE 5609 APPLE RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738129 JORDAN TX PROPERTIES LLC - SERIES 5605 APPLE RIDGE 5605 APPLE RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738129 JORDAN TX PROPERTIES LLC - SERIES 5605 APPLE RIDGE 1410 WALLACE DR ALLEN TX 75013-4647

2738130 ZEIGHAMI ELAINE A 5601 APPLE RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2738284 HONEY CREEK INVESTMENTS LLC 2201 MIDWAY RD STE 108P CARROLLTON TX 75006-5242

2738328 SHADE FAMILY TRUST THE 5705 BENDER RIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739322 NAGIRIMADUGU YASWANTH REDDY & SWAPNA POTHIREDDY 2725 OAK BLOSSOM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739324 DREES CUSTOM HOMES LP ATTN: DAVID HARBIN 2712 OAK BLOSSOM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739325 REEVES ELISABETH JANE & JOSEPH W 3925 SILENT WATER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739326 JOHNSON DON B & SHIRLEY WYATT JOHNSON 2604 GREENHIGH LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739327 WHILDEN ELLIS P III & ERIKA 3801 RAMBLE CREEK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739328 NARISETTY VINOD KUMAR & SRILAKSHMI AVIRENENI 3041 DUSTYWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739329 BERESFORD BRIAN L & CATHRYN RENEE 3036 DUSTYWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739330 PATEL MARISA L & RYAN R 3701 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739331 THI PAUL W & SHUK YU LIU 2721 OAK BLOSSOM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739332 OLALEYE BABAPONMILE & SHARLITA 2717 OAK BLOSSOM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739333 ANDERSON GREG NEIL & NASIBAKHON 2713 OAK BLOSSOM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739334 ALFODY STEPHANIE LEIGH & DERRICK J 2709 OAK BLOSSOM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739335 SPECHT KATIE & JON LUKE 2705 OAK BLOSSOM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739336 COLTON TAMERA KAY & JAMES ROY PEOPLES 2701 OAK BLOSSOM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2739337 CARRIO MORGAN & KRISTINA CHRISTIAN 2617 OAK BLOSSOM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739338 ALEXANDER JEFFREY M & JEANNE A ALEXANDER 2613 OAK BLOSSOM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739339 RODER COREY ALLEN & JESSICA ELLEN PREVILLE-RODER 2609 OAK BLOSSOM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739340 HOOVER TANA S & MONICA R 2605 OAK BLOSSOM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739341 COURVILLE D ADAM & ANITA JUNE 2601 OAK BLOSSOM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739342 HIGHLAND HOMES - DALLAS LLC 2708 OAK BLOSSOM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739343 JACKSON LIVING TRUST 2704 OAK BLOSSOM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739344 WILLIAMS SHANNON & CREGG 2700 OAK BLOSSOM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739346 HPA JV TEXAS SUB 2019-1 ATH LLC 2612 OAK BLOSSOM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739346 HPA JV TEXAS SUB 2019-1 ATH LLC 120 S RIVERSIDE PLZ STE 2000 CHICAGO IL 60606-6995

2739347 SZYPERSKI DAVID & KELLY JO 2608 OAK BLOSSOM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739348 MONNAT MICHAEL P & BROOKLYN M 2604 OAK BLOSSOM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739349 SOLEJA HASAN ARSHAD & NIDA ZAHEER 2600 OAK BLOSSOM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739350 KALAMEGAM POONGUNDRAN & PADMINI ASHOK 2701 GREENHIGH LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739351 SZABO NICOLE D & THOMAS J 2705 GREENHIGH LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739352 CROSBY JAMES WENDELL & ERIN ANNA 2709 GREENHIGH LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739353 HOBERG CHRISTOPHER ELLSWORTH & TAYLOR ALYSS 3920 SILENT WATER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739354 ELKORDI RAJA 3916 SILENT WATER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739355 NALL ROGER A & LORI SUSAN FROLOW- NALL 3912 SILENT WATER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739356 REITER NICHOLAS M & TAMMY R 3908 SILENT WATER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739357 GASKILL LINDA SUE 3904 SILENT WATER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739358 BISHOP MELISSA CATHERINE & STEVEN WILLIAM 3900 SILENT WATER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739359 ERNST BONNIE G 3921 SILENT WATER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739360 COLE GREG A 3917 SILENT WATER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739361 SYRKOWSKI DENNIS M & KATHLEEN W 3913 SILENT WATER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739362 STEEN GEORGE P 3909 SILENT WATER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739363 WOODBRIDGE TIMOTHY ALAN & MOLLIE BETH 3905 SILENT WATER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739364 GRIMES GABRIEL & GWENDOLYN 3901 SILENT WATER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739365 DAY BRIAN CHRISTOPHER & MARISSA 3813 SILENT WATER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739366 LIN JAMES JEAN-JEY & CAROLE T LIN 3809 SILENT WATER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739367 REDDY SAMARASIMHA KATAM & SINDHURI ARANI 3805 SILENT WATER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739367 REDDY SAMARASIMHA KATAM & SINDHURI ARANI 17 SUGAR MAPLE LN WESTFORD MA 01886-4433

2739368 PARRISH TRACER LANE & MEGAN ERIN WILDER 3801 SILENT WATER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739369 FRITZ MARTIN CHRISTOPHER & AMY RANEE 3709 SILENT WATER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739370 TAYLOR JIMMY & SANDRA & SALLY EGGERS 3705 SILENT WATER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739372 ROSSO JEFFREY & DUVINA YVETTE 3700 RAMBLE CREEK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739373 KURDO WILLIAM A & SUZAN M SALEH 3704 RAMBLE CREEK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739374 LAJOIE ROBERT A & JENNIFER 3708 RAMBLE CREEK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739375 MILLICO ALAN & NANCY G 3800 RAMBLE CREEK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739376 SONNAMAKER COLTON MARK & MEGAN 3804 RAMBLE CREEK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739377 FAUGHN ROBERT J & JACKIE E 3808 RAMBLE CREEK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739378 BYFORD CHRISTOPHER 3812 RAMBLE CREEK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739379 DENNIS JOHN MICHAEL & ANGELICA VIDOURIA 3816 RAMBLE CREEK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739380 ABOLA ROMAN A & ANGELIQUE 3820 RAMBLE CREEK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739381 BAKER CHAD 3900 RAMBLE CREEK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739382 SIMMONS MICHAEL PATRICK & CAITLIN PAIGE 3904 RAMBLE CREEK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739383 CHANDRAN ABHILASH & PRIYA PREMKUMAR 3908 RAMBLE CREEK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739384 KIRBY WILLIAM & HEATHER 3912 RAMBLE CREEK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739385 CARNOW ZACHARY ALLEN 3916 RAMBLE CREEK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739386 PARK JINWOOK & HYO JIN KIM 3920 RAMBLE CREEK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739387 REISHUS TERRY LEE & SUE ANN 3924 RAMBLE CREEK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739388 BEACH SHANE M & TANNA W 3928 RAMBLE CREEK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739389 BARNES JOSHUA L & ERICA 3932 RAMBLE CREEK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739390 CORBETT DALE A & BETTE L 3936 RAMBLE CREEK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739391 NATH BRIAN S & MARY CATHERINE 3032 DUSTYWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739392 KRISHNAN SHIVA BALA & RAJAMATHANGI VENKATRAMAN 3028 DUSTYWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739393 ADMASSU AYELE & ALEMSHET 3024 DUSTYWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739394 OLIVER KEISHE 3020 DUSTYWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739395 BREWER ERIN JAIN & ERIK LEE 3016 DUSTYWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739396 AKINS JENNIFER K & MATTHEW J 3012 DUSTYWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739397 OWNER OF RECORD 3008 DUSTYWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739398 ABBEY FAMILY LIVING TRUST 3004 DUSTYWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739399 RUSSELL TONI 3000 DUSTYWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739400 DENOME SAMUEL JOSEPH III & MALIA ALLEN 3037 DUSTYWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739401 KRISHNAMOORTHY RAJESH & UMA JAYANTHI 3033 DUSTYWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739402 HUTCHINSON WAYNE M & RACHELLE 3029 DUSTYWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739403 DENISON SHANNA LYNN 3025 DUSTYWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739404 BELLINGER JAMES R & AMELIA A 3021 DUSTYWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739405 MAYHAIR JAMES GRANT JR & KIMBERLY D'ANN 3017 DUSTYWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739406 KHAN IRENE S 3013 DUSTYWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739407 ZHANG DONG HUI & XIAO BIN LIU TIANNAN ZHANG 3009 DUSTYWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739408 RANKIN RON 3005 DUSTYWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739409 ANGELO NICK 3001 DUSTYWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739410 GINTHER RAYMOND S 2917 DUSTYWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739411 BOOTH ARCHIE W III & TAMMY GRAY 2913 DUSTYWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739412 LIPSKY NAOMI E 2909 DUSTYWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739413 RABALAIS KELLI & PEPA J PANIAGUA 2905 DUSTYWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739414 LA FRATTA PATRICK & LYDIA ANNE LAFRATTA 2901 DUSTYWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2739415 HIRAO WAYNE P 3705 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739416 DREES CUSTOM HOMES LP 3709 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739417 BALASUBRAMANI RAJARAMAN & VARSHA NATARAJAN 3801 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739418 HIGHLAND HOMES - DALLAS LLC 3805 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739419 WINKING BRADLEY K & SHELLEY R 2608 GREENHIGH LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739420 SORENSON CHARLES LAMONT & JOANNA SORENSON 2612 GREENHIGH LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739421 RICHARDSON LARRY CURT 2700 GREENHIGH LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739422 DAIL DONALD LEE 2704 GREENHIGH LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739423 TAUNTON FAMILY TRUST 2708 GREENHIGH LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739424 PROBST THOMAS ALVIN & BARBARA ANN 2712 GREENHIGH LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739425 SCOTT DAVID E & DEBRA D 2716 GREENHIGH LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739426 ATWOOD STEVE L & DAWN M 2720 GREENHIGH LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739427 WRIGHT JOSHUA D & NIKKI M 2800 GREENHIGH LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739428 BAILEY DAVID ROMAGE & TAILEIA LAESCH 2804 GREENHIGH LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739429 BUDDHARAJU VEERA VENKATA SIVARAMARAJU & DEEPIKA PENMETSA 2808 GREENHIGH LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739430 LANKFORD BRUCE E & KIMBERLY K 2816 GREENHIGH LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739431 HAYES PATRICK ALLEN & JANET LYNN HAYES 2900 GREENHIGH LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739432 REX LARRY M & MARY J REX REVOC LIV TR 2904 GREENHIGH LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739433 SANDERS GREG JR & ZACMARI 2908 GREENHIGH LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739434 SHANKAR SURESH AND SASIKALA SURESHKUMAR TRUST THE 7 PEMBERLY MISSION VIEJO CA 92692-5113

2739434 SHANKAR SURESH AND SASIKALA SURESHKUMAR TRUST THE 3805 RAMBLE CREEK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739435 MORALES ALEJANDRO & SIGRID BLANDON 3809 RAMBLE CREEK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739436 MONTOYA RICHARD WILLIAM II & NORMA PONCE 3813 RAMBLE CREEK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739437 DEY SUPRATIK & KAJORI CHOUDHURI 3817 RAMBLE CREEK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739438 DUNN JOANNE & RICKEY 3821 RAMBLE CREEK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739439 VAN EVERY KATHLEEN MARY 3901 RAMBLE CREEK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739440 MERCADO EDWARD & ELLEN SAYRE 3905 RAMBLE CREEK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739441 PEEBLES TRAVIS WILLIAM 3909 RAMBLE CREEK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739442 MORRIS MITCHEL ROBERT & KASSE ANN 3913 RAMBLE CREEK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739443 KUMAR PERICHERLA PHANEENDRA & DIVYA SANDADI 3917 RAMBLE CREEK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739444 HELLSTERN RUSSELL JR & ASHLEY 3921 RAMBLE CREEK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739445 DAVIS CHRISTOPHER & MICHELLE 3925 RAMBLE CREEK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739446 THIESMEYER JEFFREY JAMES & MARIA TERESA BERTUN 3929 RAMBLE CREEK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739447 JOHNSON BRADLEY DUANE 3933 RAMBLE CREEK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739448 ENGEL GERALD FREDERICK & NANCY JOYCE ENGEL 3937 RAMBLE CREEK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739449 KNEISLEY BOBBY EDWARD & ALEJANDRA 3941 RAMBLE CREEK DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739596 NIEMIER JUL & MARY BOBBITT 2011 REVOCABLE TRUST CVS PHARMACYJUL NIEMIER TRUSTEE 6161 W UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2739596 NIEMIER JUL & MARY BOBBITT 2011 REVOCABLE TRUST CVS PHARMACYJUL NIEMIER TRUSTEE 2811 20TH ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94110-2825

2739835 OAK HOLLOW REAL ESTATE LLC BLOUNT FINE FOODSATTN: F NELSON "TODD" BLOUNT II 2200 REDBUD BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75069

2741198 KING NATHAN & CHRISTINA LYNN 6700 TOWN BRIDGE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741200 BELL CRAIG LYNN & MOLLIE LYNN 6704 TOWN BRIDGE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741201 VANMARTER ERIN & MATTHEW 6708 TOWN BRIDGE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741202 SOHAIL AREEB & FARHA R KHAN 6800 TOWN BRIDGE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741203 MUTHUSAMY SENTHIL KATHIRESAN & CHITRALEKHA VASUDEVAN 6804 TOWN BRIDGE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741203 MUTHUSAMY SENTHIL KATHIRESAN & CHITRALEKHA VASUDEVAN 2311 IVY HILL WAY APT 735 SAN RAMON CA 94582-4316

2741204 MORA CARLOS AGUSTIN ROSILLO & ANGELICA MARIA BARBERA CARRASQUERO 6808 TOWN BRIDGE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741205 KISSELL DENTON HARRY JR & JEAN SOOK TOZIER KISSELL 6812 TOWN BRIDGE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741206 FORD AMBER & MICHAEL 6816 TOWN BRIDGE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741208 DOGAN YUSUF & YAEMIN 6900 TOWN BRIDGE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741209 HOPSON WILL & DARLA 6904 TOWN BRIDGE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741210 CROSS CHRISTOPHER & HANNAH HACKELTON 2925 INN KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741211 GAMBORG ERIK & MOLLY 2921 INN KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741212 RUIZ XOCHILT 5000 JENTSEN LOOP APT 304 SUFFOLK VA 23435-1863

2741212 RUIZ XOCHILT 2917 INN KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741213 TAKIN JANE MARIE 2913 INN KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741214 RYDER DAVID V & JULIE M TOVAY-RYDER 2909 INN KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741215 KEITH AMELIA & GARY KIMMEL 2905 INN KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741216 NJ2 REALTY LLC 3500 SPICEWOOD DR PROSPER TX 75078-9592

2741216 NJ2 REALTY LLC 2901 INN KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741217 CORDOVA MEREDITH & NICHOLAS 2825 INN KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741218 CHAVIRA NOEL & ELENA CHAVIRA 2821 INN KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741219 PARSON MATTHEW G & AMANDA M 2817 INN KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741220 KORDOSKY ANTHONY JOHN & THERESA A 2813 INN KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741221 STEVENS JENNIFER 2809 INN KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741222 RANGA PRABHAKAR & VAKULA BURRI 2805 INN KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741223 WISE PHILIP & CHRISTINA 2801 INN KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741224 BOONE PAUL R & CHARITY D 2725 INN KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741225 CROCKER TODD MICHAEL & LINDSAY D 2721 INN KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741226 ROTH MICHAEL J & HEATHER MARIE 2717 INN KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741227 WETTERGREN MICHAEL & JESSICA 2713 INN KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741228 SMITH ERIC M & JANA C 2709 INN KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741229 PAN WEI & YING WANG 2705 INN KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741229 PAN WEI & YING WANG 11107 SUGAR MILL LN FRISCO TX 75033-0090

2741230 PARIS JAMES EDWARD & COLETTE D 6821 CREEK FERRY LDG MCKINNEY TX 75071-4424

2741230 PARIS JAMES EDWARD & COLETTE D 6821 CREEK FERRY LANDING MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741231 YAN GENGHAN 6817 CREEK FERRY LDG MCKINNEY TX 75071-4424

2741231 YAN GENGHAN 6817 CREEK FERRY LANDING MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741232 OHLIG KRYSTEN & CHRISTOPHER 6813 CREEK FERRY LDG MCKINNEY TX 75071-4424
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2741232 OHLIG KRYSTEN & CHRISTOPHER 6813 CREEK FERRY LANDING MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741233 CHRISTENBERRY RANDALL G & KELLI L 6809 CREEK FERRY LDG MCKINNEY TX 75071-4424

2741233 CHRISTENBERRY RANDALL G & KELLI L 6809 CREEK FERRY LANDING MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741234 WILDES DANIEL E 6805 CREEK FERRY LDG MCKINNEY TX 75071-4424

2741234 WILDES DANIEL E 6805 CREEK FERRY LANDING MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741235 OWENS KEVIN & BETH 6801 CREEK FERRY LDG MCKINNEY TX 75071-4424

2741235 OWENS KEVIN & BETH 6801 CREEK FERRY LANDING MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741236 HICKMAN RANDALL & MICHELLE 2700 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741237 ELDRED CLIFFORD ERROL JR 2704 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741238 SAHNI MAHESH RAMESH & ASHMA RAJESH PUNYANI 2708 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741238 SAHNI MAHESH RAMESH & ASHMA RAJESH PUNYANI 12 PATRIOTS BLVD HOPKINTON MA 01748-1077

2741239 BOYCE MARK LOUIS & CATHERINE GUOFANG 2712 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741240 MK & UQ FAMILY REVOCABLE TRUST THE 2716 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741241 MCFADIN THOMAS & HEATHER 2720 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741242 MIHOK TRAVIS JAY & AMY E 2724 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741243 MAYO JOHNN ERIC & LISA ANNE 2728 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741244 BERNO MAURI & LEONICE D 2800 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741245 CHOUDHARY NIRAJ & RHITU R JAISWAL 2804 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741246 OLIVER TAURI L 2808 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741247 GARCIA LEANDRA MICHELLE & LORELEI MCKENZIE GARCIA 2812 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741248 TSYMBALYUK VITALIY & HOLLY A HORNE 2816 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741249 MYERS TYLER J & KAYLA MARIE MYERS 2820 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741250 LU WENCHENG & LANFENG LIU 2824 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741251 HERNANDEZ NESTOR & CINTHIA 2900 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741252 WASHINGTON MARVIN JR & WILLISHA ALICIA BELL 2904 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741253 MALDONADO KEVIN MICHAEL 2908 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741254 JONES JOSHUA RYAN & CYNTHIA M 2912 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741255 CHAN CALVIN HOYIN 2916 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741256 RUSENZA TORIA CARTER & TENDAI 2920 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741257 YOUNG STEPHANIE GRIFFIN 2924 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741262 HAWKINS MARYANN & DAVID 2924 INN KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741263 HOLLIDAY ANGELA & JOSHUA 2920 INN KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741264 TRAN THUY B 2916 INN KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741265 OPENDOOR PROPERTY C LLC 410 N SCOTTSDALE RD STE 1600 TEMPE AZ 85281-0976

2741265 OPENDOOR PROPERTY C LLC 2912 INN KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741266 HARRELL RACHEL & ZACHARY 2908 INN KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741267 MORENO VICTOR MANUEL LOPEZ & MAYRA ARACELI GARCIA RODRIGUEZ 2904 INN KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741268 LOTITO VICTOR PAUL III & MEAGAN VICTORIA LOTITO 2900 INN KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741269 ZARGHAMI ESMAEIL & MELIKA MOSAYEBI 2824 INN KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741270 CUCCHIARA JOSEPH V & SHALONIEKA E 2820 INN KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741271 CHEN LINGFENG 4648 KIRK RD SAN JOSE CA 95124-4823

2741271 CHEN LINGFENG 2816 INN KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741272 BOTHARAJ SURESH PRABHU & SWATHINI DHARMALINGAM 2812 INN KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741273 BAHREE FAMILY TRUST 2808 INN KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741274 PENNA JOSEPH & JESSICA 2804 INN KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741275 PANEK JUSTIN T & HALEY C HOWARD 2800 INN KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741276 AVETISYAN GRIGORY & IZABELLA ERITSYAN 2724 INN KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741277 LU WENCHENG & LANFENG LIU 2720 INN KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741277 LU WENCHENG & LANFENG LIU 21400 SARATOGA HILLS RD SARATOGA CA 95070-5374

2741278 HASTINGS ADAM & KRYSSA A MCKENZIE-HASTINGS 2716 INN KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741279 PATEL AMITKUMAR ISHWARBHAI & JALPABEN A 2712 INN KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741280 ADAMS ELIZABETH & PHILLIP 2708 INN KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741281 ZHAO WEI & XIAOFENG GAO 2704 INN KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741281 ZHAO WEI & XIAOFENG GAO 1013 ROYAL OAKS DR MCKINNEY TX 75072-8353

2741282 PATRICK SEAN DAVID & JENNIFER CHRISTINE 2700 INN KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741283 ADHIKARI ASHISH & BABITA K C 2701 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741284 BRUU SHANDELL & MICHAEL 2705 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741285 MARSH ALLEN & NANCY ELIZABETH 2709 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741286 MANCILL REVOCABLE TRUST 2713 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741287 MILNE JOSEPH COLLIN 2717 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741288 LEE KEGAN & NATALIE 2721 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741289 JHA SHOBHANANDAN & ROSEY 2725 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741290 SUNDARSINGH WESLEY SAMUEL STANLY & PONMALAR ROBIN WESLEY SAMUEL 2801 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741291 NOLAND DIANA 2805 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741292 CUTRONA REBECCA ROEDER 2809 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741293 SISSON SEAN M & JILL 2813 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741294 HOCATE CRISPIN & JESSICA 2817 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741295 SMITH JOHN JAY & HEIDI CHRISTIE BUCK 2821 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741296 BRADLEY BRENT A & ANA 2825 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741297 BRADLEY JERRY D & GRACE ELIZABETH 2901 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741298 MANN AJEET VIR SINGH & MANJEET KAUR 2905 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741300 GOODWIN MICHAEL WAYNE & MARLEY 2913 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741301 BELETE REBECCA 2917 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741302 WANG YUANYUAN 2921 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741303 PHILLIPS TRACI & BRADLEY 2925 COUNTRY CHURCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741314 KROGER TEXAS LP ATTN: REAL ESTATE DEPT 751 FREEPORT PKWY COPPELL TX 75019-4411

2741426 MCKINNEY CITY OF 1299 GRAY BRANCH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741707 MUDER CHASE W & TAYLOR 9833 DIAMONDBACK LN MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2741707 MUDER CHASE W & TAYLOR 9833 DIAMONDBACK MCKINNEY TX 75071-1205

2741716 REYNOLDS DANIEL W & BRANDI STEPHENS 9800 DIAMONDBACK LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741716 REYNOLDS DANIEL W & BRANDI STEPHENS 9800 DIAMONDBACK MCKINNEY TX 75071-1204

2741717 OTTER DENNIS L & ELLEN L 9804 DIAMONDBACK LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741717 OTTER DENNIS L & ELLEN L 9804 DIAMONDBACK MCKINNEY TX 75071-1204

2741718 MINJAS MARY 9808 DIAMONDBACK LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741718 MINJAS MARY 2600 S TOWN CENTER DR APT 1013 LAS VEGAS NV 89135-2065

2741719 BANKS SHEILA M 9812 DIAMONDBACK LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741719 BANKS SHEILA M 9812 DIAMONDBACK MCKINNEY TX 75071-1204

2741720 GRIFFIN CARY L & ANGELA S GRIFFIN 9816 DIAMONDBACK LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741720 GRIFFIN CARY L & ANGELA S GRIFFIN 9816 DIAMONDBACK MCKINNEY TX 75071-1204

2741721 CURLEY JOANNE 9820 DIAMONDBACK LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741721 CURLEY JOANNE 9820 DIAMONDBACK MCKINNEY TX 75071-1204

2741722 CUELLAR DANIEL 9824 DIAMONDBACK LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741722 CUELLAR DANIEL 9824 DIAMONDBACK MCKINNEY TX 75071-1204

2741723 YOHANS KIDUS & FEREWOYEN MEHRETU 9828 DIAMONDBACK LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741723 YOHANS KIDUS & FEREWOYEN MEHRETU 9828 DIAMONDBACK MCKINNEY TX 75071-1204

2741724 AM FAMILY REVOCABLE TRUST 9832 DIAMONDBACK LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741724 AM FAMILY REVOCABLE TRUST 9832 DIAMONDBACK MCKINNEY TX 75071-1204

2741725 HARRISON ZACH & SARAH SUI 9836 DIAMONDBACK LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741725 HARRISON ZACH & SARAH SUI 9836 DIAMONDBACK MCKINNEY TX 75071-1204

2741726 QUIROZ JUAN J & TASHIA L 9840 DIAMONDBACK LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741726 QUIROZ JUAN J & TASHIA L 9840 DIAMONDBACK MCKINNEY TX 75071-1204

2741727 MERRELL COURTNEY & JAY A 913 KINGFISHER PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741727 MERRELL COURTNEY & JAY A 913 KINGFISHER MCKINNEY TX 75071-1203

2741728 KODANAD BABURAJ & NEERA 909 KINGFISHER PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741728 KODANAD BABURAJ & NEERA 909 KINGFISHER MCKINNEY TX 75071-1203

2741729 CHARLES GEORGE W & WENDY H 905 KINGFISHER PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741729 CHARLES GEORGE W & WENDY H 905 KINGFISHER MCKINNEY TX 75071-1203

2741767 ASGARI HABIB & FATEMEH SAADI 9829 DIAMONDBACK LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741767 ASGARI HABIB & FATEMEH SAADI 9829 DIAMONDBACK MCKINNEY TX 75071-1205

2741768 REID RAYMOND W JR & ROSALIND J REVOCABLE LIVING TRUST THE 9825 DIAMONDBACK LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741768 REID RAYMOND W JR & ROSALIND J REVOCABLE LIVING TRUST THE 9825 DIAMONDBACK MCKINNEY TX 75071-1205

2741769 CALDWELL STANLEY L 9821 DIAMONDBACK LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741769 CALDWELL STANLEY L 9821 DIAMONDBACK MCKINNEY TX 75071-1205

2741770 DESHMUKH PRATEEK 9817 DIAMONDBACK LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741770 DESHMUKH PRATEEK 9817 DIAMONDBACK MCKINNEY TX 75071-1205

2741771 AKINGBADE AKINTOMIDE 9813 DIAMONDBACK LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741771 AKINGBADE AKINTOMIDE 12971 WIMBLEDON WAY DALLAS TX 75234-4898

2741772 REDDY TEJMOHAN REDDY MANIYAM JAGAN MOHAN & YASWANTHI CHINNAKALAPPAGARI 9809 DIAMONDBACK LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741772 REDDY TEJMOHAN REDDY MANIYAM JAGAN MOHAN & YASWANTHI CHINNAKALAPPAGARI 9809 DIAMONDBACK MCKINNEY TX 75071-1205

2741773 WORTHINGTON DEBORAH D 9805 DIAMONDBACK LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741773 WORTHINGTON DEBORAH D 9805 DIAMONDBACK MCKINNEY TX 75071-1205

2741774 ROGERS JOSHUA 9801 DIAMONDBACK LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2741774 ROGERS JOSHUA 9801 DIAMONDBACK MCKINNEY TX 75071-1205

2744136 KAYASA HOLDINGS LLC 979 FOREST AVE RYE NY 10580-3109

2744431 ARMENDARIZ JAIME GUZMAN 1202 ROOSEVELT ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2745064 PINHEIRO VINICIUS JUNQUEIRA UNES& MARIA LETICIA BUENO DO VALE UNES 2124 DUBLIN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745066 NWANKWO IJEOMA A & ANAYO C 2120 DUBLIN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745075 GURRALA NAGESH & SUNITHA 2013 DUBLIN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745076 GUNUKULA MAHESH & SUSHMA CHALAMALASETTI 2101 DUBLIN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745077 BELLO OLAMIDE 2105 DUBLIN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745078 YERRAREDDY VISHNU V & SHARATH JYOTHSNA SIMHACHALAM 2109 DUBLIN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745079 ZOUGARI MOULAY L & ILHAM 2113 DUBLIN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745080 KOUAM GUY WILLIAMS 2117 DUBLIN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745081 SHERPA NIMA T & PHURNIMA 2121 DUBLIN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745082 HAN GUODONG & QIAN MA 2128 SHREWSBURY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745083 SHAH UPENDRA & PURNIMA 2124 SHREWSBURY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745084 IM YOUNG HO 2120 SHREWSBURY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745084 IM YOUNG HO 1907 JOURNEY ST MILPITAS CA 95035-8103

2745085 SHETTY ROHAN & KRITHIKA SURESH 2116 SHREWSBURY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745086 GROENTEMAN FRANK S & LETICIA H 2112 SHREWSBURY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745087 NOVELO MYLENE & VICTOR 2108 SHREWSBURY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745088 KESER HEATHER & RUSSELL 2104 SHREWSBURY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745089 BAE HEI GIN 2100 SHREWSBURY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745090 LEE CHRIS 2016 SHREWSBURY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745091 TOPPING JEFF L & BENNY COMEAUX 2012 SHREWSBURY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745092 LALEYE YAI 2008 SHREWSBURY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745093 SAINI AKHIL 2004 SHREWSBURY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745094 SAAVEDRA BRYAN & MARIA DAHLIA DOSDOS 2000 SHREWSBURY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745095 COSTA OSVALDO FRANCISCO JR 2124 BLACKPOOL LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745096 CORBIN IAN RONALD & KIMBERLYNN TAYLOR 2120 BLACKPOOL LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745097 RAHMAN ASHIF & TANNY A 2116 BLACKPOOL LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745098 ZHOU QUAN 2112 BLACKPOOL LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745099 KALAMARIS MATHEWS & AIDA 2108 BLACKPOOL LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745100 BOOKOUT BRENDA 2104 BLACKPOOL LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745101 SOLOMON SARONE & NAHOM NEGASH 2100 BLACKPOOL LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745102 GARCIA HAMLET 2008 BLACKPOOL LN MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2745103 YENDLURI MILTON CHRISTOPHER & MELLONIE CHRISTOPHER 2004 BLACKPOOL LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745104 NGUYEN THUAN & TU ANH PHAM 2000 BLACKPOOL LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745105 CUMMINGS FAMILY TRUST THE 2001 SHREWSBURY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745106 AKMAN MEHMET 2005 SHREWSBURY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745107 LE PHUNG & NHUNG NGUYEN 2009 SHREWSBURY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745108 NALLURI ANOOP & AROGYA SRI HARSHITHA BANA 2013 SHREWSBURY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745109 REMELLA APUROOP 2101 SHREWSBURY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745110 JOHNSON RONALD & DANNIE 2105 SHREWSBURY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745111 HOANG L & E THOMPSON REVOCABLE TRUST 2109 SHREWSBURY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745112 GUPTA GAURAV & SHREYA KANADE 2113 SHREWSBURY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745113 JAISWAL BINIT 2117 SHREWSBURY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745114 TAILOR ANKIT N & BRIJAL A 2121 SHREWSBURY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745115 DANINKULA NAGBHUSAN 2125 SHREWSBURY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745116 JONCHHE NEHA & RAJAT B SHRESTHA 2129 MILLWALL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745117 CHAMBERLIN MARCUS PATRICK & SHAWNA MARLENE 2133 MILLWALL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745118 JABOURI NOORADDIN 2137 MILLWALL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745119 KUMAR DINESH & SUNITA SAHARAN 2309 MILLWALL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745120 NEPAL NISHANT & NIKU KARKI 2305 MILLWALL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745121 BRAMADESAM BHARATHKUMAAR 2301 MILLWALL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745122 ASHOUR HAMZEH YOUNIS & NAJIEH MALEK DIBSEH 2221 MILLWALL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745123 CABRAL JOSEPH 2217 MILLWALL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745124 KHAN FARHAN 2213 MILLWALL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745125 WEBB JUSTIN & SUSAN SCHOCH 2209 MILLWALL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745126 ALI SYED W 2205 MILLWALL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745127 WALKER ASIA 2201 MILLWALL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745144 7243 CR 124 LLC 7243 COUNTY ROAD 124 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2745144 7243 CR 124 LLC 3225 MCLEOD DR STE 100 LAS VEGAS NV 89121-2257

2745755 ELITE FOUR INVESTMENTS LLC 10051 PLAINSMAN LN FRISCO TX 75035-6920

2746566 SL6 MCKINNEY INDUSTRIAL LP 2120 CENTRAL CIR MCKINNEY TX 75069

2746566 SL6 MCKINNEY INDUSTRIAL LP 100 CRESCENT CT STE 850 DALLAS TX 75201-6904

2746984 EDWARDS CARL J & MARGARET N 700 LANCASTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2746994 OBIANKE JULIUS OSABOR & KEHINDE TOYIN 1000 FALLON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2746996 GOETSCH SHARON & DAVID & CONRAD GOETSCH & LAURA RICAURTE DE GOETSCH 901 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2746997 CHILDRESS LACARL DEVON & MARGARITA GUERRA-CHILDRESS 825 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2746998 HUBERT JOHN J & TIFFANY SMITH 900 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2746999 GATHINGS CLIFTON B & PRIYA K 1200 HODGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747002 GREENBERG PHILIP & ERIN 900 HODGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747003 SUNDERLIN REVOCABLE TRUST 704 LANCASTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747004 DUDEK KERT & JULIE 5205 COLVIN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747005 DEWOLF CHRISTOPHER & BLACE 5201 COLVIN CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747020 REYES NICHOLAS RYAN & MEGHAN ANNE SERRANO 5105 PROSPECT ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747021 GILMAN SONYA J & JEREMY L 5101 PROSPECT ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747022 DAMOUS ALLAELDEEN HASSAN 5005 PROSPECT ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747023 NORMAN LAWRENCE & GINA 5001 PROSPECT ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747024 BHATT WINNIE & SUJAY K BHATT 804 CLAREMONT CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747025 MCROBERT MORGAN KUMMER & MICHAEL MCROBERT 808 CLAREMONT CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747026 DAAR AMINA M & ABDULFATAH M ALI 812 CLAREMONT CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747027 FIRST TEXAS HOMES INC % KRISTY MURDAY 813 CLAREMONT CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747028 DUBOSE MODEL HOME INVESTORS #203 LP 809 CLAREMONT CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747029 DUBOSE MODEL HOME INVESTORS #205 LP 805 CLAREMONT CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747029 DUBOSE MODEL HOME INVESTORS #205 LP 6605 CYPRESSWOOD DR STE 430 SPRING TX 77379-7741

2747030 AFFINITY DEVELOPMENT COMPANY LLC 801 CLAREMONT CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747030 AFFINITY DEVELOPMENT COMPANY LLC 480 WILDWOOD FOREST DR STE 803 SPRING TX 77380-4120

2747032 WILLOW WOOD MCKINNEY HOMEOWNERS ASSOC, INC 771 WILLOW WOOD BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747110 CASE JANE & MICHAEL 905 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747111 EBRAHIM MOHAMMED AFZAL RAHIM 909 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747111 EBRAHIM MOHAMMED AFZAL RAHIM 2286 ALCALDE ST SANTA CLARA CA 95054-1380

2747112 CLARK ROBERT S & KAREN 913 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747113 HITCHENS GEOFFREY & MAYRA MAYELA 961 WHITE RIVER DR ALLEN TX 75013-4849

2747113 HITCHENS GEOFFREY & MAYRA MAYELA 917 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747114 MCKNIGHT JODY M & GINA D 921 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747115 ZHU YEMING & JING XU 1001 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747116 GIBBS AYESHA IVETTE & CRISWAYNE TROY 1005 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747117 PIZZOLATO MEGHAN W & JAMES W ECHART 1009 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747118 KHAN KASHIF AZIZ & IRUM KHAN & JAMEEL UR REHMAN & RIAZ NEELUM 1013 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747119 MYERS ALFONSO 1021 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747120 VILLANUEVA VICTOR & ERICA VILLANUEVA 1025 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747121 CHIMANUKA ARNOLD 1101 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747122 FIELD NATHAN & HANNAH M PLUMLEE 1105 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747123 MACHERLA PRITHVI & SRIMUKHI AEDULA 1109 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747127 WILSON MICHAEL DAVID & REBECCA MICHELLE 821 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747128 THOMAS ANTHONY & ARIANNE 817 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747129 MITCHELL CALEB & SHEILA A 813 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747130 HOLLY MITCHELL E & ASHLEY HELEN 809 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747136 VOSS EDGAR JOSEPH JR 808 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747137 TRAVIS STACY LEANNE & JOHN BROWNING 812 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747138 LAUER BRIAN KEITH 816 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747139 PAPPU UMA MAHESH & ARUNA AYALASOMAYAJULA 820 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2747140 JONES MELISSA & RYAN SIKORSKI 824 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747141 CHATMAN CAROLYN & MICHAEL 4809 DORCHESTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747142 WRIGHT ALICIA J 4805 DORCHESTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747143 JACKSON CHRISTOPHER & ANDREA GAYLE 4801 DORCHESTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747144 SCHMID AMBER NACOLE & JEANNIE PRICE MITCHELL 4721 DORCHESTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747145 NYANTE KWASI WINN & NANA BERNIE MENSAH-NYANTE 4717 DORCHESTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747146 HAZZARD ANTHONY W SR & SYDNEY R TOLIVER-HAZZARD 904 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747147 MUI DAVID 908 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747148 HAYNES DAVID LEE & MARI VELASQUEZ 912 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747149 GRAHAM KEVIN & SANDRA DELGADO ARENA 916 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747150 BAKER CHRISTOPHER & JEANNE 920 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747151 BRANCH MARY & CARLOS 1000 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747152 KEAHEY LAURA 1004 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747153 PAUL TODD & SHERICE 1008 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747154 LAAR AZUMAH & DORCAS NAKMAAN 1012 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747155 CAMPBELL STEPHANY N 1016 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747156 SMOTHERS CHARLES B III 1020 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747157 ISAH SOLOMON & CHARLOTTE FEYISAYO 1100 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747158 MILAM NICHOLAS & JENNIFER BROOKE 1104 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747159 CHIEU TUAN 1108 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747160 CHOUDHURY MANZUR M & NUSRAT F KHANDKER 1112 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747161 SMALL MATTHEW 1116 SUMMER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747162 MCCORD ERIN & SEAN 1117 HODGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747163 YU YIYANG & LU WANG 1113 HODGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747164 TRINH HUY & TINA PHAM 1109 HODGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747165 RANOLA MARCELITO & EDWINA 1105 HODGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747166 CULBERT CHERIE S & LISA WAGNER 1101 HODGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747167 OKE OLUMAYOWA ADETORO & AYOMIDE TOLULPE 1021 HODGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747168 MERRILL ANDREW 1017 HODGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747169 ALUKO OLUMIDE OLUMAKINDE 1013 HODGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747170 JOHNSON ERIKA 1009 HODGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747171 GAKUU WELLINGTON & MARGARET NDERITU 1005 HODGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747172 KAUFMAN MICHAEL & CHERYL 1001 HODGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747173 TRUNNELL MARK & KIMBERLY 921 HODGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747174 ALLEN JOLYN R 917 HODGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747175 HAVENS JAMES & VALLEY HAVENS 913 HODGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747176 CARRASCO FRANCISCA GONZALEZ 909 HODGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747176 CARRASCO FRANCISCA GONZALEZ 1029 HOT SPRINGS DR ALLEN TX 75013-5650

2747177 DISENGOMOKA JERIEL ASSA & LISA MARIE NIEDENS 905 HODGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747178 WILLIAMS COURTNEY ANTONIO & KIMBERLY NICOLE 901 HODGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747179 RAY STANLEY L & MICHELLE L 1204 HODGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747180 MCRAE JEANETTE E & JERRELL 1208 HODGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747181 GARBRANDT ASHLI C & RACE 1212 HODGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747182 HUNTER LIZZIE MAE 1216 HODGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747220 SIMMONS AARON & ALTA 1201 HODGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747253 KAHLE KRISTINA & RICHARD 904 HODGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747254 MATSUDA JEFFREY 908 HODGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747255 LEY ROBERT E II & LILIBETH V 912 HODGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747256 EISELE ROGAN ANDREW & TALIA KRISTEN SHORT 916 HODGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747257 ANTONIOU BENJAMIN & ANALISA GALANTE 1000 HODGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747258 THAMMINANA VENKATARAMANA & SOBHARANI V THAMMINANA 1004 HODGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747259 MOCHABO ARNOLD MAKORI 1008 HODGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747260 WARD GWENDOLYN YVONNE 1012 HODGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747261 CANAS CARLOS & AUDRA 1016 HODGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747262 VIDRINE LOGAN WILLIAM & NATALIE 1020 HODGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747262 VIDRINE LOGAN WILLIAM & NATALIE 1009 LONESOME WAY PRINCETON TX 75407-1016

2747263 MASON PAIGE EMILIA & JORDAN RICHARD 1100 HODGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747264 BRADLEY JOSEPH & REBECCA 303 W HENRY ST MCKINNEY TX 75069-5426

2747264 BRADLEY JOSEPH & REBECCA 1104 HODGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747265 BEARD BRANDON J & NINA M 1108 HODGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747266 NDHLUKULA ALECK & JOANNA M 1112 HODGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747267 VAN DE VEER MARK A & VONNA M VAN DE VEER 1116 HODGE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2747336 CARTER RENITA DENISE & RE'JANA ANN WALKER 1001 MONTEREY ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2747735 SANSKRITI UNO LLC 3240 SPRINGBOK CIR FRISCO TX 75034-3671

2747756 PATEL RAKESH 1222 EASTWICK CIR MURPHY TX 75094-4185

2748896 JAMES DANNIE LEE & SUSAN KAY FAMILY TRUST JAMES DANNIE LEE & SUSAN KAY - TRUSTEES 8832 COUNTY ROAD 858 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2751659 MELISSA STORAGE LP CUBESMART 6315 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454

2751659 MELISSA STORAGE LP CUBESMART 5151 BELT LINE RD STE 725 DALLAS TX 75254-1414

2751968 INNOUT INVESTMENTS LLC 8765 STOCKARD DR STE 501 FRISCO TX 75034-8008

2751968 INNOUT INVESTMENTS LLC 515 FANNIN RD MELISSA TX 75454

2752105 COOKSEY CHARLESTON & CARMEN 3208 MAPLEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2752106 ODEN PATRICK I 3216 MAPLEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2752108 HORN HAROLD & JUDITH L 3304 MAPLEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2752109 CAMPBELL SCOTT EDWARD & JENNIFER L 3308 MAPLEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2752110 ANDERSON BRANDON WILLIAM & SUZANNE ELIZABETH 3312 MAPLEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2752111 FARIA KELLY M & ROGER E 3316 MAPLEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2752112 HENDRIX DAVID P & KIMBERLY A 3408 MAPLEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2752113 HILLSTROM JAMES ERNEST & KRISTINA LYNSEY 3413 MAPLEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2752114 KAZA SRI CHARAN & SRI DURGA DEVI ADUSUMILLI 3409 MAPLEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2752115 DESIMAS DANIEL A & JENNIFER L 3405 MAPLEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2752116 TEJEDA JASON A & JANA 3401 MAPLEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2752117 SCHLAU MATTHEW D & CHANTELL M 3317 MAPLEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2752118 PAULE PEPITO F JR & DIANE M 3313 MAPLEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2752119 CASTO JEFFREY SCOTT & LISA KAY 3309 MAPLEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2752120 PORTER JOHN T JR & VICTORIA K 3305 MAPLEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2752121 HEUSSNER MARK & ALTHEA 3301 MAPLEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2752122 CHIDIPI RAMJEE & AMY B 3213 MAPLEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2752184 MELISSA ASSOCIATES LLC ABC SUPPLY CO 67 MOUNTAIN BLVD STE 201 WARREN NJ 07059-5678

2752184 MELISSA ASSOCIATES LLC ABC SUPPLY CO 1717 MCKINNEY ST MELISSA TX 75454

2752730 UNITED SUPERMARKETS LLC C/O ALBERTSON'S LLC 7830 ORLANDO AVE LUBBOCK TX 79423-1942

2752736 NADG/SHOP PROSPER LP 3131 MCKINNEY AVE STE L10 DALLAS TX 75204-7454

2752739 REED REMINGTON GRAFF TRUST IV STANLEY V GRAFF TRUSTEE 8901 GOVERNORS ROW DALLAS TX 75247-3707

2752740 NICKSON MCKINNEY INDUSTRIAL LLC G2 RESTORATIONS 2241 REDBUD BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75069

2752741 NICKSON MCKINNEY INDUSTRIAL LLC WHOLE SALE ELECTRICAL SUPPLY 2807 EASTGROVE LN HOUSTON TX 77027-5289

2752741 NICKSON MCKINNEY INDUSTRIAL LLC WHOLE SALE ELECTRICAL SUPPLY 2211 REDBUD BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75069

2753144 GRAND HOMES 2014 LP 3005 CALVIN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753145 OSBORNE CHARLES ALVIN & SAMANTHA ESTELLE 5953 AUGUSTINE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753147 MILLER REX M & LOBELIA M MILLER 3400 WYCLIFF AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753149 MILLINDER KENNETH & JANET 3301 WYCLIFF AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753155 RAHMAN TAYABUR & FARHANA & FATIMA RAHMAN 5909 STOLTZ DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753156 VANZANT CYNTHIA DENISE & CHARLES STEVEN 5905 STOLTZ DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753158 RR & SR FAMILY REVOCABLE TRUST 3005 ORLEANS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753159 JC LIVING TRUST THE 3001 ORLEANS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753166 SHADDOCK HOMES LTD 3009 CALVIN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753167 PEREZ CARLAMAR 3101 CALVIN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753168 GRAND HOMES 2014 LP 3105 CALVIN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753169 RICHARD & DONNA POWELL REVOCABLE TRUST 3109 CALVIN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753170 KRCHMAR SOPHIE ANN & THOMAS ALLAN 3113 CALVIN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753171 PHELPS MICHELLE 3117 CALVIN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753172 WINTORY STEPHEN KECK & MARIE ELAINE 3201 CALVIN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753173 FRIZZELL LINDSEY & RYAN BOWLES 3205 CALVIN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753174 WILLIAMS TYRONE MAXIMILIAN & NAKKIA T 3209 CALVIN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753175 LOWRY DANIEL G & SHERI D 3213 CALVIN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753176 KLEPAC JOHN & PENNEY TRUST 3312 WYCLIFF AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753177 SKELTON CHRIS & MEGHAN 3308 WYCLIFF AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753178 GRAND HOMES 2014 LP 3304 WYCLIFF AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753179 WOOTEN DEREK WAYNE & BROOKE KATHRYN 3300 WYCLIFF AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753180 SELEN BRITTANY & JAMES 5949 AUGUSTINE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753181 PANDA PRITAM KUMAR & LEEZALIN MISHRA 5941 AUGUSTINE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753182 MELO KRIS EVERSON M & JOCELYN AGUILAR 5933 AUGUSTINE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753183 MATTHEWS OTIS BRYANT & GLADYS W- LE MATTHEWS FAMILY REVOCABLE TRUST 5929 AUGUSTINE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753184 ARRA SHARATH CHANDRA 5925 AUGUSTINE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753185 FRANCIS CHARLOTTE MARIE & ETHAN WADE 5921 AUGUSTINE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753186 DHARME CHANDRAKANT D & SONAL PATKI 5917 AUGUSTINE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753187 GRAND HOMES 2014 LP 5913 AUGUSTINE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753191 KINTANAR FAMILY TRUST 5904 STOLTZ DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753192 KING JUSTYN EDUARDO 5908 STOLTZ DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753193 ASHRAF OMAR 5912 STOLTZ DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753194 DADA ADEDAYO MALCOLM & KENTINA WILBURN 5916 STOLTZ DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753195 NAIR LATHA & SIVAKANTH 5920 STOLTZ DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753196 DAVIDSON ANDREW SCOTT & MEGHAN MARIE MALANIO 5924 STOLTZ DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753197 GRAND HOMES 2014 LP 5928 STOLTZ DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753207 KLEMENT GREGORY ALLEN JR & JORDYN RENEE 5916 AUGUSTINE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753208 CONNER CHRISTOPHER SCOTT & LYNDA RENEE CONNER 5920 AUGUSTINE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753209 ROWAN JOHN NATHAN 5924 AUGUSTINE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753210 WOOD RYAN R & LIANA C 5928 AUGUSTINE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753211 SPAULDING CORRIE LEE 5932 AUGUSTINE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753212 HUMES SHAUN BRANDON & NINA E 5936 AUGUSTINE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753213 NDEFEU-WAMBO EDITH & FRED NDEFEU WAMBO 5940 AUGUSTINE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753214 GRAND HOMES 2014 LP 5944 AUGUSTINE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753215 KOLLURI RAHULREVANTH 5948 AUGUSTINE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753216 SINGH SARABJIT & PARMINDER K BRAR 5952 AUGUSTINE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753217 BLANCO JOSE LUIS & SILVIA HUERTA 3300 CALVIN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753218 PEDERSON RICHARD R & ALMA L 3304 CALVIN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753219 PLATUKAS WENDY L & JUSTIN A 3308 CALVIN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753220 LITOLFF BRIAN K & YAN G 5941 OWEN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753221 DURDYYEV UMYTJAN & BAHAR 5937 OWEN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753222 MOSLEMI KIMIA & AFSHIN BOLKAMEH 5933 OWEN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753223 ROMERO ANTONIO J URBINA & CORAL ROJAS ACOSTA 5929 OWEN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753224 SALEEMAN SALEEMAN & MARYAM OPELOYERU 5925 OWEN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753224 SALEEMAN SALEEMAN & MARYAM OPELOYERU 13221 SAVANNAH POINT DR CHARLOTTE NC 28273-0048

2753225 PARANTHAMAN ANAND & SHOBA RAMALINGAM 5921 OWEN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753242 KHAN MUHAMMAD & MALAHAT MUBARIKA 3404 WYCLIFF AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753243 KOUBA MARK & MARIA PENAYLILLO 3408 WYCLIFF AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753244 NERI ALLURIE 3412 WYCLIFF AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753244 NERI ALLURIE 103 BELLA FLORA LN PATTERSON CA 95363-8334
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2753245 WATSON MARLON E & MARIA E WATSON 5921 BORA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753246 TALATI TAPAN & PUJA NAYEE 5917 BORA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753247 BUTTEDDI RAJESH KUMAR & SMITHA NAREDLA 5913 BORA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753247 BUTTEDDI RAJESH KUMAR & SMITHA NAREDLA 3905 DAXTON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071-2319

2753254 NELSON JORGE & SHIRLEY ANN 5920 OWEN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753255 TAKKELAPATI SREEHARINAIDU 5924 OWEN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753256 BLUNT CHRISTOPHER LAMONT SR & STEFFON 5928 OWEN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753257 THAKER SURESH & SUMIE THAKER 5936 OWEN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753258 GRAND HOMES 2014 LP 5944 OWEN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753269 SMITH JOSEPH D & JESSICA R 3500 WYCLIFF AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753270 KIRFMAN JOHN 3504 WYCLIFF AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753271 JACKSON JEFFREY R & JOHANNE MELO-JACKSON 3508 WYCLIFF AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753276 THOMAS JAMES 3309 WYCLIFF AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753277 NORTHAM JULIE & THADDEUS 3313 WYCLIFF AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753278 BHATTE KETAN & JAYA KETAN 3401 WYCLIFF AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753279 MALAKIEH FADI SR & GHADA KHOURY 3405 WYCLIFF AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753280 ZHANG LEO & KATHY DU 3409 WYCLIFF AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753281 BOUERI LENA 3413 WYCLIFF AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753282 DAY DAVID A & KAREN L 3501 WYCLIFF AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753283 HUNT DAVID ROBERT II & CHANDANA KUMARASWAMY 3505 WYCLIFF AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753284 NESSIM DANIEL HALIM & AMIRA IBRAHIM LOUIS IBRAHIM 3509 WYCLIFF AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753285 THORESEN JON & JUDY THORESEN 3513 WYCLIFF AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753291 WILMETH RIDGE OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC C/O RTI/COMMUNITY MGMNT ASSOCIATES INC 3001 CALVIN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753292 WILMETH RIDGE OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC C/O RTI/COMMUNITY MGMNT ASSOCIATES INC 3305 CALVIN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2753293 WILMETH RIDGE OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC C/O RTI/COMMUNITY MGMNT ASSOCIATES INC 3609 LEO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2755213 DNE GRAT PROSPER 2021 LLC & CVS PHARMACYJDS GRAT PROSPER 2021 LLC 2451 E UNIVERSITY DR PROSPER TX 75078

2755213 DNE GRAT PROSPER 2021 LLC & CVS PHARMACYJDS GRAT PROSPER 2021 LLC 10689 N PENNSYLVANIA ST STE 100 CARMEL IN 46280-1099

2756710 CARNES KEVIN & SUZETTE 742 GUTHRIE LN MCKINNEY TX 75069

2756826 WYMORE GROVE PARTNERSHIP CALIBER COLLISION 601 N ORLANDO AVE STE 111 MAITLAND FL 32751-4457

2756826 WYMORE GROVE PARTNERSHIP CALIBER COLLISION 2138 N CUSTER RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2756871 CST USA STORES LLC CIRCLE KATTN: REAL ESTATE DEPARTMENT 8001 W UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75070

2756871 CST USA STORES LLC CIRCLE KATTN: REAL ESTATE DEPARTMENT 19500 BULVERDE RD STE 100 SAN ANTONIO TX 78259-3768

2757040 COVINGTON CHELSEA & LANCE 805 SUMMER LN MELISSA TX 75454

2757041 ANDERSON MARCUS & TRACY 801 SUMMER LN MELISSA TX 75454

2757042 ROBERTSON JAMES A & ERIN 800 SUMMER LN MELISSA TX 75454

2757043 WEINBERG LIVING TRUST THE 804 SUMMER LN MELISSA TX 75454

2759049 MEGATEL HOMES LLC 5900 ASTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759052 SWXES INVESTMENTS LLC 5901 ASTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759052 SWXES INVESTMENTS LLC 2521 RUSSWOOD DR FLOWER MOUND TX 75028-2346

2759053 VAYAVURU PARTHASARADH VANKATARAMAN & SHIVAKAMI KARANUSHIVANUKONAR SUBBIAH 5905 BELLFLOWER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759054 SCHWERTLEY ANDREA & BRIAN MICHAEL SCHWERTLEY 6101 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759054 SCHWERTLEY ANDREA & BRIAN MICHAEL SCHWERTLEY 15C GRINDSTONE DR PROSPER TX 75078-9532

2759055 BLOOMRIDGE HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION INC C/O ESSEX ASSOCIATION MANAGEMENT LP 3801 BANEBERRY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759057 BLOOMRIDGE HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION INC C/O ESSEX ASSOCIATION MANAGEMENT LP 3700 BANEBERRY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759058 BLOOMRIDGE HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION INC C/O ESSEX ASSOCIATION MANAGEMENT LP 5901 BELLFLOWER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759059 MEGATEL HOMES LLC 5904 ASTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759060 TOVI DANA S & VIAN N 6713 OCEANVIEW PLANO TX 75074-0095

2759060 TOVI DANA S & VIAN N 5908 ASTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759061 BAXTER ROBERT T & BRITTNEY S 5912 ASTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759062 KAAKE FADI M & MAY KAAKE 6000 ASTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759063 OMARE LYDIA 6004 ASTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759064 OLIVARES MAGDALENA CECILIA 6008 ASTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759065 HERRERA RACHEL & OMAR MARTINEZ 6012 ASTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759066 ASENCIO BRYAN GOYCO & ZULEIKA GUERRERO 6016 ASTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759067 BOGENSCHUTZ BRENDAN & KATELYN BOGENSCHUTZ 6020 ASTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759068 KIM SUNG C 3725 SWEETCLOVER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759069 KIM GYOUNGJUNG & JEONGSUN PARK 3721 SWEETCLOVER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759070 GUPTA ATUL 3717 SWEETCLOVER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759070 GUPTA ATUL 1211 JOHNSON AVE SAN JOSE CA 95129-4113

2759071 LEI MEIYING & XIN HENG WU 3713 SWEETCLOVER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759071 LEI MEIYING & XIN HENG WU 1229 DIAMOND COVE PL EL PASO TX 79912-7488

2759072 NALAMALAPU VIVEKANANDA REDDY & REDDI MANVITHA TAMTAM 3709 SWEETCLOVER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759073 KODALI HARSHA & PADMANABHA RAO TUMPATI 3705 SWEETCLOVER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759074 MITCHELL TALECIA 3701 SWEETCLOVER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759075 PATHYAM SAI CHARAN & ANUSHA SRIKANTAM 3617 SWEETCLOVER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759076 SHRIVASTAVA ABHISHEK & KHUSHBU 3613 SWEETCLOVER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759077 MEGATEL HOMES LLC 3609 SWEETCLOVER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759078 KARNATY RAMNARESH 3605 SWEETCLOVER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759079 AKHTAR MOHAMMAD HANIF & SHAMA HANIF & MOHAMMAD M HANIF 3601 SWEETCLOVER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759080 SILVA BRUNO SANTOS & LAURIENE TOSTA CAPUSSO 5905 ASTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759081 SOMINENI CHAITANYA BHARATH 5909 ASTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759082 NILPESH & LISHA REVOCABLE LIVING TRUST 5913 ASTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759083 SHAH FENIL SAMIR & PRACHI NITESH 6001 ASTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759084 TENG ZHONGDONG & JUAN ZHAO 7700 CHIEF SPOTTED TAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75070-7162

2759084 TENG ZHONGDONG & JUAN ZHAO 6005 ASTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759085 SIMHADRI VEERA VENKATA SATISH & GETTA SARIKA MADDUKURI 6009 ASTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759086 DUNN MICHAEL & SUE D SCHAFFER 8007 CALLE PINON CARLSBAD CA 92009-6969

2759086 DUNN MICHAEL & SUE D SCHAFFER 6013 ASTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2759087 TRAN CINDY 6012 BELLFLOWER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759088 SHERFFIUS MAURICE E & KALENE L 6008 BELLFLOWER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759089 GARIMELLA RAVI TEJA & NAGA SUDHA MANEPALLI 6004 BELLFLOWER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759090 TERRELL MICHAEL & DEBRA 6000 BELLFLOWER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759091 KING ANGELA S & CHARLES 5920 BELLFLOWER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759092 ALBRECHT BRYCE TERRY & GINA LEISSNER 5916 BELLFLOWER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759093 GONZALEZ GABRIEL BARBA & FRANCISCA YESENIA 5912 BELLFLOWER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759094 BAKER NICOLLE NATASHA & JONATHAN WESLEY 5904 BELLFLOWER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759095 KUEHN CATHERINE 5909 BELLFLOWER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759096 ABONGO JUDITH 5913 BELLFLOWER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759097 CHEN HAITIAN & ZHIHAN WAN 5917 BELLFLOWER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759097 CHEN HAITIAN & ZHIHAN WAN 1417 SUMMERHILL DR CARROLLTON TX 75007-6049

2759098 KOSHY BEN 5921 BELLFLOWER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759099 LIU CHUN- TSAI 6001 BELLFLOWER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759099 LIU CHUN- TSAI 1500 PONDS EDGE DR ALLEN TX 75013-5829

2759100 WANG XINAN & EN CHIA ANGELA TSAI 6005 BELLFLOWER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759101 ABES GENE BENEDICT TORRES & TESSIE LACERNA 6009 BELLFLOWER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759102 SCHROEDER FAMILY TRUST THE 6013 BELLFLOWER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759102 SCHROEDER FAMILY TRUST THE 5240 VIA FONTE YORBA LINDA CA 92886

2759103 LIN JAMES 6012 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759104 KANG BO 6008 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759104 KANG BO 4565 FIREWHEEL DR PLANO TX 75024-3970

2759105 SCANDARANI MUSA 6004 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759106 ESQUIVEL ALVARO G & AMY J 6000 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759107 PEREZ-CHENGE JONATHAN 5928 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759108 ASHBY CASSANDRA 5924 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759109 SALAS OMAR & FLORINDO SALAS & EMPERATRIZ M SALAS 5920 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759110 SHIPMAN JOSH & MONICA 5916 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759111 DUNN JANE SUE 5912 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759111 DUNN JANE SUE 10650 BIG HORN TRL FRISCO TX 75035-6628

2759112 WANG YIKE 6712 BARCELONA IRVING TX 75039-3044

2759112 WANG YIKE 5908 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759113 HAGEN BROOKE MARSHAL RUNNING W 5904 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759114 RICE BRIAN & HOLLIE 5900 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759115 LIDAK OLEKSANDR & KHRYSTYNA 6013 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759116 KASARU YUVA KUMAR & PRATHIMA APPALA 6009 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759117 SEAGAL SOLUTIONS INC PO BOX 1463 SOUTHAMPTON PA 18966-0831

2759117 SEAGAL SOLUTIONS INC 6005 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759118 OSWAL IRREVOCABLE FAMILY TRUST 6001 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759119 BELMORE PAUL & DIYANG ZHAO-BELMORE 903 PANORAMA DR ALLEN TX 75013-5975

2759119 BELMORE PAUL & DIYANG ZHAO-BELMORE 5929 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759120 ABRAHAM ANI & FEMY CATHERINE JOSEPH 5925 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759121 MATUGAS JE MELVIN CABANOG & JOANNE ROSE BIONAT 5921 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759122 ZHAO FANG & JIANYUN CHEN 5917 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759123 KOMMAREDDY VENKATARAMI REDDY & VENKATA REVATHI DATLA 5913 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759124 GEIGER CHRISOPHER & ERIN LEMLY 5909 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759125 KENIA THOMAS H JR & KIMBERLY DIANE 5901 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759126 MORRISON DEREK CONNOR & ASHLEY ELIZABETH 5908 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759127 SMITH-LAWSON ZAKIYA & COURTNEY LAWSON 5912 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759128 STANLEY JEREMY L & JENNIFER E 5916 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759129 KAZE LARISSA & SAMUEL BIZIMUNGU 5920 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759130 KNUTSON SCOTT 5924 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759131 SHORT MICHAEL BLAKE JR & KAREN PHOON 5928 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759132 COOPER AMY CAROL & RICHARD MCARTHUR 5932 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759133 JORGE LANCE HERBERT & MICHELLE COMPTON 5936 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759134 WASH MARGARET D & MICHAEL S 5940 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759135 RICHTER ERIC ROBERT & HOLLI HITZEMAN 6000 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759136 HEINEN JESSICA MARIE 3512 THISTLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759137 WILSON EMILY ANN & ZACHARY SEAN 3508 THISTLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759138 HUBER DIANE YOLANDA 3504 THISTLEDOWN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759138 HUBER DIANE YOLANDA 3504 THISTLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759139 ROHWEDER TYLER MICHAEL 3500 THISTLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759140 MITTENESS COLE & BROOKE 5901 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759141 YOUNG JAYVAUN & AUBREY FLOURNOY 5905 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759142 STEPP DENVER 5909 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759142 STEPP DENVER 5006 KINGSTON CT PARKER TX 75002-2799

2759143 TOUMARAS JAMES 5913 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759144 RANA VINITA J 5917 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759145 DENNISTON ADAM R & NICOLE A DENNISTON 5921 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759146 HARRIS LAKEISHA 5925 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759147 THOGARU VASUDEVA REDDY & KAVITHA KAPIDI 5929 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759148 THOMPSON MARCUS & LAJON DEBRITT 5933 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759149 BARBOSA JOSE L & JENNIFER 5937 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2759579 GEOJOJO BUSINESSES LP 2600 ELDORADO PKWY STE 115 MCKINNEY TX 75070-7517

2759848 KOMMINENI NARESH & NEELIMA GADDIPATI 810 HEMPSTEAD CT PROSPER TX 75078

2759852 CHAVA SRIVIDYA & KOTESWAR RAO KOLLU 931 MOORLAND PASS DR PROSPER TX 75078

2759871 HERMANN TAMMY DENISE & MICHAEL JOHN HERMANN 820 HEMPSTEAD CT PROSPER TX 75078

2759872 WU YUQIAO 830 HEMPSTEAD CT PROSPER TX 75078
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2759873 MARTIN RYAN DOUGLAS & AMANDA LEANN 840 HEMPSTEAD CT PROSPER TX 75078

2759874 RAMSEY MICHAEL A JR & KRYSTLE L 861 HEMPSTEAD CT PROSPER TX 75078

2759875 KOCA BRANDON J & BRITTANY R 851 HEMPSTEAD CT PROSPER TX 75078

2759876 TALLEY GARY G & SUSAN H TALLEY 841 HEMPSTEAD CT PROSPER TX 75078

2759876 TALLEY GARY G & SUSAN H TALLEY 2304 SKIPWITH DR PLANO TX 75023-1472

2759877 SANDMANN JOHN HENRY II & KATHLEEN ROSE 831 HEMPSTEAD CT PROSPER TX 75078

2759887 ARYEE PRINCE & KAYLOR F 840 MANCHESTER AVE PROSPER TX 75078

2759888 MWANGI DAVID M & LYDIA NJERI MWANGI 850 MANCHESTER AVE PROSPER TX 75078

2759889 GOH WOO C & SUNHYE JANG 860 MANCHESTER AVE PROSPER TX 75078

2759890 BRANDL TERRY & MARY ANN BRANDL 870 MANCHESTER AVE PROSPER TX 75078

2759891 BRAND STEPHANIE JILL 880 MANCHESTER AVE PROSPER TX 75078

2759892 SCHALLMO CRAIG & RENEE SHALLMO 2630 OLD SHIRE PATH RD PROSPER TX 75078

2759893 BUI DUY & LYNDA 2640 OLD SHIRE PATH RD PROSPER TX 75078

2759894 KRING JAMES R & SHEILA RAE 2650 OLD SHIRE PATH RD PROSPER TX 75078

2759895 LOMBARDO ANTHONY & SHERRALYN 2660 OLD SHIRE PATH RD PROSPER TX 75078

2759895 LOMBARDO ANTHONY & SHERRALYN 2600 OLD SHIRE PATH RD PROSPER TX 75078-1438

2759896 YANTZI RONALD DEAN & TONETTE A 2670 OLD SHIRE PATH RD PROSPER TX 75078

2759897 HAYES MAIKA K & NADIA M 2680 OLD SHIRE PATH RD PROSPER TX 75078

2759898 YADAV AJAY & BHARTI CHHATWANI 2700 OLD SHIRE PATH RD PROSPER TX 75078

2759899 BHUTANI JAI GIRDHARILAL & REEMA JAI 2710 OLD SHIRE PATH RD PROSPER TX 75078

2759900 PANCHUMARTHY SUBHAKAR & PURNIMA 2720 OLD SHIRE PATH RD PROSPER TX 75078

2759901 THOMPSON JUSTIN A & EMILY W 2730 OLD SHIRE PATH RD PROSPER TX 75078

2759902 DAVIS NAVETTE T & CLIFF A 2740 OLD SHIRE PATH RD PROSPER TX 75078

2759903 BALICUSTO CONRADO JR & AMELIZA 2750 OLD SHIRE PATH RD PROSPER TX 75078

2759904 KIM SEAN H & CLAIRE 2760 OLD SHIRE PATH RD PROSPER TX 75078

2759916 ORTIZ BERNABE 851 MANCHESTER AVE PROSPER TX 75078

2759917 CAULEY MARK W & SUSAN L 861 MANCHESTER AVE PROSPER TX 75078

2759918 BURG TIFFANEY E & CHRISTOPHER M 871 MANCHESTER AVE PROSPER TX 75078

2759919 CRANE MELISSA & ROGER B 840 DOVER DR PROSPER TX 75078

2759920 WILLIS GARRETT & JULIE C 830 DOVER DR PROSPER TX 75078

2759921 DEPA JESHWANTH REDDY & SWETHA REDDY YALALA 820 DOVER DR PROSPER TX 75078

2759944 MCCARLEY JUSTIN & MELANIA 2711 OLD SHIRE PATH RD PROSPER TX 75078

2759945 OSKVAREK ADAM & ASHLEY 2721 OLD SHIRE PATH RD PROSPER TX 75078

2759946 SALLUSTI CHRISTOPHER A & KERRI 2731 OLD SHIRE PATH RD PROSPER TX 75078

2759947 WATTENBARGER MICHAEL D & JENNIFER A 2741 OLD SHIRE PATH RD PROSPER TX 75078

2759948 CANTOR CASEY A 2751 OLD SHIRE PATH RD PROSPER TX 75078

2759949 KUKUNURI VIJAY N 2761 OLD SHIRE PATH RD PROSPER TX 75078

2759950 COX CHRISTINA L 850 MOORLAND PASS DR PROSPER TX 75078

2759993 RIEKEN KARRIE & NICHOLAS 921 MOORLAND PASS DR PROSPER TX 75078

2759994 COOMBER DION & BRITTANY 911 MOORLAND PASS DR PROSPER TX 75078

2759995 PORTER JASON D & CHRISTINA R 901 MOORLAND PASS DR PROSPER TX 75078

2759996 FORMES JOHN J & CHERYL LEIGH 891 MOORLAND PASS DR PROSPER TX 75078

2759997 SERMINO CHRISTOPHER E & FRANSIS A 881 MOORLAND PASS DR PROSPER TX 75078

2760006 JALADURGAM SHIVA K & REKHA GOPINATH 810 KESSWICK PASS DR PROSPER TX 75078

2760007 GRIGGS NINA J 820 KESSWICK PASS DR PROSPER TX 75078

2760008 DULUM TRILOK & SUJATHA DULUM 830 KESSWICK PASS DR PROSPER TX 75078

2760009 COOPER TARYN ASHLEY 840 KESSWICK PASS DR PROSPER TX 75078

2760010 WATSON ROBERT ROSS & KELLI ZEE 2850 MEADOW DELL DR PROSPER TX 75078

2760011 MALLELA RAVI KRISHNA 2860 MEADOW DELL DR PROSPER TX 75078

2760012 BELL WILLIAM SCOTT & VICKIE 2870 MEADOW DELL DR PROSPER TX 75078

2760013 HO PETER & SUSAN 2880 MEADOW DELL DR PROSPER TX 75078

2760014 VENKATARAMAN JOTHILAKSHMI 2890 MEADOW DELL DR PROSPER TX 75078

2760015 SHANMUGAM DHINESH & VIJAYALAKSHMI KARUPUSAMY 2900 MEADOW DELL DR PROSPER TX 75078

2760016 CHUNG JEFFREY KELVIN & SHIRLEY FONG 2910 MEADOW DELL DR PROSPER TX 75078

2760017 MADAVARAPU SUMAN BABU & RAJITHA POLUSANI 2920 MEADOW DELL DR PROSPER TX 75078

2760018 DAKSHINAMOORTHY BALAMURUGAN 2930 MEADOW DELL DR PROSPER TX 75078

2760019 GARG KUNAL 2940 MEADOW DELL DR PROSPER TX 75078

2760066 FITZGERALD KERRY & JENNIFER L 2910 HYDE CT PROSPER TX 75078

2760067 KAHN LISABETH ELLEN 2900 HYDE CT PROSPER TX 75078

2760068 ARNOLD RYAN & LINDSEY 2890 HYDE CT PROSPER TX 75078

2760069 HILL LONNIE & LAURIE HUTTO 2880 HYDE CT PROSPER TX 75078

2760070 DADZIE ISAAC & NICHOLE 2870 HYDE CT PROSPER TX 75078

2760071 MULL ELIZABETH PAULETTE 2860 HYDE CT PROSPER TX 75078

2760072 KUPP CARLTON T & JOY L 2861 MEADOW DELL DR PROSPER TX 75078

2760073 SHAMSY BEJAN JOHN & KIMBERLY MELTON 2871 MEADOW DELL DR PROSPER TX 75078

2760074 SHAH HARDIK JASHVANT & ANKITA 2881 MEADOW DELL DR PROSPER TX 75078

2760075 MERKEL FRANCIS JR & STEPHANIE 2891 MEADOW DELL DR PROSPER TX 75078

2760076 YEAROUS JEFFREY BLAINE & MARY LYNN YEAROUS 2901 MEADOW DELL DR PROSPER TX 75078

2760077 PENG YUFAN & LONGYUE ZHOU 2921 MEADOW DELL DR PROSPER TX 75078

2760078 LEANG THA 2931 MEADOW DELL DR PROSPER TX 75078

2760322 IRVING CITY OF 825 W IRVING BLVD IRVING TX 75060-2845

2760592 CLARK FAMILY TRUST 2763 MAJESTIC AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760593 PB & LB FAMILY REVOCABLE TRUST 2809 MAJESTIC AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760594 ST GEORGE STACY LYNN 7605 EASTWICK AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760595 KUHL THOMAS M & PAMELA D 2700 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760596 GARCIA NOEMI ABREGO & ELIUD GEORGE 2717 MAJESTIC AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760597 BISHOP STEPHEN JOHN FRANCIS & JOAN LOUISE 2766 MAJESTIC AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760599 BAUER THOMAS & LISA 2704 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2760600 EMERICH KRISTEN HEATHER & AARON BRYCE 2708 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760601 MARTINEZ AMY M & JUAN C 2712 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760602 CHATLEY SCOTT M & ASHLEY B 2716 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760603 MAYER CATHERINE 7513 STANHOPE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760604 HAWTHORNE KEVIN & MEGAN 7509 STANHOPE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760605 KLIEWER PAMELA 7505 STANHOPE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760606 ELLIS RICHARD ALLEN & PATRICIA KAY 7501 STANHOPE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760607 SCHLOTTER WILLIAM M & REGINA L SCHLOTTER 7421 STANHOPE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760608 CARTER JOE & MARY NANETTE CARTER 7417 STANHOPE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760609 WILSON KARLA L & MICHAEL R 7413 STANHOPE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760610 ARENHOLZ KYLE ANTHONY & PAOLA BAYO RODRIGUEZ 7409 STANHOPE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760611 DONNELL DRU T & TIFFANY M 7405 STANHOPE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760612 GALAN JONATHAN & CLAUDIA 7401 STANHOPE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760613 GILLUM HEATHER PARRY 7400 EASLEY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760614 BAKER JAMES & KERRY 7404 EASLEY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760615 BECKER WILLIAM F 7408 EASLEY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760616 GUINN JAMES E & JACQUELYN N 7412 EASLEY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760617 CLEMENTE TIMOTHY MICHAEL & ANITA BAEZA 7416 EASLEY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760618 HOBART STEPHANIE EILEEN 7500 EASLEY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760619 CASIMIRO JORDYN & SHANE JONES 7504 EASLEY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760620 PUTNAM CHRISTOPHER DAN & HONG THI 7508 EASLEY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760621 FREUND BRENDA E & GRAHAM ROBBINS WEEDON 2713 MAJESTIC AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760622 RICHMOND JEREMY 2709 MAJESTIC AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760623 MILLER JOSEPH DAVID & ANN MARIE 2705 MAJESTIC AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760624 PFAB TRACEY J & LAVERNE A 2701 MAJESTIC AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760625 CHAN CAMILLE 7212 EASLEY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760626 BATE MADELINE 7300 EASLEY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760627 PATTON COLE DAVID & SUSAN MARIE 7304 EASLEY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760628 DAVENPORT TYLER FRANKLIN & SHANNON DALEY DAVENPORT 7308 EASLEY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760629 CLOUGH ROBERT KENT & LINDA GRANDT 7312 EASLEY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760630 DUFFY RYAN 7313 STANHOPE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760631 BOYKO JENNY L & WALTER BOYKO 7309 STANHOPE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760632 TOBER RICHARD CARL & JOAN ADLER TOBER 7305 STANHOPE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760633 ASHBY CYNTHIA KAYE & DOUGLAS EARL 2762 MAJESTIC AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760634 BOZEMAN BLAKE PATRICK & DULCE IVETTE BOZEMAN 2758 MAJESTIC AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760635 LEAR MATTHEW & STEFANIE LIVING TRUST 2754 MAJESTIC AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760636 MCKEE SUZETTE & DENNIS 2720 MAJESTIC AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760637 ARNETT ROBERT DONALD JR & MIRIAM HERBER 2716 MAJESTIC AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760638 BAUMGARTEN ERIK M & KATHERINE P 2712 MAJESTIC AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760639 MARCOS MANUEL & SHARRON 2708 MAJESTIC AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760640 NORTON DAVID & PATRICIA LYNN FRY 2704 MAJESTIC AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760641 COLLIER BRANDON D & CRYSTAL 2700 MAJESTIC AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760642 GIBSON TODD ROBERT & JENNIFER HOELLE GIBSON 2759 MAJESTIC AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760643 MCEACHIN JOSHUA HARRISON & AMBER MCEACHIN 2755 MAJESTIC AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760644 FALK PHILLIP & KAREN KRASOWSKY 2751 MAJESTIC AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760645 MCBEATH JASMIJN & CHASE 7304 STANHOPE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760646 GREENE DAVID & JULIE 7400 STANHOPE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760647 RUSH ELENA PRIBYL 7404 STANHOPE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760648 HUSSONG KENNEY J & HEATHER R 7408 STANHOPE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760649 KLEIN KEVIN C & LAUREN S 7412 STANHOPE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760650 BRANNON CHRISTOPHER SCOTT 7416 STANHOPE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760651 REED CURTIS & THERESA 7420 STANHOPE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760652 SIEBRECHT VICKI 7424 STANHOPE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760653 BERMUDEZ ANA & JAIME BERMUDEZ 7500 STANHOPE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760654 WEBBER BRIAN SCOTT & SARAH RAYE 7504 STANHOPE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760655 MOSES MACY KIMBERLYN 7508 STANHOPE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760656 MAGINNIS MARK MATTHEW & SANDRA LORENA 7512 STANHOPE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760657 COMER CHRISTOPHER LEE & LUCIANA 7516 STANHOPE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760658 JOHNSON RONDA J 7520 STANHOPE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760659 GARREY ROBERT J & KRISTI M 7524 STANHOPE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760660 VALLECILLO MARIA DEL PILAR & ALIAKSEI VALERIAVICH KHADUNOU 7528 STANHOPE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760661 BRUBAKER REBECCA & MONICA D WOOLDRIDGE 7555 CORMAC ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760662 AVERS STEVEN & CAMARYN AVERS 7551 CORMAC ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760663 MCGEHEE SHAWNA MAURENE 7509 CORMAC ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760664 WORRALL JOHN & SABRINA WORRALL 7505 CORMAC ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760665 BUNKER RYAN & NICOLE 7501 CORMAC ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760666 DANIEL JOSEPH T & LINDA J DANIEL 7425 CORMAC ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760667 VAN SWEARINGEN KENNETH M & BRITTNEY J 7421 CORMAC ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760668 ATKINS RONALD & ANNE FAMILY LIVING TRUST 7417 CORMAC ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760669 NUNEZ JAIME 7413 CORMAC ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760670 ROGOWSKI DANIEL DAVID & SIERRA ELIZABETH SALEHEH BOKAIE 7409 CORMAC ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760671 MCHENRY MARK 7405 CORMAC ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760672 HUMPHREY DANIEL QUAY 2805 MAJESTIC AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760673 WELS FAMILY TRUST 2801 MAJESTIC AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760674 ZARET HARRIS & CHERIL ANN 2000 REVOCABLE TRUST THE & PAUL ANDREW SEARS & MARILYN ANN SEARS 7408 CORMAC ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760675 FOSTER BRIAN CASEY & ELIZABETH 7412 CORMAC ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760676 CANNON TYES & CARRIE L 7416 CORMAC ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760677 SALAMAT SHOAIB & WARDAH SIDDQUI 2800 DRUMMOND ST MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2760678 WHIDDON JOHN THOMAS JR & LAURA KATHLEEN 2804 DRUMMOND ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760679 HARRISON MICHAEL ANTHONY & PHYLLIS ANNETTE CULL 2808 DRUMMOND ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760680 HANSON CHARLES & CHRISTINE 2812 DRUMMOND ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760681 HOGG SCOTT & HEATHER HOGG 7413 HANOVER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760682 TALLO KELLY ANN & JEFFREY DAVID 7409 HANOVER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760683 COCHRAN JOHN D JR & FLORENCE J 7405 HANOVER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760684 LEVY KATHLEENE DANAE 7601 EASTWICK AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760685 MANTHEI BRANDI 7525 EASTWICK AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760686 BAILEY CRAIG MORRIS & HEATHER COYNE 7521 EASTWICK AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760687 SELF KEITH ALAN & TRACY GROFF 7517 EASTWICK AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760688 JOHNSON REVOCABLE TRUST 7513 EASTWICK AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760689 ZARET HARRIS & CHERIL ANN ZARET 2000 REVOCABLE TRUST THE 7509 EASTWICK AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760690 MATTHEWS MERRICK R & SHERI LEE 7505 EASTWICK AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760691 MASSEY ROBERT E & JANIE 7501 EASTWICK AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760692 STRIMPLE AMANDA CAMPBELL & ALERK WHEELER 7413 EASTWICK AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760693 EVERETT SCOTT ALLEN & CARLA EILEEN EVERETT 7409 EASTWICK AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760694 NORRIS RANDY K & REGINA S 7405 EASTWICK AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760695 MARCOTTE BEN & AMY AMY MARCOTTE 2867 MAJESTIC AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760696 PEARSON DUSTTIN & HANNAH 2863 MAJESTIC AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760697 EAGLESTON DAVID LEROY & JANE ELLEN EAGLESTON 2859 MAJESTIC AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760698 GOOCH CLAY VERN & GAIL MARTYNE 2855 MAJESTIC AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760699 WHITE JUSTIN & JESSICA WHITE 2851 MAJESTIC AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760700 BULL MICHAEL & LAURA 7408 HANOVER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760701 MALONE KYLE W & KASEY 7412 HANOVER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760702 TERRY ROBERT H JR & SANDRA B 7416 HANOVER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760703 DICHIARA ANTHONY & PATRICIA 7500 HANOVER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760704 LENNEY STEVEN T & TARA R 7504 HANOVER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760705 LORENZ FABIAN 7508 HANOVER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760706 METZLER GARY & STACY 7512 HANOVER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760707 VORHEES ADRIENNE & JEFF VORHEES 7550 HANOVER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760708 FRANK LORETTA KAY & BRIAN WILLIAM 7554 HANOVER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760709 OWNBY CAROL LEE MARITAL TRUST THE 7600 HANOVER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760710 SAVOIE LUKE D & SHANNON M 7604 HANOVER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2760719 SLC MCKINNEY PARTNERS LP C/O SOUTHERN LAND COMPANY LLC 3990 HILLSBORO PIKE STE 400 NASHVILLE TN 37215-3162

2762314 CHILDERS DAVID & TAYLON 1200 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2762315 PATEL RAJKUMAR K & BHAVNA R & HARSHAL R PATEL 1204 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2762316 LUO WEN & YIYAO WANG 1208 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2762317 TEPPER SANDY R & JESSICA M 1212 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2762318 HOPKINS ZARK 1216 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2762319 GALVAN CINTIA & MATHEW RAYAPPA 1220 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2762320 RONEY PAMELA S 1224 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2762321 KAMARA TIGIDANKAY & AHMED B 1300 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2762322 EVANS TREMECHIE J & LASHONDA S 1304 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2762323 TALLEY KHADIJA & OLUWASHOLA ODUNMBAKU 1308 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2762324 SMITH KEVIN & LYNDSEY CECKA- SMITH 1312 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2762325 MCGILVRAY STEPHEN & MICHELE 1316 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2762326 HENSLEY CHRISTOPHER GARRETT & JULIE A 1400 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2762327 SNOWDEN PATRICK & JAIME 1404 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2762335 MAJOR MATTHEW J & MICHELLE L 1301 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2762336 PATEL JIGNESH & NILAM 1225 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2762337 THAI THUY & THU BA TRAN PO BOX 2696 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8174

2762337 THAI THUY & THU BA TRAN 1221 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2762338 COPUS JOHN DAVID & AMBER 1217 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2762339 LU MANDY MANKUEN & KEVIN JINXIAN 1213 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2762340 ALAM MOFIZUL & CYNTHIA 1209 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2762341 VIDAL LORENZO & ANA 1205 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2762342 TIER JOHN B III & ROBERTA M 1201 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2762742 BOULEVARD AT RIDGE CREEK LP GRAY BRANCH APARTMENTSATTN: STEVE RUMSEY 1760 N RIDGE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2762786 GSH TEXAS LAND LTD c/o GSHTL MANAGEMENT LLC, GENERAL PARTNERATTN: ALBERT D HAMMACK, MANAGEER 4925 GREENVILLE AVE STE 1150 DALLAS TX 75206-4085

2762786 GSH TEXAS LAND LTD c/o GSHTL MANAGEMENT LLC, GENERAL PARTNERATTN: ALBERT D HAMMACK, MANAGEER 3495 COUNTY ROAD 338 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764130 REALTY INCOME PROPERTIES 27 LLC CHILDREN'S COURTYARDC/O LEARNING CARE GROUP INC 2301 RICHLAND BLVD PROSPER TX 75078

2764534 HEARST SUSAN E 3924 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764537 ERICKSON BRANDON 3920 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764538 VARGAS LUZMARINA Y 3916 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764539 MUNEER SHAJIR & QURATULAIN AZHAR 3912 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764540 OLA ADEOLA JUMOKE 3908 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764541 SHINAULT CAROLYN 3904 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764542 GARCIA ANGIE & SARAH CARDENAS 3900 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764543 CANNADAY JUSTIN & JESSICA CANNADAY 3820 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764544 WAKLEY CHARLES L & TERESA 3816 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764545 SINNES RONALD ALAN JR & SHARON ANN 3812 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764546 VALLAM PRAVEEN & NAGAVEENA TOTA 3001 YARROW PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764547 GADDAMPALLI NARESH & SHIRISHA MANDALA 4405 AVENIDA LN MCKINNEY TX 75070-1288

2764547 GADDAMPALLI NARESH & SHIRISHA MANDALA 3005 YARROW PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764548 CHARNEY JEFFREY BRUCE & EILEEN SUZANNE 3009 YARROW PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764549 NOVAK DIANE L 3013 YARROW PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764550 FAN SHUEH-HUNG & MEI LEE-FAN 3017 YARROW PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764551 ADKINS JIMMY RAY & MARIE ANN 3021 YARROW PL MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2764552 HOLZMAN KARL G JR & CAROLINE D 3901 RIVER BEND ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764553 LE JASON TRI 3905 RIVER BEND ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764554 RYAN MICHELLE L 3909 RIVER BEND ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764555 BHAGALI APURVA ABHAY & NITIN BABASAHEB SHEWALE 3913 RIVER BEND ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764556 MORENO-MEJIA KATHERYN Y & BEHNOUD AGHAPOUR 3917 RIVER BEND ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764557 ROACHELL GREYSON PAIGE 3921 RIVER BEND ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764558 SMITH TIMOTHY D & BRENDA LEE 3925 RIVER BEND ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764559 HUNTER APRIL ELIZABETH & RYAN SCOTT 3929 RIVER BEND ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764560 DONAHUE JUANITA & VICTOR G 3944 RIVER BEND ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764561 MARIANO MARK DONALD SR & JAYNE MARIE 3940 RIVER BEND ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764562 BURNS MELISSA & MICHAEL GONZALES 3936 RIVER BEND ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764563 MATHEWS SIMON & MARIAMMA 3932 RIVER BEND ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764564 MACKEY JAMES & KRISTEN 3928 RIVER BEND ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764565 SHAMRAKOV DZANETTA TRUST 3924 RIVER BEND ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764566 SKEOCH HOLLY 3920 RIVER BEND ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764567 LIN KUNG-KUEI & PEI-HSIN PAN 3916 RIVER BEND ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764568 ROBERTS FURMAN LEE JR & EDNA VERNELL 3912 RIVER BEND ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764569 UCHIBORI KAZUMI & BIGYAN SEDHAI 3908 RIVER BEND ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764570 CEASAR EUCLIDIAN ROMEL & SARAH JANE 3904 RIVER BEND ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764571 DIMKICH LEAH L 3900 RIVER BEND ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764572 REDDEN GARY & SHEILA 3901 IRONBARK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764573 BRYANT RAYMOND PADGETT JR & LINDA SUE BRYANT 3905 IRONBARK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764574 OKITA NORIAKI & CHIENFEI CHEN 3909 IRONBARK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764575 WENZELL/HUDSON FAMILY TRUST AGREEMENT 3913 IRONBARK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764576 LAPTEV ALEXANDRE M & ZINAIDA LAPTEVA 3917 IRONBARK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764577 GUNEY BOGAC & ADRIANA M 3921 IRONBARK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764578 WILLIAMS RANDAL SCOTT & PRINCESS 3925 IRONBARK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764579 AED TRUST 3929 IRONBARK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764580 NARULA NIKIL & HARPREET NANDA 3933 IRONBARK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764581 HENDERSON SANDRA SMITH 3937 IRONBARK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764582 GOVERO-COX MICHAEL & DEBORAH 3941 IRONBARK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764583 CARLSON LAURA LYNN 3945 IRONBARK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764584 VO HUNG & HIEP VO 3809 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764585 YAN JOHN D NG YUEN & MARIA BEATRIZ PEREZ 3813 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764586 BINDEL BRANDAN JOSEPH & DANIELLE JADE TE ANG 3817 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764587 OVERTON COURTNEY 3821 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764588 BOOHER PAMELA & JAMES MICHAEL 3901 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764589 YALAGALA SRINIVAS & DEEPIKA LALAM 4201 QUERIDA AVE MCKINNEY TX 75070-1671

2764589 YALAGALA SRINIVAS & DEEPIKA LALAM 3905 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764590 MERCHANT NEIL H 3909 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764591 ERICKSON BRANDON LEE & BRYAN DONALD ERICKSON 3913 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764592 NIDAMANURI VINOD KUMAR & KAVITHA LEVAKU 3917 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764592 NIDAMANURI VINOD KUMAR & KAVITHA LEVAKU 15915 TERENWOOD ST FRISCO TX 75035-9431

2764593 BAKER TARA A & JAMAICA ALI 3921 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764594 SCRIBANTE STEVEN PHILLIP 3925 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764595 WILLIAMS COLLIN & DEBORAH KELLEY 3929 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764596 DHUVVA BIXAMAIAH 4077 FRIO WAY FRISCO TX 75034-8473

2764596 DHUVVA BIXAMAIAH 3933 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764597 VALLE ALICIA G 3937 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764598 HE RUO-HUA & STEVEN CHENGZHENG YU 3941 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764599 EDMAN BRUCE & LYNN 3945 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764600 GOBER REBECCA ANN & ADAM ZACHARY & LYDIA A GOBER 3949 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764601 CRIPE DAVID & COURTNEY & JOHN E & LAURA J CRIPE 4001 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764602 YARE ARC & BLESSIE BROBO 4005 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764603 GHAOWI DANIEL SAM 4009 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764604 BAUM RAYMOND HOWARD & KIM A 4013 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764605 MILLS LIVING TRUST THE 4017 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764606 SAREL CHRISTOPHER S & MARGUERITE S 4008 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764607 MCLAUGHLIN JAMES & SUZANNA CARRILLO 4004 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764608 STEINFELD RICHARD CRAIG & SNEJANA 4000 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764609 GRIMM SCOTT F & TAMMY 3948 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764610 RICH BILL & ENEDELIA S 3944 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764611 BUCHANAN ORNETTA & RUSSELL JR 3940 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764612 WOESSNER KEVIN & PATRICIA 3936 BAMBOO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764613 THOMAS AMY 3937 RIVER BEND ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764614 STIEREN BRANDON KYLE 3941 RIVER BEND ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764615 GIBBS DIANN SUMMERS 3945 RIVER BEND ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764616 LANKALA KRISHNA MOHAN REDDY & SHREE VIDYA KEERTI REDDY 3949 RIVER BEND ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764617 OYEWOLE ADERONKE TOPE & OLUWAFEMI 4001 RIVER BEND ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764618 ESTRADA DEREK & ALYSSA GRACE KASTNER 4005 RIVER BEND ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764619 MARTIN JOHN K & KATHRYN R 4009 RIVER BEND ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764620 CUENCA GEOVANNY PATRICIO & MARTA 2912 GREENHIGH LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764621 LEGAULT HEATHER 2916 GREENHIGH LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764622 KENNEDY SARAH ALLISON & LARRY THOMAS 2920 GREENHIGH LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764623 FAIN ROBERT H & NICKI T FAIN 2924 GREENHIGH LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764624 CHAPMAN ERICK & MELISSA 2928 GREENHIGH LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764625 HU SHEAU SHYUAN LAI & JIMMY CHIN HAI HU 2932 GREENHIGH LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764626 SEASOR JEFFERY LEE & LAURA CHRISTINE 2936 GREENHIGH LN MCKINNEY TX 75071



PROPERTY ID NAME (LAST NAME FIRST) NAME CON'T ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP CODE

US 380 EIS - Property Owner and Resident Public Hearing Mailing List

December 12, 2022

2764627 SMEBY ROBERT WARREN & LORI WOLFE SMEBY 2940 GREENHIGH LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764628 SHAFFER WILLIAM WALTER JR & SUSAN GROSS 2944 GREENHIGH LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764629 RICKERSON GERRY DON & LINDA JEAN 3944 IRONBARK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764630 KNIGHT RANDALL C & CHRISTINE NU 3940 IRONBARK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764631 BAUSCH MARTIN & MICHELLE 3936 IRONBARK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764632 CHIU DAWN YANG 3932 IRONBARK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764633 MCPHERSON KENNETH B JR & MELISA 3928 IRONBARK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764634 BELL ROBERT & RENA D 3924 IRONBARK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764635 STACKHOUSE MARK A-LE MARK A STACKHOUSE LIVING TRUST 3920 IRONBARK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764636 GADI SANTOSH & DEEPTI KADIRI 3916 IRONBARK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764637 WYSONG CARRIE & STEVEN E 3912 IRONBARK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764638 MARKA SRINIVAS & BINDUMADAVI 3908 IRONBARK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764639 FARMER CHERYL LEE 3904 IRONBARK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764640 VU ANDY CHAU & CHAU NGOC NGUYEN 3900 IRONBARK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764641 WOODRUFF GAIL MARIE 3816 IRONBARK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764642 ELLIS ANDREW STEVEN & CATHERINE ANN 3812 IRONBARK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764643 MCBRIDE ROBERT AND SARAH REVOCABLE TRUST 3808 IRONBARK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764644 WHITE WES G & JANICE K WHITE 3804 IRONBARK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764645 COWAN DAVID MICHAEL & JANET MARIE 3800 IRONBARK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764648 ASUMU DONATUS EMOEDUME & CHRISTINE 2700 CROSS OAK PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764649 TISSELL DONALD B & CHERYL M & REBEKAH D TISSELL 2704 CROSS OAK PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764650 MILEY DARRELL M & ALFRED R RAMIREZ JR 2708 CROSS OAK PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764651 CRAWFORD VER MADAI GONZALEZ & KYLE RAY 2712 CROSS OAK PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764652 CAVAZOS ARTURO & PAULA REYES 2716 CROSS OAK PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764653 SHIPLEY NORMAN DAVID & SANDRA RUTH 2705 CROSS OAK PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764654 SMITH BRIAN THOMAS & ARLETTE RENEE GODDARD 2701 CROSS OAK PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764655 DARTEZ PAUL MICHAEL & WANDA FAYE 2325 NORWAY SPRUCE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764665 KALUZA PAUL GEORGE & MARGIE HOLLY KALUZA 2501 EVER BIRCH WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764669 CRAFT JOHN BRADLEY & MERYL ROSE 2216 WATERMARK PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764670 PARHAM GRAHAM AND JAMI TRUST 2220 WATERMARK PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764671 WILLIAMS TOLBERT & DONNA WILLIAMS 2300 WATERMARK PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764672 KATAHARA KEITH & MICHIKO KATAHARA 2304 WATERMARK PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764674 JAIME DAVID J & BEVERLY M 2413 CROSS OAK PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764675 MERRILL MATTHEW SCOTT & KELLY CLARK 2409 CROSS OAK PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764676 WOLD TERRY S & RENITA M REVOCABLE TRUST 2405 CROSS OAK PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764677 BENEDICT JENNIFER & ALAN GREIWE 2408 CROSS OAK PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764678 DAVIS TROY & CRYSTAL 2412 CROSS OAK PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764679 HAYS JAMES E & DEE A 2416 CROSS OAK PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764680 NOGHAYIN ELVIS IKPONMWOSA & OMOBOLANLE G 2500 CROSS OAK PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764681 JONES JAYSON MICHAEL SUAREZ & JEROD LYNN JONES 2504 CROSS OAK PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764682 SMITH BRIAN SCOTT & DEANNE VIVAN MARIE SMITH 2508 CROSS OAK PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764683 VERHEY TIMOTHY J 2600 CROSS OAK PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764684 NOEBEL TODD R & MICHELLE D NOEBEL 2604 CROSS OAK PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764685 STIGLIANO JAMES STEVEN & MARY C 2608 CROSS OAK PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764686 STEINKAMP EDWARD JOHN & WENDY ANN & BLAKE E STEINKAMP 2501 CROSS OAK PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764687 MOCKO CHRISTOPHER & JENIFER RENE 2505 CROSS OAK PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764688 SIMPSON RICK J & STEPHANIE A SIMPSON 2509 CROSS OAK PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764689 ZAROOGIAN MICHAEL W & ELIZABETH ZAROOGIAN 2513 CROSS OAK PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764690 LE NHAN & TRAM NGO 2601 CROSS OAK PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764691 FRANCO LIVING TRUST THE 2605 CROSS OAK PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764692 LANGSTON-CLAIBORNE TRUST 2609 CROSS OAK PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764693 CHAU DONNIE VAN & LESLEY LI ANN KAN 2316 NORWAY SPRUCE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764696 BASHAM KIM MARIE & MICHAEL 2312 NORWAY SPRUCE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764697 DOMINIC BRIDGET & AJIT JAMES D'SOUZA 2308 NORWAY SPRUCE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764698 TOMKINS JOSEPH 2508 EVER BIRCH WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764699 ZUMWALT JESSE RUSSELL & TIFFANY LAW 2504 EVER BIRCH WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764700 MATHEWS SIMON JR & AMANDA CORYNNE MATHEWS 2500 EVER BIRCH WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764702 TIMBER CREEK- MCKINNEY HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION INC INSIGHT ASSOCIATION MANAGEMENT 2709 CROSS OAK PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2764705 TIMBER CREEK- MCKINNEY HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION INC INSIGHT ASSOCIATION MANAGEMENT 275 W CAMPBELL RD STE 620 RICHARDSON TX 75080-8017

2765403 1291 N GRAY BRANCH ROAD LLC C/O MR. ROGER J PELTON 1895 W ASHBROOK DR TUCSON AZ 85704-0921

2765555 ALLEN COMMERCE CENTER LP 1226 CHEROKEE DR RICHARDSON TX 75080-3906

2765986 PHILLIPS TINA JEAN 2649 OUTLOOK RIDGE LOOP LEANDER TX 78641-4949

2767065 LIVE HAPPILY LLC 817 LAKE CARILLON LN SOUTHLAKE TX 76092-1328

2767188 WAYZATA TRUST THE PO BOX 369 FRISCO TX 75034-0007

2767189 HONEY CREEK HOLDINGS LLC 7070 ARMADILLO RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071-7302

2767189 HONEY CREEK HOLDINGS LLC 6930 COUNTY ROAD 202 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2767444 HANSON JEFFREY & SUSAN REVOCABLE TRUST THE 1902 SPRING BLOSSOM CT MCKINNEY TX 75072-6369

2767444 HANSON JEFFREY & SUSAN REVOCABLE TRUST THE 10050 TAYLORCRAFT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2768330 SWIM MICHAEL & LORI & 2280 COUNTY ROAD 338 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2768334 SWIM MICHAEL & LORI & 2172 COUNTY ROAD 338 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2770296 ASHA ENTERPRISES LLC CROSS TIMBERS ANIMAL CLINIC 1301 N CUSTER RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2770297 CUSTER380 HOLDINGS LLC 2107 GRASSLAND DR ALLEN TX 75013-5902

2770461 SEAGRAVES WILLIAM KEITH 3903 SITKA DR DOUGLASVILLE GA 30135-9100

2770941 BUC-EES LTD BUC-EES 1550 CENTRAL EXPY MELISSA TX 75454

2770949 BUC-EES LTD 327 HWY 2004 LAKE JACKSON TX 77566

2773368 55 PROSPER LP 3794 W HIGHWAY 67 UNIT C GLEN ROSE TX 76043-5854

2773384 PRESTWYCK HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION INC PRESTWICK HOLLOW DRIVE PHASE 2C/O ESSEX HOA MANAGEMENT 1512 CRESCENT DR CARROLLTON TX 75006-3618

2773537 RIDINGS MARK 5168 BAXTER WELL RD MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2773537 RIDINGS MARK 4008 MEMORIAL CT CARROLLTON TX 75010-4241

2773867 BAYU LLC VICTORY SHOPS AT STONEBRIDGE 8031 W UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75070

2773867 BAYU LLC VICTORY SHOPS AT STONEBRIDGE 11538 HARRY HINES BLVD STE B1 DALLAS TX 75229-8122

2773871 VICTORY SHOPS II @ STONEBRIDGE LLC VICTORY SHOPS AT STONEBRIDGE 6125 LUTHER LN STE 583 DALLAS TX 75225-6202

2773871 VICTORY SHOPS II @ STONEBRIDGE LLC VICTORY SHOPS AT STONEBRIDGE 1910 N STONEBRIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75070

2774806 WOODMEN PROPERTIES LLC 124 PRIVATE ROAD 5843 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775039 BVJV WATAUGA LP 5820 W NORTHWEST HWY # 200 DALLAS TX 75225-3201

2775139 ALL STORAGE MCKINNEY LP ALL STORAGE 82 W ARMSTRONG DR MUSTANG OK 73064-3102

2775139 ALL STORAGE MCKINNEY LP ALL STORAGE 1415 N CUSTER RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775145 DELA CAZA ELLYN & ROBERT 2020 BINNS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775157 JEN TEXAS 14 LLC 222 LAS COLINAS BLVD W STE 641 IRVING TX 75039-5423

2775158 BEERAVALLY VIKAS REDDY & POOJITHA PASHAM 2120 MILLWALL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775159 SPINUSO LOUIE & VITA SPINUSO 2001 MILLWALL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775169 MIRCHAWALA SOBAN AHMED 2016 BINNS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775170 CARLBERG RICHARD & ELIZABETH G 2012 BINNS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775171 DICHIARA KRIS 2008 BINNS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775172 LE MARY T & SABER KHAN 2004 BINNS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775173 PETTY WILLIAM & ELIZABETH SOURS 2000 BINNS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775174 THAKKAR VAISHALI 2116 MILLWALL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775175 QU DONG 2112 MILLWALL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775176 BISI GUSTAVO 2108 MILLWALL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775177 ED & SD FAMILY REVOCABLE TRUST 2104 MILLWALL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775178 KONIKKARA RITHIK & DEEPIKA DHAGE 2100 MILLWALL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775179 BARBOZA CASEY LYNN 2020 MILLWALL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775180 OKUSAGAH AUGUSTINE & OGECHI 2016 MILLWALL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775181 KARNIK NEERAJ & RUJUTA MUNJE 2012 MILLWALL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775182 HANLIN MATT 2008 MILLWALL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775183 GAUTREAUX MATT & DOROTHY 2004 MILLWALL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775184 DE LEON GUILLERMO ARREDONDO & MARIA DEL SOCORRO GUAJARDO PULGARIN 2000 MILLWALL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775185 HAMMERLAND SEAN & PATRICIA T 2001 BINNS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775186 MONCRIEF AMY & KYLE 2005 BINNS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775187 DAVIS TIMOTHY JAY 2009 BINNS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775188 OGUEJI NNAEMEKA EMMANUEL SR 2013 BINNS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775189 KWITOSKI CRAIG & CHRISTINA 2017 BINNS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775190 JORGENSEN CHRISTOPHER & KATHERINE R 2021 BINNS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775191 DIVOKY JEFFREY & MICHELLE 2025 BINNS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775192 GREEN JOSEPH 2029 BINNS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775193 MILLER DAVID L & ELLEN L 2033 BINNS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775194 MARINE MICHAEL RAYMOND 2037 BINNS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775246 PIKE MICHAEL R II & ANGELA R 2005 MILLWALL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775247 ANIFOWOSE SHOLA 2009 MILLWALL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775248 KHANGURA JASKINDER 2013 MILLWALL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775249 GOFORTH STEVEN JR & LINDSEY 2017 MILLWALL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775250 WILLIAMS TEDRIC & AMY 2021 MILLWALL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775251 NURHAN AZIZ & LAZIZA & NASIBA KHASANOVA 2025 MILLWALL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775252 MORROW JESSE & STACEY 2101 MILLWALL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775253 MATZKE STEVE E & DEBI M 2105 MILLWALL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775254 WYNN HORACE L & KENDRA HAMILTON-WYNN 2109 MILLWALL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775255 PALA EMRAY 2113 MILLWALL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775256 PRAJAPATI PRAJAN & ROCHANA KAUSHIK 2117 MILLWALL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775257 BOUHIYATE MOHAMMED & LOUBNA EL ADLOUNI 2121 MILLWALL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2775258 AVADUTA SUMAN & NAVATHA KOLIPAKA 2125 MILLWALL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2777195 HARVARD PARK LLC & TUCKER HILL OFFICESTEPHENVILLE - BBU LTD &THE NASH GROUP REAL ESTATE ING - ATT 7200 W UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2777195 HARVARD PARK LLC & TUCKER HILL OFFICESTEPHENVILLE - BBU LTD &THE NASH GROUP REAL ESTATE ING - ATT 192 PRIVATE ROAD 4293 CLIFTON TX 76634-5164

2777202 WILMETH RIDGE OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC & GRAND HOMES 2014 LP % RTI/COMMUNITY MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATES INC 3000 CALVIN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2777203 NGUYEN HOA DINH & TRUC-LY T 5913 STOLTZ DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2778077 RDB CAPITAL LLC SERIES ONE 6200 ALTAMURA MCKINNEY TX 75071-0001

2778077 RDB CAPITAL LLC SERIES ONE 6091 W UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2778566 CANNON YOUNG PROPERTIES LP ATTN: ALEX OLIVER, CRAMER WEATHERBIE RICHARDSON OLIVER LLP 6451 W UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2778566 CANNON YOUNG PROPERTIES LP ATTN: ALEX OLIVER, CRAMER WEATHERBIE RICHARDSON OLIVER LLP 2301 S CAPITAL OF TEXAS HWY STE J102 AUSTIN TX 78746-7706

2779241 BETHLEHEM CHRISTIAN CHURCH C/O PASTOR KAVIN E BROWN 800 ODELL ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2779250 SMITH JACLYN & CHARLES ADAM 4713 DORCHESTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779251 RIOS JESUS LUIS & ANA ROSA 1313 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779288 VETTER KERI & ANDREW 900 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779289 MWASE CHIKONDI ADRINAH & VALENTINE KEBESI MHLANGA 904 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779290 CHO ALLEN & JWIMIN LEE 900 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779291 HANSEN JOHN U & MEGAN M 1200 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779294 SANDOVAL CECILIA & ROWEL 1117 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779296 FALK MATTHEW STEPHEN & STEPHANIE BROOKE 1300 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779298 RIVERA ANGEL DAVID 4709 DORCHESTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779299 GRANGER AUGUSTUS T & JOYCE J 4705 DORCHESTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779300 LONZE MICHAEL & STACY A 4701 DORCHESTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779301 GILLETTE FAMILY REVOCABLE TRUST 4617 DORCHESTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779302 VERDONE JOSHUA RYAN & TAYLOR K 4613 DORCHESTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779303 RENO JOHNATHAN & SHERI 4609 DORCHESTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779304 WHITLOW COYE LEONDA & KRISTINA KAY GILL 4605 DORCHESTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779305 CALLAWAY LORI ANNE & JEFFREY ANSON CROW 4601 DORCHESTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779306 GATES CHRISTIAN TYLER & GABRIELLE ELAINE 4517 DORCHESTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2779307 SHANNON RANDAL LEE SR & CHRISTINE I 4513 DORCHESTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779308 CAHILL PAUL & MICHELLE 4509 DORCHESTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779309 CHACK- ON WADE & MINDY GALLATTI 4505 DORCHESTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779310 THARP BRUCE & ANN 4501 DORCHESTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779311 TONG BETH ANN & DUSTIN 4425 DORCHESTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779312 CORLETT BRITTANY 1304 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779313 SAM JESSE & SHALUMOL C GEORGE 1308 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779314 JOHANNES STEPHEN WAYNE & VALENTINA 1312 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779315 POPULUS ANDREA 1316 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779316 JOHNSON CRAIG & CARYN FAMILY LIVING TRUST THE 1400 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779317 BANDI JAGADISH REDDY & GIJU GOPINATHAN 1404 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779318 PROVASEK JARED RAY & KAYLA 1408 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779319 KNOWLES KERILYN M & JARED JASON DEREK 1412 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779320 CHIN JASON & SHELBY 1416 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779321 ATANDA OLUWAYINKA OLUMIDE & MAGDALENE IBIRONKE 1420 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779322 HARWOOD CHARLES W REVOCABLE LIVING TRUST THE 1424 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779323 HEIBERGER MIKE & MARY 1428 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779324 WRIGHT DARRELL L & TONYA 4600 TUPPER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779338 FORD KRISTOPHER & KENDYL 904 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779339 MONTEMARANO CRISTA M 908 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779340 AKOREDE TUNJI S & FATIMA Y ANIBABA 912 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779341 MCKINNEY KENNETH S & DIMPLE P 916 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779342 CHEN YIHU & HUAN JIANG 1000 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779343 CROSS GARY D & PHYLLIS E CROSS 1004 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779344 DELA CRUZ JESUS & MARIE 1008 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779345 WATSON BENJAMIN ERIC & KARA BETH LONG 1012 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779346 COCKERHAM EZEKEIL G & ADRIENNE 1016 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779347 MANIER MICHAEL & RATARSHA 1020 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779348 CONKLING TAMMY G & DIANNA L CONKLING 1100 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779349 LOFFLER SHERRIE & IVAN 1104 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779350 GAVIN COLLEEN 1108 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779351 STROUD JANEEN LIVING TRUST THE 1112 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779352 JOYA HERMES DAVID & KATTI MIREYA 1113 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779353 HESSE TAYLOR & MITCHELL 1109 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779354 ROBBINS DANIEL 1105 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779355 LACY CHADWICK MARK & SARAH JANE 1101 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779356 HOFFMAN KIMBERLINA 1021 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779357 ILIK YUSUF & AYNUR 1017 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779358 OLEVSKY KARINA & GEORGIOS MAVROS 1013 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779359 JONES RYAN CHRISTOPHER & MIYUKI Y 1009 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779360 EMERY JACLYN MARIE & DUSTIN ROSS 1005 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779361 NNABUIKE KINGSLEY CHIDIEBERE 1001 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779362 MCDONALD CONSTANCE MONIKE & STEVEN DARNELL SR 917 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779363 GABEL CHRIS & MICHELLE GABEL 913 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779364 MCALISTER SHAWN & VERONICA WOODMANSEE 909 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779365 NILAND JOHN HUGH & SHAUGHN IRELAND 905 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779366 APPLEBY LIVING TRUST THE 901 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779367 MERCER JAMES L & VICTORIA M 908 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779368 WALPOLA SAMITHA SUPUN 912 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779368 WALPOLA SAMITHA SUPUN 107 COTTONWOOD CT VAN ALSTYNE TX 75495-7132

2779369 TORRES AGUSTIN CHAVEZ & BERENICE MIRELLA LOPEZ FERNANDEZ 916 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779370 CARLSON JOSEPH R & BARBARA A 1000 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779371 KROKOW GARY ROBERT REVOCABLE TRUST 1004 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779372 SANCHEZ ADALBERTO 1008 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779373 DEMICK LUCINDA 1012 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779374 YUSUFF HABIB OMOLOLA & LATEEFAT 1016 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779375 JOHNSON TRACE ALLEN & RENEE MASAKO 1020 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779376 CHEN LIANG & XUECHUN ZHANG 1100 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779377 MADUH JUDITH OGECHUKWU & EMMANUEL C 1104 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779378 WINKING ALEX J & KRISTEN A WINKING 1108 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779379 KELLY VERNITA & KERWIN 1112 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779380 STILES STEPHANIE MICHELLE & TOUAZENG LEE 1113 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779381 POWELL PAMELA JANE LIVING TRUST THE 1109 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779382 JI XIANG & PUYAJING HONG 1105 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779383 PILLAI KARTHIKEYAN PERUMAL 1101 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779384 IKE CHINENYE SONIA 1021 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779385 HOLLINS KERI & REGINALD 1017 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779386 VILLARREAL REBEKAH & MARIO ALFREDO 1013 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779387 MITCHELL NATALIE JEAN 1009 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779388 SULLENS KEVIN P & TARYN E 1005 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779389 HA LUKE 1001 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779390 DEBAH RITA BROWN 917 PUTNAM DR MCKINNEY TX 75071-0009

2779390 DEBAH RITA BROWN 917 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779391 SHARAPATA SHAWN & CHIKOPE LUPAMBO 913 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779392 SIMON COREY & WENDY 909 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779393 LOMBARD LEON & ALEXANDRIA LINDSEY TAKACS 905 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779394 CONLEY JAMES O III & SABRINA E 901 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779395 ORCHARD PROPERTY III LLC 904 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2779395 ORCHARD PROPERTY III LLC 195 BROADWAY FL 26 NEW YORK NY 10007-3257

2779396 ELLIS LEVI DEMETRIUS & IVELISE 908 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779397 MCCANN DERRICK TODD & NICOLE ELIZABETH 912 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779398 PERRY CHELSI & MYLES 916 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779399 DOMINGUEZ JOSE & MICHELL 1000 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779400 MONTGOMERY BRADFORD & TONJA 1004 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779401 ADESANYA TOYIN 1008 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779402 THEER JONATHAN L & JENNA L 1012 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779403 LADO JOHN TABAN & CICILIA SABIT KHAMIS 1016 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779404 DELACRUZ JESUS & CINDY MEJIA 1020 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779405 RAMAMOHAN VENKAT 1100 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779406 MCCABE ANDREW JAMES & KATHELEEN ERIN 1312 LINCOLN CT ALLEN TX 75013-6442

2779406 MCCABE ANDREW JAMES & KATHELEEN ERIN 1104 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779407 THOMBRE AMOL SHARAD & RUCHA SUDHAKAR DESHPANDE 1108 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779408 GOYAL DINESH KUMAR 1112 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779409 ARYAL BABURAM & BHAGWATI 1204 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779410 WANG & YU REVOCABLE LIVING TRUST THE 1208 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779411 MCNEIL KEITH & LISA 1212 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779412 COOK GEORGE & PATRICIA 1216 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779413 MATHEW SHEELA & JIJI CHACKO 1220 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779414 SHAH TIRTH NIMESHKUMAR & VIDHI SHARMA 1224 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779415 PENDLETON GERALDINE JULIA & JOSE ALEJANDRO 1228 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779416 CROSS DEMETRIUS 1309 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779417 HOEUM CHRIS CHET & SANNARY 1305 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779418 EL-KATIB AHMAD & LEEMA SALEEM 1301 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779419 WHITE NATHAN ROSS & MINDY 1229 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779420 NAGASHA WINNIE & JOHN ORHION 1225 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779421 BAKRI MOHAMMED ALI 8051 LINCOLN BLVD APT 2 LOS ANGELES CA 90045-2437

2779421 BAKRI MOHAMMED ALI 1221 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779422 PIAO XIAODIAN & XIAOHANG CHEN 1217 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779423 MENSAH JOJO & SHERRONE O 1213 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779424 KAMAU MILKA & CHARLES MAINA GATOTO 1209 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779425 SAPKOTA NABIN & SIPPY KARKI 1205 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779426 HAYNES KENNETH JUDE JR & TIFFANY 1201 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779430 ODOM CHRISTINE FLETCHER & LANDRY DALE 1425 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779431 WARD RUSSELL & ELIZABETH 1421 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779432 CONNOR DIANA MARIE & WILLIAM J 1417 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779433 POTTER TERI J & RONALD P EDWARDS 1413 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779434 CROOK MICHEAL 1409 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779435 HOLDRIDGE ANDREW & AIRI 1405 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779436 MORGAN STEVEN & JUDITH 1401 HOYT DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779439 FINEZA ANNA MELISSA & ALVIN 1113 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779440 MATSUMURA JORGE A & CELINA MATSUMURA-FLORES 1109 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779441 NGUYEN TOAN DUC & NGA NGUYEN KIEU DOUNG 1105 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779442 O'DONNELL COHN & DWIGHT H O'DONNELL 1101 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779443 BOEHME MICHAEL JOHN & NITA SHREVE 1021 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779444 HANSEN MONTE & STELLA HANSEN 1017 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779445 OBONNA BLESSING UCHECHI & SHANICE N OBONNA 1013 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779446 FAY TICHARD & TRISTA 1009 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779447 SNYDER LAUREN 1005 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779448 RAVI RADHIKA & GANESH R SHIVARAMAIYER 1001 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779449 GROUT KYLE & KELSEY 917 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779450 KILESSO KIRILL A 913 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779450 KILESSO KIRILL A 351 PROVIDENCE DR PROSPER TX 75078-8005

2779451 ESKANDER ABANOUB NAGEH 909 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779452 PRIOR TAYLOR ANNE 905 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779453 JOHNSON SUEDE & XINRUI LI 901 BAYNES DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2779858 DFA LTD 110 E LOUISIANA ST STE 204 MCKINNEY TX 75069-4479

2780040 PROSPER ISD PROSPER HIGH SCHOOL #2 15625 COIT RD FRISCO TX 75035

2780461 LOGELFO CHRISTINA & RICHARD EDWARD 3701 ANCONA ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2780462 BROWN TANGELLA R 3705 ANCONA ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2780463 ZULUAGA KAYLA R & DAVID S 3709 ANCONA ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2780464 FLORES SARAH NICOLE & JEFFREY MICHAEL 3713 ANCONA ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2780465 BERRY SHAWNA L & JUSTIN D 3717 ANCONA ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2780466 BOUNDS MATTHEW EARL & EMILY ANTIE 3721 ANCONA ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2780467 CORTEZ-SUAREZ RAUL 3616 DRYSDALE PKWY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2780468 HICKS BYRON L & JENNIFER D 3612 DRYSDALE PKWY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2780469 PAN MONICA 3608 DRYSDALE PKWY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2780470 RASTI SHAWN & MARY A 3604 DRYSDALE PKWY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2780499 SLIGER BODEY & MEGAN MORAN 3704 ANCONA ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2780500 BROOKS LIVING TRUST 3708 ANCONA ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2780501 HILTON RICHARD & JENNIFER 3712 ANCONA ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2780502 GRANT CONRAD DYLAN & ASHLEY NICOLE 3716 ANCONA ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2780550 LACORE ENTERPRISES LLC LACORE POWERSPORTS 600 CENTRAL EXPY MELISSA TX 75454

2780734 MCKINNEY CITY OF COLLIN COUNTY PUB SAF TRAINING BLDG 3600 REDBUD BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75069

2780755 DFH COVENTRY LLC ATTN: ROBERT RIVA, ESQ., GENERAL COUNSEL 2404 READING DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2780755 DFH COVENTRY LLC ATTN: ROBERT RIVA, ESQ., GENERAL COUNSEL 14701 PHILIPS HWY STE 300 JACKSONVILLE FL 32256-3742

2780788 CROOK KAYSIE CHARLENE & JOHN CUNNICK 2500 PARLIAMENT CT MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2780789 CREECH JACOB VIRGIL & ANNE MARIE 2504 PARLIAMENT CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2780799 BELL SCOTT PATRICK JOHN SR & STEPHANIE RENEE 2417 READING DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2780800 AGUSTIN NINO M & GIGI 2413 READING DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2780801 MALCOLM REZARTA STEFANI & NATHAN PATRICK 2409 READING DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2780802 FRONHOFER SANDRA MELITTA 2405 READING DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2780803 FULENWIDER MARK & SUNEM LOPEZ 2401 READING DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2782400 TATE BILLY & BRANDEE 7145 ARMADILLO RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071-7385

2783507 DURAISAMY NARENDRAN 11024 BIG TRAIL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2783507 DURAISAMY NARENDRAN 11024 BIG SPRING TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2783508 SHANKAR RAVINDRAN & JEYALAKSHMI RAVINDRAN 11020 BIG SPRING TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2783509 HUSSAIN MUHAMMAD KASHIF & ZOBIA AIJAZ 11016 BIG SPRING TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2783510 KABBAJ KARIM & EVELYN KABBAJ & NAFISSA SENHAJI 11012 BIG SPRING TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2783511 PRINCEWILL ABIMBOLA TOLULOPE & JOHN OSAKI 11008 BIG SPRING TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2783512 STUART JULIA 11004 BIG SPRING TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2783513 YANG HUI & HAIJIAN JIANG 11000 BIG SPRING TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2783514 ZHUPYNSKYI DENYS 10936 BIG SPRING TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2783515 HASSAN AIHAB MOHAMED & ZAHIA MOHAMED HASSAN 10932 BIG SPRING TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2783516 SONG YAQIONG 10928 BIG SPRING TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2783517 DEHGHANI SHIRIN & HAMID FARDIN 10924 BIG SPRING TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2783677 HIGHLANDS AT WESTRIDGE OWNERS ASSOC C/O ASSURED MGMNT 500 BEEVILLE CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2783677 HIGHLANDS AT WESTRIDGE OWNERS ASSOC C/O ASSURED MGMNT 2500 LEGACY DR STE 220 FRISCO TX 75034-1848

2784047 SAI WILMETH PROPERTIES LLC C/O ABHAY SINGH 138 W BRAEWOOD DR COPPELL TX 75019-7970

2784146 JANAGARAJAN MUNIRAJ & REVATHI GNANASEKARAN 8180 COUNTY ROAD 860 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2784146 JANAGARAJAN MUNIRAJ & REVATHI GNANASEKARAN 6869 SHADOW GLEN DR FRISCO TX 75035-4408

2784676 4S PARTNERS LLC 3375 CEDAR CREEK TRL FRISCO TX 75034-0677

2784680 SA&A LLC 6707 DELEON ST IRVING TX 75039-3436

2784681 ACE PRIME LLC 12907 SELLARONDA WAY FRISCO TX 75035-4426

2784683 ZAM REALTY LLC 11268 MAJESTIC CIR FRISCO TX 75035

2784685 ARCHSTONE PROPERTIES LLC 3575 COPPER POINT LN FRISCO TX 75034-0737

2784687 RAO SANJAY & NANDITA RAO 4105 W SPRING CREEK PKWY STE 704 PLANO TX 75024-5278

2784691 EMPOWER REALTY LLC 2601 LEAFSPRAY LN FLOWER MOUND TX 75022-5347

2784694 CHELUPP PROPERTY MANAGEMENT LLC 8012 MARIGOLA DR EL DORADO HILLS CA 95762-5526

2784695 JINTSANG VENTURES LLC 67104 DARTMOUTH ST FOREST HILLS NY 11375-4148

2784696 SAIDEVA INVESTMENTS LLC 2506 SW CALM RIDGE RD BENTONVILLE AR 72713-5469

2784698 MAXSOFT INC 7461 HIDDEN COVE LN FRISCO TX 75034-0682

2784700 703 CRESCENT PARC LLC 10866 BENTLEY DR NORTH ROYALTON OH 44133-7636

2784701 FORTUNEUSAFIVE LLC 1107 GENTLE WIND LN FRISCO TX 75036-3943

2784702 GEEKS REALTY LLC 4218 CENTRAL PARK LN AURORA IL 60504-4408

2784704 801 & 802 CRESCENT PARK LLC 2441 GELDING LN FRISCO TX 75036-4734

2784706 VIRTUOUS TEK INC 2300 VALLEY VIEW LN STE 350 IRVING TX 75062-5122

2784707 RASPBERRY LLC 11295 CHATFIELD LN FRISCO TX 75035

2784708 JVR INVESTMENTS INC 6841 RANGER RD FRISCO TX 75035-0283

2784709 ARDORAIM LLC 6354 BIRDHILL LN FRISCO TX 75035-0796

2784710 GRACEFUL PRESTWYCK LLC 14004 SHILOH SPRINGS DR FRISCO TX 75035-5565

2784713 SHARPGURUS INC 15608 GOVERNORS ISLAND WAY PROSPER TX 75078-1714

2784714 YOUNG REX & JULIE YOUNG 2122 S HARRISON ST AMARILLO TX 79109-2625

2784715 PG TREATY LLC 1321 LAKEVIEW DR CELINA TX 75009-2288

2784716 PHOENIXX SYSTEMS INC 4900 UNION PARK BLVD E AUBREY TX 76227-1532

2784719 YOSEMITE VENTURES LLC 205 BLACK OAK CIR COPPELL TX 75019-2570

2784720 SAKYUK LLC 13188 JULIET WAY FRISCO TX 75035-3185

2784721 SREES SUITES LLC 1125 FOSSIL LAKE DR FRISCO TX 75036-3939

2784727 ADALITEK GROUP LLC 1825 W WALNUT HILL LN STE 120 IRVING TX 75038-4453

2784729 IT CALIBER INC 11275 PATTISON DR FRISCO TX 75035-1132

2784764 SRI P&T ASSOCIATES LLC 4770 TEEL PKWY APT 7104 FRISCO TX 75034-2666

2784766 MEDSPACE MANAGEMENT GROUP LLC 1501 SWEETWATER LN PROSPER TX 75078-7269

2784768 FUTURE GROWTH LLC 12050 RESEARCH RD APT 9307 FRISCO TX 75033-0319

2784769 VIKRAMADITYA LLC 3052 FREEMAN PARK DR ROUND ROCK TX 78665-2166

2784770 DHATHRI HOLDINGS LLC 307 GASPAR BND CEDAR PARK TX 78613-1686

2784771 MCKINNEY SUNRISE LLC 2505 N STATE HIGHWAY 360 STE 675 GRAND PRAIRIE TX 75050-7818

2784772 PROSPERITY RESERVE LLC 13239 DOLOMITE DR FRISCO TX 75035-0898

2784773 DONATO GROUP LLC 14131 WHEATFIELD LN FRISCO TX 75035-2475

2784774 R SQUARE 380 LLC 6512 SLEEPY SPRING DR PLANO TX 75024-6123

2784776 SANDLIN INVESTMENTS LLC 5566 MAIN ST STE 202 FRISCO TX 75033-3673

2784777 BTS CRESCENT PARC LLC 1400 N COIT RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2784777 BTS CRESCENT PARC LLC 10909 BIG SPRING TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071-6126

2786538 BOULEVARD AT RIDGE CREEK RETENTION LLC THE CLIFFS APARTMENTS 4336 MARSH RIDGE RD CARROLLTON TX 75010-4447

2786982 4TH INDIA PLAZA LLC 380 PROFESSIONAL PARK 6217 MONTE CRISTO LN PLANO TX 75024-3174

2786983 ISP HWY 380 WASH LLC QUICK N CLEAN CAR WASH 6501 ELDORADO PKWY MCKINNEY TX 75070-3976

2786983 ISP HWY 380 WASH LLC QUICK N CLEAN CAR WASH 2171 E UNIVERSITY DR PROSPER TX 75078

2787870 REYES CESAR & RENEE REYES 1108 SERENITY LN MCKINNEY TX 75069-7460

2787871 REILLY JORDAN & HUNTER REVOCABLE TRUST 6180 COUNTY ROAD 123 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2790021 NEIGHBORHOOD CREDIT UNION NEIGHBORHOOD CREDIT UNION 2201 E UNIVERSITY DR PROSPER TX 75078

2790021 NEIGHBORHOOD CREDIT UNION NEIGHBORHOOD CREDIT UNION 13649 MONTFORT DR DALLAS TX 75240-2521

2790022 CFT NV DEVELOPMENTS LLC PANDA EXPRESS 2251 E UNIVERSITY DR PROSPER TX 75078

2790022 CFT NV DEVELOPMENTS LLC PANDA EXPRESS 1120 N TOWN CENTER DR STE 150 LAS VEGAS NV 89144-6303

2790023 JAI AMBE REALTY INC 7271 SWITCHGRASS RD FRISCO TX 75033-3295

2790023 JAI AMBE REALTY INC 2271 E UNIVERSITY DR PROSPER TX 75078

2790024 PAT CROW DIDO LP MURPHY EXPRESS PO BOX 7300 EL DORADO AR 71731-7300
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2790024 PAT CROW DIDO LP MURPHY EXPRESS 2331 E UNIVERSITY DR PROSPER TX 75078

2790025 FIRST WF PROSPER LLC WILD FORK FOODS 9121 ELIZABETH RD STE 105 HOUSTON TX 77055-6550

2790025 FIRST WF PROSPER LLC WILD FORK FOODS 2351 E UNIVERSITY DR PROSPER TX 75078

2790026 SHOPS AT THREE EIGHTY LLC SHOPS AT 380 2381 E UNIVERSITY DR PROSPER TX 75078

2790027 PENCE REAL ESTATE LLC KINDERCARE 5000 BIRCH ST STE 8000 NEWPORT BEACH CA 92660-2158

2790027 PENCE REAL ESTATE LLC KINDERCARE 1230 S COIT RD PROSPER TX 75078

2790028 380 PROFESSIONAL PARK LP 2001 ROSS AVE STE 400 DALLAS TX 75201-2916

2790124 TCAH PROPERTIES LLC 2120 RICHLAND BLVD STE 10 PROSPER TX 75078-7277

2790593 SAVANT FAMILY REVOCABLE TRUST 305 CARVER ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2790593 SAVANT FAMILY REVOCABLE TRUST 1216 BRAVURA DR PLANO TX 75074-0104

2790594 MICCOLI JEANINE K 700 RIO CONCHO TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071-3566

2790594 MICCOLI JEANINE K 309 CARVER ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2790596 TRESIDDER KIASA & MATT 304 CARVER ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2790596 TRESIDDER KIASA & MATT 14136 RASPBERRY LN FRISCO TX 75035-8631

2792032 DAESUNG ENERGY RESOURCES INC SERVICE KING 6401 W UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792032 DAESUNG ENERGY RESOURCES INC SERVICE KING 2375 N GLENVILLE DR BLDG A 3150 RICHARDSON TX 75082-4470

2792055 TILLETT JEREMY & ERIKA 3517 WYCLIFF AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792056 STADLER TRUST 4012 WITTENBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792067 CORMIER ANDREW & MARLA 3708 WYCLIFF AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792068 MALLOW DAVID & ERICA 3705 WYCLIFF AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792069 JORDON JEREMY & YUMI CHOI 5900 GRACE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792070 YANG SONGPEI & MUJIE TAN 3608 DIAMOND RIDGE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792070 YANG SONGPEI & MUJIE TAN 3608 DIAMOND RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071-1652

2792071 ABDULQADER ZAID & RABAB NAIL KAMAL 3612 DIAMOND RIDGE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792071 ABDULQADER ZAID & RABAB NAIL KAMAL 3612 DIAMOND RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071-1652

2792072 WICKHAM RONALD C & CONNIE S WILSON 3616 DIAMOND RIDGE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792072 WICKHAM RONALD C & CONNIE S WILSON 3616 DIAMOND RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071-1652

2792073 SOLIMAN MARY & GEORGE ATTALLAH 3700 DIAMOND RIDGE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792073 SOLIMAN MARY & GEORGE ATTALLAH 3700 DIAMOND RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071-1650

2792074 THIRUVASAHAR THAMILVANI & SELVA KUMARAN 3704 DIAMOND RIDGE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792074 THIRUVASAHAR THAMILVANI & SELVA KUMARAN 3704 DIAMOND RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071-1650

2792075 YOUNG ELLEN & JACK 3708 DIAMOND RIDGE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792075 YOUNG ELLEN & JACK 3708 DIAMOND RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071-1650

2792076 GUNN JAMES L III & CHRISTIE 3712 DIAMOND RIDGE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792076 GUNN JAMES L III & CHRISTIE 3712 DIAMOND RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071-1650

2792077 MENDOZA SCOTT LIONEL & STEFFI MARIE 3800 DIAMOND RIDGE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792077 MENDOZA SCOTT LIONEL & STEFFI MARIE 3800 DIAMOND RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071-1657

2792078 AZAMI JAMSHID & SADAF HAIDARI 3804 DIAMOND RIDGE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792078 AZAMI JAMSHID & SADAF HAIDARI 3804 DIAMOND RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071-1657

2792079 JIANG HONG & YAN LYU 3808 DIAMOND RIDGE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792079 JIANG HONG & YAN LYU 1821 N LAKE FOREST DR STE 700 # 122 MCKINNEY TX 75071-7682

2792080 BELGAMEH SOHRAB & FARIBA FANI 3901 WITTENBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792080 BELGAMEH SOHRAB & FARIBA FANI 14209 S TUMBLEWEED WAY DRAPER UT 84020-7699

2792081 GRAND HOMES 2014 LP 3905 WITTENBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792082 ADEYEMO MAYOWA & YETUNDE 3909 WITTENBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792083 DEVARAJAN MAHADEVAN & RADHA AYYAPPAN 3913 WITTENBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792084 WILCOX REGINALD & SHANI 3917 WITTENBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792085 MUDEKUNYE MAKA 3921 WITTENBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792086 OKOROH HOPE 3925 WITTENBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792087 VELLANKI VENKATA S & JANAKI VELLANKI 3929 WITTENBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792088 MCGLOTHEN SANDRA GALE 3933 WITTENBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792089 GOEL ASHISH & ANKITA SINGH 3937 WITTENBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792089 GOEL ASHISH & ANKITA SINGH 1942 WESTLAKE AVE APT 2009 SEATTLE WA 98101-1276

2792090 PA FAMILY REVOCABLE TRUST 3941 WITTENBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792091 GURUNG SAMIR & YAM KUMARI 4001 WITTENBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792092 MORRISON BERNADETTE 4005 WITTENBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792093 HODGES NAOMI NYEMWERERAI REVOCABLE LIVING TRUST THE 3800 WITTENBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792094 BENITO RYAN CALEJA & EMILENE BATOL 3804 WITTENBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792095 HUSSAIN SYED & NAHEED MUSHARRAF 3808 WITTENBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792096 FRENCH JASON JOSEPH & AMIE RENEE 3812 WITTENBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792097 PHAN NARIN & CANH-NHAN NGUYEN-MINH 3521 WYCLIFF AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792098 DOEING LAWRENCE W & MADELINE 3601 DIAMOND RIDGE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792098 DOEING LAWRENCE W & MADELINE 3601 DIAMOND RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071-1651

2792099 GARCIA JASON ISAIAH & JENNIFER INUMERABLE 3605 DIAMOND RIDGE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792099 GARCIA JASON ISAIAH & JENNIFER INUMERABLE 3605 DIAMOND RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071-1651

2792100 WALDEN DONNA MARIE & RONALD F 3609 DIAMOND RIDGE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792100 WALDEN DONNA MARIE & RONALD F 3609 DIAMOND RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071-1651

2792101 MUGHAL HARRIS & NOSHEEN KANWAL 3613 DIAMOND RIDGE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792101 MUGHAL HARRIS & NOSHEEN KANWAL 3613 DIAMOND RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071-1651

2792102 FROSCHAUER ERIC MICHAEL & ASPEN KAYE 3617 DIAMOND RIDGE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792102 FROSCHAUER ERIC MICHAEL & ASPEN KAYE 3617 DIAMOND RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071-1651

2792104 CHOPRA SIDDANTH ARUN & GARIMA SIDDANTH 3705 DIAMOND RIDGE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792104 CHOPRA SIDDANTH ARUN & GARIMA SIDDANTH 13138 TORRINGTON DR FRISCO TX 75035-7387

2792105 MANCHIKANTI VAMSHI & MANVITHA CHINTHAPATLA 3709 DIAMOND RIDGE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792105 MANCHIKANTI VAMSHI & MANVITHA CHINTHAPATLA 3709 DIAMOND RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071-1649

2792106 CORWIN JAY R & JANA LANE 3713 DIAMOND RIDGE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792106 CORWIN JAY R & JANA LANE 3713 DIAMOND RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071-1649

2792107 CHADHA RABINDER SINGH & NONIKA KAUR 3801 DIAMOND RIDGE MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2792107 CHADHA RABINDER SINGH & NONIKA KAUR 3801 DIAMOND RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071-1658

2792108 AGBAH DENNIS DELA & NANA NYARKO KORSAH 3805 DIAMOND RIDGE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792108 AGBAH DENNIS DELA & NANA NYARKO KORSAH 3805 DIAMOND RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071-1658

2792109 REYES NOHORA & RAFAEL REYES 3809 DIAMOND RIDGE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792109 REYES NOHORA & RAFAEL REYES 3809 DIAMOND RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071-1658

2792110 ROBISON JED RHEES & MEREDITH LEE 3901 DIAMOND RIDGE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792110 ROBISON JED RHEES & MEREDITH LEE 3901 DIAMOND RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071-1656

2792111 LAYTON RICHARD KEVIN & BARBARA W 3905 DIAMOND RIDGE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792111 LAYTON RICHARD KEVIN & BARBARA W 3905 DIAMOND RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071-1656

2792112 PULLA JOHN 3909 DIAMOND RIDGE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792112 PULLA JOHN 3909 DIAMOND RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071-1656

2792113 FELIX LUIGI & NICOLE T 3913 DIAMOND RIDGE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792113 FELIX LUIGI & NICOLE T 3913 DIAMOND RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071-1656

2792114 KUMAR KAMLESH & MEDHA SINGH 3917 DIAMOND RIDGE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792114 KUMAR KAMLESH & MEDHA SINGH 3917 DIAMOND RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071-1656

2792115 KADHIM ZACHARY & MARWAH M AL AMERI 3921 DIAMOND RIDGE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792115 KADHIM ZACHARY & MARWAH M AL AMERI 3921 DIAMOND RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071-1656

2792116 GRAND HOMES 2014 LP 3925 DIAMOND RIDGE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792117 CHEANG KEITH & HELEN 3929 DIAMOND RIDGE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792117 CHEANG KEITH & HELEN 3929 DIAMOND RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071-1656

2792118 THRELKELD NICHOLAS 3933 DIAMOND RIDGE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792118 THRELKELD NICHOLAS 3933 DIAMOND RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071-1656

2792119 BROWN JEREMY & HANNAH 3937 DIAMOND RIDGE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792119 BROWN JEREMY & HANNAH 3937 DIAMOND RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071-1656

2792120 ZIEMBA REVOCABLE LIVING TRUST THE 3941 DIAMOND RIDGE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792120 ZIEMBA REVOCABLE LIVING TRUST THE 3941 DIAMOND RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071-1656

2792121 LAPLANTE JOSHUA & SHEENA 4001 DIAMOND RIDGE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792121 LAPLANTE JOSHUA & SHEENA 4001 DIAMOND RDG MCKINNEY TX 75071-1661

2792122 TINOCO MIKE & LAURA VANESSA 4008 WITTENBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792123 VENGAS GUSTAVO FLORES & ILSE Y PEREZ SOTO 4004 WITTENBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792124 CUDJOE ESTELLA 4000 WITTENBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792125 ATHI GANGADHAR B & SOLOMI CHAPPIDI 3936 WITTENBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792126 KIM YANG & JI Y 3932 WITTENBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792127 MUGHAL SAIFULLAH & HUMAYU MUGHAL 3928 WITTENBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792128 SHIELDS JEREMY & MICHELLE 3924 WITTENBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792129 NICOLAS SPIRO WILLIAM & SALWA W NICOLAS 3920 WITTENBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792130 MUGHAL HASEEB & MANAL 3916 WITTENBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792131 GRAND HOMES 2014 LP 3912 WITTENBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792132 GRAND HOMES 2014 LP 3908 WITTENBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792133 SULLIVAN GAYLA JO 3904 WITTENBURG DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2792310 PERKINS LINDA MARIE 902 THROCKMORTON PL MCKINNEY TX 75069-2334

2792310 PERKINS LINDA MARIE 902 N THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2792311 EVANS JULIA & THE ESTATE OF LEONARD EVANS JR & LEONARD EVANS ESTATE OF & N COLLIN CNTY HABITAT FOR HUMANITY 904 THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069-2330

2792311 EVANS JULIA & THE ESTATE OF LEONARD EVANS JR & LEONARD EVANS ESTATE OF & N COLLIN CNTY HABITAT FOR HUMANITY 904 N THROCKMORTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2794627 SIMS WILLIE 216 CARVER ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2796988 PACCAR INC DYNACRAFTATTN: SUZANNE GOODING 650 MILWAUKEE AVE N ALGONA WA 98001-7409

2796988 PACCAR INC DYNACRAFTATTN: SUZANNE GOODING 3490 REDBUD BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2797555 FERGUSON ENTERPRISES LLC 1758 PRIVATE ROAD 5312 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2797555 FERGUSON ENTERPRISES LLC 12500 JEFFERSON AVE NEWPORT NEWS VA 23602-4314

2797556 MALONE WILLIAM MICHAEL LIVING TRUST & ROZANNA ELIZABETH GARRISON 6909 LAKEPOINTE DR OKLAHOMA CITY OK 73116-1628

2798508 VENKATA KASI VISWANATH & SRILAKSHMI METTU REVOCABLE TRUST 3500 SPRING MOUNTAIN DR PLANO TX 75025-4364

2798840 TEXAS SKY REAL ESTATE LLC 520 HIGH RIDGE DR NEW HOPE TX 75071

2798840 TEXAS SKY REAL ESTATE LLC 1515 SILVER CREEK CIR LUCAS TX 75002-8804

2799083 TURCHI BRIAN ARTHUR & JAMI LEE 2363 COUNTY ROAD 852 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2799748 MADDOX RICHARD L & REBAR SUPPLY & TEXAS COLLISIONNANCY A MADDOX 5116 PRESERVATION AVE COLLEYVILLE TX 76034-1296

2799748 MADDOX RICHARD L & REBAR SUPPLY & TEXAS COLLISIONNANCY A MADDOX 2112 N CUSTER RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2799983 RUSHING ENTERPRISES INC 3712 N CUSTER RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801670 LEACH MICHAEL B & JANE 4421 DORCHESTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801671 UTZIG MARK & MARY 4417 DORCHESTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801672 SMITH DOUGLAS & BONNIE 4413 DORCHESTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801673 PITTS ALEXANDRIA & DAMIAN JR 4409 DORCHESTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801674 PARK CYRUS & OKSANA 900 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801675 BUSH CAROLYN & DION MILLER 904 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801676 DUTTA ARJUN 908 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801677 CHINAMORA BERNELL L 912 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801678 VERMA ANKUSH 916 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801679 DOKE MARSHALL J III & OLIVIA CHRISTINE CANTU 920 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801680 BROWN NATASHA DANIELLE & WALLON KING 924 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801681 UPADHYAY MOHIT 1000 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801682 COIL TINA LYNN 1004 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801683 YOHANNES JERUSALEM TESFAMARIAM & SEBEHAT SEIFE GEBREMESKEL 1008 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801684 KHAN SHAHBAZ & MEHRIN TARIQ 1012 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801685 ROBINSON MORRIS JR & TASHERA N MCCRAY 1016 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801686 MENG XIANGLI & AILI SHI 1020 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801687 LIN JENNIFER & JOYCE JINCAO XU 1100 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801688 HOLLINGSWORTH HANNAH B & MICHAEL D CROCKARELL 1104 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801689 LIBERATORE MARGARET FAMILY LIVING TRUST 1108 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801690 OWNER OF RECORD 1112 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2801693 RUE DAVID & KRISTIN RUE 1300 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801694 ROBERSON THOMAS EARL & TUYEN NGUYEN 1304 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801695 PINOTTI TINA LEE & RONALD E 1308 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801696 CLUBB RYAN PATRICK & KATHRYN 4400 DELAVAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801697 ALLEN JOSHUA MICHAEL & ALLISON NICOLE 4404 DELAVAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801698 JONES SARAH LYNNE & JUSTIN D 4408 DELAVAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801699 BLAYDES BARTON DUDLEY & LINDA SUE 4412 DELAVAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801700 BELTER THOMAS H & THERESA M 4416 DELAVAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801701 SARINANA HUMBERTO JR & CYNTHIA CECILE 1337 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801702 HERNANDEZ DON JACOB & REBEKAH 1333 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801703 BROWN COREY R & CAROLINE BROWN 1329 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801704 WILSON TIMOTHY & NAKIA BRADLEY 1325 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801705 WU JEFFREY & JIE GAO 1321 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801706 WASHINGTON CENTRINA 1317 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801707 MENDEZ ANA ARELI & RUBEN 1313 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801708 FRANCIS ERIC & RENEE 1309 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801709 JIMENEZ DAVID FIGUEROA 1305 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801710 MEJIA CINDY & JESUS WILLIAM DELACRUZ 1301 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801711 OWNER OF RECORD 1113 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801712 MORALES ABEL SUDARIO & ROWENA SUNGA 1109 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801713 MILLS KYLA 1105 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801714 IM NARA 1101 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801715 GEORGE VARGHESE HAMILTON & MARIA BERNADETTE 1021 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801716 HYNSON CHARLES B & CHARLLETTA A 1017 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801717 DUNSWORTH NICHOLAS & MEGAN 1013 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801718 MTAZU PAUL 1009 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801719 ALI HAIDER & ANYA HAIDER ALI 1005 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801720 MUSTAQ MOHAMMAD & SHAGUFTA 1001 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801721 MOON ANDREW 921 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801722 FORD SHERESSA DENISE 917 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801723 FAJULUGBE YETUNDE M 913 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801724 HICKS WILLIAM EMERSON III 909 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801725 HADLEY KEVIN M 905 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801726 ALEMBONG ETIENNE B & SYLVIE N 901 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801727 TENTATIVA JASON PAULO TY & CHILMARIE 1200 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801728 GRAVES CAROLYN & CHANCE FRAZIER 1204 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801729 GRISHAM SOPHIA & ALEX 1208 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801730 SHRESTHA DEEPENDRA 1212 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801731 HASSAN BADRUL & AMENA BAKALI 1216 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801732 AZEEZ OLUROTIMI I & FIBISOLA O 1220 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801733 RAJASEKARAN KARTHIK NATHELLA & DIVYA BYSANI 1224 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801734 KOMMAREDDY SAHAJA & KARTHIK REDDY POTHIREDDY 1228 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801735 SABO ANTHONY ANDREW & YING LIU 1232 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801737 BISTA BINOD & SHEELA 1200 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801738 SMITH JASON LAMAR & ASHLEY D 1204 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801739 SILVER MICHAEL & MELISSA DOREMUS 1208 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801740 MITCHELL DENNIS 1212 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801741 YEDIDA NAGA VENKATA & VENKATA AKKIRAJU 1216 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801742 HAWTHORNE NATHANIEL E & VANETTA R 1220 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801743 ZELAYA ROBERT W JR & GINAMARIE J 1224 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801744 CLARKE AFIBA & GLENROY 1228 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801745 KANDHI SHARATH C & ARCHANA SATHAIAHGARI 1225 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801747 HARRIS PATRICK J & ARNECIA 1221 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801748 ARIF HASSAN MUHAMMAD & FARKHANDA 1217 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801749 SIDDIQUI KAMRAN & TAYYABA NASSER 1213 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801750 HERNANDEZ LANI RAE & STEFAN GABRIEL 1209 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801751 DAVIES MARIA G & JUSTIN D 1205 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801752 MUNHALL DANIEL 1201 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801753 NISSEN DANIEL R & ALLYSON RHEE 1300 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801754 RIOS ERIC & MARGO 1304 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801755 BABAJIDE TAIWO T & AYOBAMI ALUKO 1308 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801756 CRUSE CLAYTON & HOLLI C 1312 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801757 WILLIAMS JERROD WATAE & JERRISHA MASHAE 1316 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801758 YOUNG JOHN HENRY & SARAH 1320 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801759 NELSON BRANDI N & OLLIE B JR 1324 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801760 FIRST TEXAS HOMES INC % KRISTY MURDAY 1325 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801762 BALESTRA CHELSEA JANE 1321 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801763 EMMANUEL ATANGA ASOBO & EVETTE NJIKE MFUHMEN 1317 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801764 SOBOTA STEPHEN NEAL & AMANDA 1313 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801765 GELDERT DONALD FREDRICK & JULIE L 1309 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801766 MISHLER CLIFFORD CALVIN & KEELEY SHAE MICHLER 1305 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801767 GOE-PAYNE DANA R 1301 GRANGER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801769 VAUGHNS ARTHUR J JR & SHERRY R 1229 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801770 MADUKA PAUL IHEANACHO 1225 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801771 NYAAYO GERALD A & LENAH M KEMUNTO 1221 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801772 SUTCLIFFE KENNETH & ANDREA 1217 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801773 FLORES OSWALDO & RUTH A VILLARREAL 1213 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801773 FLORES OSWALDO & RUTH A VILLARREAL 1213 PURPLE MARTIN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071-0758
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2801774 SAMUEL ANNA RASMI & THOMAS VALIYAVEETIL 1209 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801775 SMITH KENNETH & STELLA H 1205 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801775 SMITH KENNETH & STELLA H 10004 MONASTERY DR PLANO TX 75025-6581

2801776 TSANG CHIU SHUN CHARLSON & WONG YU TING 1201 PUTMAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801777 WILLOW WOOD MCKINNEY HOMEOWNER'S ASSOCIATION INC 4405 DORCHESTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801778 WILLOW WOOD MCKINNEY HOMEOWNER'S ASSOCIATION INC 4424 DELAVAN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801787 WOODRUFF LARRY BOYD & DOROTHY MARIE 1113 FARGO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801789 VAGHANI DHYEYKUMAR RAJESHBHAI 1109 FARGO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801790 COCHRAN VIENNA & RONALD SR 1105 FARGO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801791 MORRISON MARTHA 1101 FARGO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801792 VAN SCHEPEN STEPHANIE L & BARTEL J 1021 FARGO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801793 MUGHAL ATIF & MAIMOONA 1017 FARGO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801794 CATALANE KRISTEN ELISE 1013 FARGO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801795 GONZALEZ EMILY GRACE & ANGEL ARNOLDO GONZALEZ OCANA 1009 FARGO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801796 KAZMI SYED HASAN ASKARI & SEEMA SHAFQAT 1005 FARGO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801797 THOMAS LA TANYA YOUNG 1001 FARGO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801798 BUDDEN- WRIGHT SABRINA E & SHERMAN S WRIGHT 925 FARGO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801799 FIGUEROA JOSE F & NICOLE C 917 FARGO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801800 SMITH TIMOTHY MICHAEL & FANNY ELOISA 909 FARGO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801801 PETREE JOAN ELIZABETH & DONALD RAY 908 FARGO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801802 LEFFALL WILLIAM COURTNEY & CHRISTY C BENNETT 1004 FARGO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801803 HOPKINS JAMES & CAROL 1008 FARGO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801804 APKARIAN GRANT & KATIE 1012 FARGO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801805 ABOAGYE ADJEI PRINCE & ADWOA 1016 FARGO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801806 PAYUMO ALEC & LYLIASISKA LIE 1100 FARGO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801807 WONG EDMUND J & MELISSA 1104 FARGO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801808 ANSEL WILLIAM & BONNIE 1108 FARGO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801810 CROOK JESSE & SARAH 4113 BIRD CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801811 ALFONSO LAURADIS & YOVANNY 4109 BIRD CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801812 MARTIN BRIAN REEVES & MELISSA C 4105 BIRD CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801813 VILJOEN LAUREN D & TREVOR S HANES 4100 BIRD CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801814 FOX LARRY & KELCIE 4104 BIRD CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801815 BOCK ISAIAH DANIEL & BRITTANY RENE 4108 BIRD CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801816 SANTIAGO SHIRLEY E 1212 PORTER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801817 FEBO SHEILA E & ALEX TOMAS 1216 PORTER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801818 WARREN TREVIN 1220 PORTER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801819 REDWINE BRITTANY NACOLE & ERIC DEWAYNE 1224 PORTER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801820 LEWIS GLENDA 1228 PORTER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801821 HINKLE CRAIG SCOTT & CARYN LYNN SAWLIS 1232 PORTER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801822 BORGESON KATIE E & NANCY SUSAN GUISELMAN 4109 LINWOOD AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801823 MAHON JOANN 4105 LINWOOD AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801824 LOPEZ BROOKE DAWN & COLLIN MICHAEL SANDERS 4101 LINWOOD AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801825 YAO YANPING & EDWARD BERNIE HUGHES 4116 LINWOOD AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801826 BAKER JEREMY & SHANNON 4200 LINWOOD AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801827 GAGE MICHAEL G & KATHARINE C 4204 LINWOOD AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801828 ALLO JOSEPH & ANGELA 4208 LINWOOD AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801829 KOPEL MARK & MARINA 4212 LINWOOD AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801830 SCHULTZ NEIL ROBERT & ROBYN MICHELLE 4216 LINWOOD AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801831 BOWEN ROBERT GEORGE JR & SARAH LYNN 4300 LINWOOD AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801832 WILKINS ERIC & CASSANDRA WILCOX 4304 LINWOOD AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801833 SINGH TIRATH & INDERVIR KAUR 1233 FARGO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801834 BERG MURRAY CLAIR & LAURA BETH 1229 FARGO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801835 KONAN ARNAUD DONATIEN & NELI-CARMEN 1225 FARGO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801836 HOSSEN MUHAMMAD 1221 FARGO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801837 DONAWHO PATRICK GLEN & NICOLE NEWTON 1217 FARGO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801838 MITCHELL TERRANCE MERVYN 1213 FARGO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801839 VIDAL LORENZO RODRIGUEZ JR & LORENZO ORTIZ VIDAL & ANA R VIDAL 1209 FARGO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801840 BUN ANDRA SETHA 1205 FARGO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801841 SANTOS GRACE D & JONATHAN L SANGALANG 1201 FARGO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801842 NGUYEN BAO HOANG & THANH TRUC HONG VU 1200 FARGO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801843 LACY JAMES & MICHELLE VOLPE 1204 FARGO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801844 DASSET GERMAINE OPHELIA & NGUESSAN ARTHUR ATTE 1208 FARGO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801845 PESANO JOHN ALBERT & CHARLOTTE ANN 1212 FARGO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801846 AHMAD MOSHEER YOUSEF MAHMOUD 1216 FARGO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801847 WOODS JACQUELYN & ROBBIE SHELTON III 1220 FARGO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801848 CARMONA- GARZA JOSE ROBERTO & ARIANA LYZETH CASILLAS-ZAMORA 1224 FARGO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801849 JUDGE DESTINY K & ROBERT R 1228 FARGO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801850 SARAGADA RAVINDRA REDDY & NAVYA CHOUDARY DEVARAPU 1232 FARGO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801851 ZAMAN ANNA & RAJA MIR 1236 FARGO DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801852 BHAI ALI SHAN ALI 1233 PORTER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801853 STACKHOUSE WILLIAM & CRISTINA & VIRGINIA STACKHOUSE 1229 PORTER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801854 MCLENNAN FELTON & CALANDRA 1225 PORTER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801855 FRYER JASON & NADIA 1221 PORTER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801856 LEE ZACHARY & KATY 1217 PORTER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801857 SCOTT APRIL DAWN & JUREL CLAY 1213 PORTER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801858 FOMUSO EVELYN ESONA KIALI 1209 PORTER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801859 LOWERY JASON LEE & KELLI NICOLE 1205 PORTER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2801860 TRICE CAMERON & TARYN 1201 PORTER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2801861 WILLOW WOOD MCKINNEY HOMEOWNER'S ASSOCIATION INC 4209 BIRD CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2802015 ANCHOR CHUCH ANCHOR CHURCHATTN: JEFF JENKINS PO BOX 1267 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8149

2802015 ANCHOR CHUCH ANCHOR CHURCHATTN: JEFF JENKINS 3921 COMMUNITY AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2802080 BLACKWELL QUENTIN R & DANITA R JOHNSON 120 BUCKINGHAM LN ALLEN TX 75002-8627

2802389 WOODMEN PROPERTIES LLC 6909 SHOREVIEW DR MCKINNEY TX 75072-5580

2802523 CHURCHILL BENSON 5421 PROMISE LAND DR FRISCO TX 75035-7626

2803299 WILMETH RIDGE CROSSING LLC 6077 COUNTY ROAD 161 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2803299 WILMETH RIDGE CROSSING LLC 5573 FM 1461 MCKINNEY TX 75071-3044

2804606 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1912 CANYON LN MELISSA TX 75454

2804607 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1910 CANYON LN MELISSA TX 75454

2804608 MUNOZ MICHAEL & VICTORIA 1908 CANYON LN MELISSA TX 75454

2804609 SANCHEZ EDWARD & JENICA 1906 CANYON LN MELISSA TX 75454

2804610 TUNUGUNTLA VAMSEE NAG 1904 CANYON LN MELISSA TX 75454

2804611 DARA SAI PRASAD 1902 CANYON LN MELISSA TX 75454

2804611 DARA SAI PRASAD 10323 OFFSHORE DR IRVING TX 75063-5092

2804612 PODOLANKO MATTHEW R & LAURA A 1900 CANYON LN MELISSA TX 75454

2804613 KURTH SILAS & BAILEY 1810 CANYON LN MELISSA TX 75454

2804614 FRANCO ADRIAN & JEFFREY RAINEY 1808 CANYON LN MELISSA TX 75454

2804615 CHEN LIJUN 1806 CANYON LN MELISSA TX 75454

2804616 ENEBELI EBERE RACHAEL 1804 CANYON LN MELISSA TX 75454

2804617 POOLA PRANAYKUMAR & SHRAVANI KURUMATHI 1802 CANYON LN MELISSA TX 75454

2804618 NGUYEN THINH 303 CRESCENT AVE MELISSA TX 75454-2956

2804618 NGUYEN THINH 1800 CANYON LN MELISSA TX 75454

2804619 LI TONG & JUN ZHU 7103 59TH STREET CT W UNIVERSITY PLACE WA 98467-2107

2804619 LI TONG & JUN ZHU 1710 CANYON LN MELISSA TX 75454

2804620 RUSU JAMES & MELISSA 1708 CANYON LN MELISSA TX 75454

2804621 CHAMBERS SELONDA 1706 CANYON LN MELISSA TX 75454

2804622 OWUSU ABENA 1704 CANYON LN MELISSA TX 75454

2804623 NISSLEY JAKE & SELENA AREVALO 1702 CANYON LN MELISSA TX 75454

2804624 MANIBOG ERIC A 1700 CANYON LN MELISSA TX 75454

2804626 PADALIA SEENA RAJENDRA 4301 RICE LN 4301 RICE LN CARROLLTON TX 75010-1151

2804626 PADALIA SEENA RAJENDRA 4301 RICE LN 210 STONEBROOK TRL MELISSA TX 75454

2804627 ZHU FEIYUN & CHENJING MAO 4708 SUNNYBROOK DR PLANO TX 75093-8406

2804627 ZHU FEIYUN & CHENJING MAO 212 STONEBROOK TRL MELISSA TX 75454

2804628 RODGERS JESSICA 214 STONEBROOK TRL MELISSA TX 75454

2804629 SUN MIN TRUST 216 STONEBROOK TRL MELISSA TX 75454

2804629 SUN MIN TRUST 1118 ORCHID PL LIVERMORE CA 94551-8807

2804630 PUGH RYAN 218 STONEBROOK TRL MELISSA TX 75454

2804631 TADA RAHUL & SHARANYA ANUMULA 220 STONEBROOK TRL MELISSA TX 75454

2804632 KUMAR PRAMOD & SUSHMA KUMARI 2317 RESTON DR MCKINNEY TX 75072-8836

2804632 KUMAR PRAMOD & SUSHMA KUMARI 222 STONEBROOK TRL MELISSA TX 75454

2804633 RAHMAN MOHD FAHIM AL & FARHANA RAHMAN 224 STONEBROOK TRL MELISSA TX 75454

2804634 PAWAR DHIRAJ & SHWETA DHIRAJ 226 STONEBROOK TRL MELISSA TX 75454

2804635 OTOO RONALD N & CYNTHIA ABURIME 228 STONEBROOK TRL MELISSA TX 75454

2804636 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 300 STONEBROOK TRL MELISSA TX 75454

2804637 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 8840 CYPRESS WATERS BLVD STE 100 COPPELL TX 75019-4615

2804637 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 302 STONEBROOK TRL MELISSA TX 75454

2804638 GHOUSHEH LAITH A & ZAYNAH N ELQUZA 1701 HIDDEN SPRINGS DR MELISSA TX 75454

2804639 ZHOU SHAO FENG & WAN PANG 1703 HIDDEN SPRINGS DR MELISSA TX 75454

2804640 HARDAWAY KYLE & KIMBERLY HARDAWAY 1705 HIDDEN SPRINGS DR MELISSA TX 75454

2804641 RODRIGUEZ JOSE IBARRA & ERIKA GUERRERO SANCHEZ 1707 HIDDEN SPRINGS DR MELISSA TX 75454

2804642 LI XIAN 1709 HIDDEN SPRINGS DR MELISSA TX 75454

2804643 HERRERA RUBEN 1801 HIDDEN SPRINGS DR MELISSA TX 75454

2804644 FUHRMANN PETE & MARION 1803 HIDDEN SPRINGS DR MELISSA TX 75454

2804645 VERWER GREGORY S & KATHARINE C 1805 HIDDEN SPRINGS DR MELISSA TX 75454

2804647 MINTER JORDAN 231 STONEHOLLOW WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2804650 PHILLIPS RICK & LAURIE 229 STONEHOLLOW WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2804651 CHEN LIJUN 4145 GRASSMERE LN APT 2 DALLAS TX 75205-1266

2804651 CHEN LIJUN 227 STONEHOLLOW WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2804652 SAEED MUHAMMAD AFNAN 225 STONEHOLLOW WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2804653 TREYBIG DUANE & CATHERINE 223 STONEHOLLOW WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2804654 NIEKAMP JEREMY & TAYLOR MOONEY 221 STONEHOLLOW WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2804655 PHAN TONY & HONG NGUYEN 219 STONEHOLLOW WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2804656 JIMENEZ CLAUDIA & DONALD MEWBOURN 217 STONEHOLLOW WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2804657 BOLARIN OLATADE & CAROLYN NWANKWO 1901 BOULDER CREEK TRL MELISSA TX 75454

2804658 ADIKEY APARNA RAO 1903 BOULDER CREEK TRL MELISSA TX 75454

2804658 ADIKEY APARNA RAO 10869 LEESA DR MCKINNEY TX 75072-3329

2804659 GADDAM SUDESHAMARNATH & POOJITHA KOLLI 1905 BOULDER CREEK TRL MELISSA TX 75454

2804660 PIPAK JUSTIN & MOLLY 1907 BOULDER CREEK TRL MELISSA TX 75454

2804662 CAMPBELL ALYSSA 1912 BOULDER CREEK TRL MELISSA TX 75454

2804663 SHULENBERGER DRUE & CASANDRA 1910 BOULDER CREEK TRL MELISSA TX 75454

2804664 HUANG YU 1908 BOULDER CREEK TRL MELISSA TX 75454

2804665 KAKUM ARCHANA 1906 BOULDER CREEK TRL MELISSA TX 75454

2804665 KAKUM ARCHANA 12532 HONEYFLOWER DR FRISCO TX 75035-0713

2804666 ASHLEY MARCUS & GENEVA 1904 BOULDER CREEK TRL MELISSA TX 75454

2804667 MASON ALEXANDER & ANDREA 1902 BOULDER CREEK TRL MELISSA TX 75454

2804668 KASIMOV OTABEK R & DILAFRUZ Z KASIMOVA 1900 BOULDER CREEK TRL MELISSA TX 75454

2804669 BASNET LEN & ANKIT POKHAREL 1901 CANYON LN MELISSA TX 75454
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2804670 ZHANG XU 1903 CANYON LN MELISSA TX 75454

2804670 ZHANG XU 1361 W 9TH AVE APT 412 ESCONDIDO CA 92029-2212

2804671 NEEL DIKSHA & JANARDHANA GOVINDAPPA 1905 CANYON LN MELISSA TX 75454

2804672 SHAH SHAHZAD & RIZWANA RAZAQUE 1907 CANYON LN MELISSA TX 75454

2804673 CONG MEIYAN & DAN WU 71 CARRIAGE RD ROSLYN NY 11576-3122

2804673 CONG MEIYAN & DAN WU 1909 CANYON LN MELISSA TX 75454

2804674 RAVVA RAKESH & SARASWATHI SEEMAKURTHI 1911 CANYON LN MELISSA TX 75454

2804675 ALI IMSHAN 1913 CANYON LN MELISSA TX 75454

2804676 CALVERT WILLIAM & LYNSAY 201 FIELDSTONE DR MELISSA TX 75454

2804677 HERRING STEVEN & KELLY 203 FIELDSTONE DR MELISSA TX 75454

2804678 KHAN ALI & NAIMA GAZI 205 FIELDSTONE DR MELISSA TX 75454

2804679 MOLLA-ISLAM 2022 REVOCABLE TRUST 207 FIELDSTONE DR MELISSA TX 75454

2804679 MOLLA-ISLAM 2022 REVOCABLE TRUST 1133 POMEROY AVE SANTA CLARA CA 95051-4433

2804680 DIKSA PENG K & KONG KEOKHAM & VANH KEOKHAM 2700 CRESTRIDGE CT BOULDER CO 80302-9378

2804680 DIKSA PENG K & KONG KEOKHAM & VANH KEOKHAM 209 FIELDSTONE DR MELISSA TX 75454

2804681 DZARAMBA JONATHAN & AGNES NYAKUDYA 211 FIELDSTONE DR MELISSA TX 75454

2804682 NAVARRO JOSE BRAULIO & KARLA JAZMIN VELASQUEZ AVILA 213 FIELDSTONE DR MELISSA TX 75454

2804683 ALLURI SRILAKSHMI 4539 RISINGHILL DR PLANO TX 75024-7338

2804683 ALLURI SRILAKSHMI 215 FIELDSTONE DR MELISSA TX 75454

2804684 CHEN CHAO & LIONEL WAN 217 FIELDSTONE DR MELISSA TX 75454

2804685 LOUZADA DIEGO & LUCIANA 219 FIELDSTONE DR MELISSA TX 75454

2804686 MOSQUEDA JOHN 221 FIELDSTONE DR MELISSA TX 75454

2804687 DRUIEN ROBERT & KAITLYN 223 FIELDSTONE DR MELISSA TX 75454

2804688 KUMAR RUPESH & GUNJAN KUMARI 225 FIELDSTONE DR MELISSA TX 75454

2804689 JAMES TINA & ROBERT L 227 FIELDSTONE DR MELISSA TX 75454

2804690 GARZA RAUL 228 STONEHOLLOW WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2804692 D & J CONNELL PROPERTIES LLC 2421 VERBICK LN PLANO TX 75074-0141

2804692 D & J CONNELL PROPERTIES LLC 226 STONEHOLLOW WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2804693 IBRAHIM MOHAMMAD 224 STONEHOLLOW WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2804694 KOECH JOYCE 222 STONEHOLLOW WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2804695 ALI KARIM GUHLAM 4313 TALL KNIGHT LN CARROLLTON TX 75010-2363

2804695 ALI KARIM GUHLAM 220 STONEHOLLOW WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2804696 HILLMAN DYLAN 218 STONEHOLLOW WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2804697 ACOSTA ROSA MARGARITA 216 STONEHOLLOW WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2804698 AGGARWAL NIDHI & SIDDHARTA GUPTA 6916 HOMESTEAD DR MCKINNEY TX 75070-5459

2804698 AGGARWAL NIDHI & SIDDHARTA GUPTA 214 STONEHOLLOW WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2804699 NEWMAN DAVID WAYNE & APRIL KAY 212 STONEHOLLOW WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2804700 ALQARAGHULI HAIDAR & KAMAR AL- ABACHI 210 STONEHOLLOW WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2804701 KALYANDURG KAMAL & ROHINIPRIYA PYNDIVENKATACHALAM 208 STONEHOLLOW WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2804702 CHRISTMON VEREACHIA 206 STONEHOLLOW WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2804703 SOUTHARDS CHRISTINE M 204 STONEHOLLOW WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2804704 PATEL ANIKET SURENDRAKUMAR & PALAK ANIKET 202 STONEHOLLOW WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2804705 XIONG KENG LENG 201 STONEBROOK TRL MELISSA TX 75454

2804706 BAKER JAMIYL & MAYRA 203 STONEBROOK TRL MELISSA TX 75454

2804707 SUN YAHUI 205 STONEBROOK TRL MELISSA TX 75454

2804708 MILSAP YVES M SR & SHANA E 207 STONEBROOK TRL MELISSA TX 75454

2804709 MALOOLY DANIEL & DONALD MALOOLY 209 STONEBROOK TRL MELISSA TX 75454

2804710 DUMAS ALEXANDRIA 211 STONEBROOK TRL MELISSA TX 75454

2804711 CASTILLO DANYTZA & JORGE WILLIAM TORRES & LILY JANE CASTILLO-TORRES 213 STONEBROOK TRL MELISSA TX 75454

2804712 WANG FAMILY TRUST THE 3960 THORNBURGH LN DUBLIN CA 94568-8811

2804712 WANG FAMILY TRUST THE 215 STONEBROOK TRL MELISSA TX 75454

2804713 BROWN PAMELA G & DEBRA L SCHNEIDER 217 STONEBROOK TRL MELISSA TX 75454

2804714 BERNAL INDIRA 219 STONEBROOK TRL MELISSA TX 75454

2804715 WAZZAN RAED AL & DHAY ALMAHDY 221 STONEBROOK TRL MELISSA TX 75454

2804716 LAM THIEN 223 STONEBROOK TRL MELISSA TX 75454

2804717 JONES RHONDA 225 STONEBROOK TRL MELISSA TX 75454

2804718 SCULLY FAMILY TRUST THE 914 HIGHLAND DR ALLEN TX 75002-8788

2804718 SCULLY FAMILY TRUST THE 228 FIELDSTONE DR MELISSA TX 75454

2804719 GUSAKOV BORYS & OKSANA BRYZHATA 226 FIELDSTONE DR MELISSA TX 75454

2804720 MCMINN KELLY & JULIO PARADA 224 FIELDSTONE DR MELISSA TX 75454

2804721 PRYOR EDDIE & GINGER 222 FIELDSTONE DR MELISSA TX 75454

2804722 AHMED IMTIAZ & NAZMIN NAHAR RUNI 220 FIELDSTONE DR MELISSA TX 75454

2804723 EDALUR RAGHU 600 WARWICK BLVD THE COLONY TX 75056-6349

2804723 EDALUR RAGHU 218 FIELDSTONE DR MELISSA TX 75454

2804724 KHALIL MARY 216 FIELDSTONE DR MELISSA TX 75454

2804725 PENCE BRITTANY & ETHAN 214 FIELDSTONE DR MELISSA TX 75454

2804726 GREER JACOB & ASHLEY 212 FIELDSTONE DR MELISSA TX 75454

2804727 POWELL SPENCER & ELZABETH HALEY 210 FIELDSTONE DR MELISSA TX 75454

2804728 ZHANG YONGAI 2828 FIELDLARK DR PLANO TX 75074-7511

2804728 ZHANG YONGAI 208 FIELDSTONE DR MELISSA TX 75454

2804729 KREIPL JERRY & EILEEN 206 FIELDSTONE DR MELISSA TX 75454

2804730 VALLURU AJAYA & UMAVATHI 892 MARCH ST LAKE ZURICH IL 60047-1444

2804730 VALLURU AJAYA & UMAVATHI 204 FIELDSTONE DR MELISSA TX 75454

2804731 ADEYEMO ORE-OFE ADEDOTUN & IYANUOLUWA ALEGBELEYE 202 FIELDSTONE DR MELISSA TX 75454

2804756 LAKE FOREST BUSINESS PARK LLC 816 PARKWOOD CT MCKINNEY TX 75072-5389

2804756 LAKE FOREST BUSINESS PARK LLC 101 BUSINESS PARK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2805326 SYMPHONY NORTHCREEK LLC 4004 BELT LINE RD STE 115 ADDISON TX 75001-5800

2806498 ACQUISTO SHANA L & MICHAEL S ACQUISTO 8146 COUNTY ROAD 860 MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2806498 ACQUISTO SHANA L & MICHAEL S ACQUISTO 15631 RIDGEWOOD DR FRISCO TX 75035-6897

2806823 BMS REALTY GROUP LLC APPLEBEE MONTESSORI 3381 BERKWOOD PL FRISCO TX 75034-0668

2806823 BMS REALTY GROUP LLC APPLEBEE MONTESSORI 1700 N STONEBRIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2807385 HUGH TAYLER & NIKKI IWEN LONG FAMILY REVOCABLE TRUST THE 5460 STONE CANYON DR FRISCO TX 75034-2219

2808994 ADAMS ELISE MICHELE 805 LANCASTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2808995 DAVIS GLOVER DON II & NANCY BETH 801 LANCASTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2808996 GRANDAGE COURTNEY LYNN & NATHAN CHARLES HATTON 721 LANCASTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2808997 MARTINEZ FAMILY TRUST THE 717 LANCASTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2808998 HENDERSON PAMELA GAY 713 LANCASTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2808999 GARCIA ALEJANDRO & JULISSA 709 LANCASTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2809000 ELLISON SHELIA 705 LANCASTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2809001 PHAM VAN THI & TUYET NGA THI DINH & BINH DUY PHAM 701 LANCASTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2809002 WILLOW WOOD MCKINNEY HOMEOWNERS' ASSOCIATION INC 1113 LANCASTER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2809704 MCKINNEY CROSSING INVESTMENTS GROUP LLC 6704 CHESWICK CT PARKER TX 75002-3023

2810875 DALLAS AREA RAPID TRANSIT PO BOX 660163 DALLAS TX 75266-0163

2811081 WILMETH RIDGE OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC C/O RTI/COMMUNITY MGMNT ASSOCIATES INC 3317 WYCLIFF AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811257 JARUGULA VENUBABU & SWATHI BODEMPUDI 850 FOXFIELD CT PROSPER TX 75078

2811260 GUNTUR SUMANTH 840 FOXFIELD CT PROSPER TX 75078

2811277 SMITH DAVID 851 FOXFIELD CT PROSPER TX 75078

2811278 XU YAGUANG & LIN CHEN & YAN JU SHEN & SHI WEI XU 2481 MEADOWBROOK BLVD PROSPER TX 75078

2811288 PROSPER 236 LLC C/O VISION COMMUNITIES MGMT INC 5757 ALPHA RD STE 680 DALLAS TX 75240-4785

2811667 CENTRAL & FANNIN WILSON 155 LP 8800 N GAINEY CENTER DR STE 255 SCOTTSDALE AZ 85258-2164

2811795 SHOPS AT THREE EIGHTY LLC SHOPS AT 380 2361 E UNIVERSITY DR PROSPER TX 75078

2811796 SHOPS AT THREE EIGHTY LLC SHOPS AT 380 3773 RICHMOND AVE STE 800 HOUSTON TX 77046-3723

2811796 SHOPS AT THREE EIGHTY LLC SHOPS AT 380 2281 E UNIVERSITY DR PROSPER TX 75078

2811837 MEGATEL HOMES LLC 6120 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811840 BLOOMRIDGE HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION INC C/O ESSEX ASSOCIATION MANAGEMENT LP 1512 CRESCENT DR STE 112 CARROLLTON TX 75006-3620

2811841 NAIK PREETI SUDHAKAR & SURAJ VITHAL 6209 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811842 YAN SHEN & RUOHAN LIU 6225 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811844 MEGATEL HOMES LLC 6124 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811845 MEGATEL HOMES LLC 6128 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811846 MEGATEL HOMES LLC 6132 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811847 MEGATEL HOMES LLC 6200 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811848 MEGATEL HOMES LLC 6204 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811849 MEGATEL HOMES LLC 6208 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811850 MEGATEL HOMES LLC 6212 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811851 MEGATEL HOMES LLC 6216 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811852 MEGATEL HOMES LLC 6220 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811853 MEGATEL HOMES LLC 6224 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811854 MEGATEL HOMES LLC 6228 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811855 MEGATEL HOMES LLC 6232 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811856 MATHEWS ERIN LEE & AARON CHONA 3529 PAINTBRUSH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811857 CHILUKURI VENKATA NITIN & UMA MADHURI POPURI 3525 PAINTBRUSH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811858 JEAN HODSON & LESLIE CHRISTINE 3521 PAINTBRUSH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811859 SAMA REDDY KAPIL 6205 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811860 MEGATEL HOMES LLC 6201 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811861 THATAVARTHY RAGHUVEER & VENKATA SOUMYA KARUMURI 6117 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811862 VELURI SUNEEL 6113 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811863 ASHBY PAUL 6109 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811864 DACHEPALLY PRAVEEN KUMAR & RADHIKA 6105 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811865 KATIPELLI SRIKANTH REDDY 6101 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811866 LI SHERRY XIE & TIANLONG PAN & ZHENG MING LI 6017 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811867 MEGATEL HOMES LLC 6013 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811868 MEGATEL HOMES LLC 6009 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811869 EVURI VENKATA SUBBA REDDY 6005 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811870 VOIGHT BARTON & SANDRA SUE VOIGHT 6001 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811871 ZHENG RU 6221 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811871 ZHENG RU 517 FARRELL LN ALLEN TX 75013-3050

2811872 DEVARAPALLI INDRACHOWDARY 6217 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811873 HUANG CHEN JUEI & NAI YUEH NIEN 6213 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811874 PUNNA SASIDHAR & CHARISHMA PAMIDI 6209 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811875 FENG WEIHUA 961 FOX BEND WAY PROSPER TX 75078-7023

2811875 FENG WEIHUA 6205 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811876 MATURU NAGA VENKATA MADHAVA S & MANASA JUPUDI 6201 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811877 YANG JASON C & JULIE I 6741 PATRICK LN PLANO TX 75024-6346

2811877 YANG JASON C & JULIE I 6133 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811878 KANDALAI SRIVATSA BARGAVA & AMRUTHA VARSHINI 6129 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811879 BIKKINA HARI KISHORE 6125 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811880 NEDURI SRIVIVASA RAO 6121 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811881 KALASKER PRAVEEN & SOUMIYA LINGAMPETA 6117 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811881 KALASKER PRAVEEN & SOUMIYA LINGAMPETA 6104 BALLENGER RD AUBREY TX 76227-3658

2811882 SOMA VIJAYENDER REDDY & PARIJATHA ANUGU 6113 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811883 PERIYALA MUDDU 6109 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811884 MEGATEL HOMES LLC 6105 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811885 MEGATEL HOMES LLC 6004 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811886 OHENE-KANKAM NANA AKUA NTIGYIMAH & MARTIN IMIEGBALA MOMODU 6008 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811887 JENSON PAUL JAMES & KATRINA CHRISTINE 6012 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811888 MEGATEL HOMES LLC 6016 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2811889 SUBRAMANIAN BALA 6020 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811889 SUBRAMANIAN BALA 3201 CARUTH BLVD DALLAS TX 75225-4820

2811890 LOKKO SHEILA 6100 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811891 MEGATEL HOMES LLC 6104 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811892 LIN LEI 6108 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811892 LIN LEI 3074 DICKENS CT FREMONT CA 94536-2503

2811893 MEGATEL HOMES LLC 6112 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811894 MEGATEL HOMES LLC 6116 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811895 MEGATEL HOMES LLC 6200 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811896 MEGATEL HOMES LLC 6204 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811897 MEGATEL HOMES LLC 6208 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811898 MEGATEL HOMES LLC 6212 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811899 MEGATEL HOMES LLC 6216 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811900 MEGATEL HOMES LLC 6220 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811900 MEGATEL HOMES LLC 2101 CEDAR SPRINGS RD STE 700 DALLAS TX 75201-1504

2811901 CARPENETI JESSE MATTHEW & NATALIA ANDREA CARPENETI 6224 MARIGOLD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811996 PANCHAGNULA MANOJ KUMAR & LAKSHMI VENKATA SAI SINDHURI POLEPEDDI 3505 PAINTBRUSH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811997 MEDINA OCTAVIO JR & JESSICA LYNN C/O KIM COKE 5560 TENNYSON PKWY STE 280 PLANO TX 75024-3618

2811997 MEDINA OCTAVIO JR & JESSICA LYNN C/O KIM COKE 3501 PAINTBRUSH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811999 ZHANG QIXIANG & NANCY TRINH 6116 HORSETAIL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2811999 ZHANG QIXIANG & NANCY TRINH 2180 E CANTARA DR DUBLIN CA 94568-6700

2812419 MAB COMPANIES LLC RADIO STATION KWPL 822 CENTRAL EXPY MELISSA TX 75454

2812419 MAB COMPANIES LLC RADIO STATION KWPL 4111 TEXOMA PKWY SHERMAN TX 75090-1937

2815844 ST JOHN'S LODGE NO. 51, A.F. & A.M. & ST JOHN'S MASIONIC LODGEHAGGAI CHAPTER NO. 53 ROYAL ARCH MASONS 215 1/2 N KENTUCKY ST MCKINNEY TX 75069-3806

2815844 ST JOHN'S LODGE NO. 51, A.F. & A.M. & ST JOHN'S MASIONIC LODGEHAGGAI CHAPTER NO. 53 ROYAL ARCH MASONS 1811 N RIDGE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2816789 BLUE SKY RELIEF STORAGE MELISSA LLC ADVANTAGE STORAGEC/O BLUE SKY SELF STORAGE LLC PO BOX 153607 LUFKIN TX 75915-3607

2816789 BLUE SKY RELIEF STORAGE MELISSA LLC ADVANTAGE STORAGEC/O BLUE SKY SELF STORAGE LLC 1702 FANNIN RD MELISSA TX 75454

2817084 HH LAKEWOOD LLC C/O HINES ATTN: ROB WITTE 2970 MEADOW DELL DR PROSPER TX 75078

2817085 HH LAKEWOOD LLC C/O HINES ATTN: ROB WITTE 2990 MEADOW DELL DR PROSPER TX 75078

2817086 HH LAKEWOOD LLC C/O HINES ATTN: ROB WITTE 3000 MEADOW DELL DR PROSPER TX 75078

2817087 HH LAKEWOOD LLC C/O HINES ATTN: ROB WITTE 3010 MEADOW DELL DR PROSPER TX 75078

2817088 HH LAKEWOOD LLC C/O HINES ATTN: ROB WITTE 3020 MEADOW DELL DR PROSPER TX 75078

2817089 TOLL SOUTHWEST LLC 3030 MEADOW DELL DR PROSPER TX 75078

2817089 TOLL SOUTHWEST LLC 2557 SW GRAPEVINE PKWY STE 100 GRAPEVINE TX 76051-7094

2817090 LIU CHAO & DANNI WANG 3040 MEADOW DELL DR PROSPER TX 75078

2817093 KIM S WYI 3604 PATRIOT DR FRISCO TX 75034-6385

2817093 KIM S WYI 2961 MEADOW DELL DR PROSPER TX 75078

2817094 HIGHLAND HOMES - DALLAS LLC 5601 DEMOCRACY DR STE 300 PLANO TX 75024-3674

2817094 HIGHLAND HOMES - DALLAS LLC 2981 MEADOW DELL DR PROSPER TX 75078

2817095 SHADDOCK HOMES LTD 2991 MEADOW DELL DR PROSPER TX 75078

2817096 SHADDOCK HOMES LTD 3001 MEADOW DELL DR PROSPER TX 75078

2817097 TOLL SOUTHWEST LLC 3021 MEADOW DELL DR PROSPER TX 75078

2817097 TOLL SOUTHWEST LLC 250 GIBRALTAR RD HORSHAM PA 19044-2323

2817098 GEHAN HOMES LTD 3031 MEADOW DELL DR PROSPER TX 75078

2817098 GEHAN HOMES LTD 1024 S GREENVILLE AVE STE 230 ALLEN TX 75002-3351

2817117 SSGT 2280 N CUSTER RD LLC SMART STOP SELF STORAGEATTN: H MICHAEL SCHWARTZ PO BOX 320099 ALEXANDRIA VA 22320-4099

2817117 SSGT 2280 N CUSTER RD LLC SMART STOP SELF STORAGEATTN: H MICHAEL SCHWARTZ 2280 N CUSTER RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818382 OSTTEND LANDFILL LTD MCKINNEY LANDFILL 2540 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75069

2818921 MAMIDI ASHOK KUMAR 2941 BLACK WALNUT ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818922 VALLURU SIVA TULASI & SUJAN KUMAR MARELLA 2937 BLACK WALNUT ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818923 PANTER KENNETH R & DARLEEN L REVOCABLE LIVING TRUST 2933 BLACK WALNUT ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818924 YIP EVA & ANKIT BHATIA 2929 BLACK WALNUT ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818925 LYONS JASON ROBERT & ASHLEY SOLANO 2925 BLACK WALNUT ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818926 ALBERTI JOHN SALVATORE 2921 BLACK WALNUT ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818927 GUNDLAPALLY PUNEETH & NITHYA KOMATIREDDY 2917 BLACK WALNUT ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818928 BARRY MOHAMED S & FATOUMATA B BARRY 2913 BLACK WALNUT ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818929 YIRGA YIDNEKACHEW & REDIET LEMECHA 2909 BLACK WALNUT ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818930 HOTA ABHILASH & SAMIKHYA MOHAPATRA 2905 BLACK WALNUT ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818931 SHAKYA NIRENDRA & KRITI KAFLE 2901 BLACK WALNUT ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818932 BANSAL RISHAB & ADITI BANSAL 2821 BLACK WALNUT ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818933 KUO YU-CHI & SHU-CHEN HSU 2817 BLACK WALNUT ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818934 JACKSON STACY J 2813 BLACK WALNUT ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818935 WESTMORELAND KRISTEN & WILLIAM 2809 BLACK WALNUT ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818936 HINCKLEY ROBERT SHERMAN & ANNA 2805 BLACK WALNUT ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818937 KING MELINDA & JAY 2801 BLACK WALNUT ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818938 AUFILL RION ZANE & TAJALLI 2763 BLACK WALNUT ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818939 REYNA SERVANDO PALOMEQUE 2759 BLACK WALNUT ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818940 SUNDBERG BRIT ANDREW & ELIZABETH WHEELIS 2755 BLACK WALNUT ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818941 REESER JOHN D & ANAMARIE BEACH 2751 BLACK WALNUT ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818942 JOHNSTON PATRICIA MARIE 2733 BLACK WALNUT ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818943 NGUYEN DOUG D & SUE ANN X PHAN 2729 BLACK WALNUT ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818944 DAMOUR CURTIS NEIL & BRANDY JO 2725 BLACK WALNUT ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818945 WILLIAMS RACHEL DIANE 2721 BLACK WALNUT ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818946 BURKE CLOSSON REVOCABLE TRUST 2637 PLUMTREE WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818946 BURKE CLOSSON REVOCABLE TRUST 2637 PLUM TREE WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071-1947

2818947 YANTIS FAMILY LIVING TRUST 2633 PLUMTREE WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818947 YANTIS FAMILY LIVING TRUST 2633 PLUM TREE WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071-1947

2818948 CHATWIN JORDAN R & NIKOLETTE MOORE 2629 PLUMTREE WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2818948 CHATWIN JORDAN R & NIKOLETTE MOORE 2629 PLUM TREE WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071-1947

2818949 DREES CUSTOM HOMES LP ATTN: DAVID HARBIN 2625 PLUMTREE WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818950 DREES CUSTOM HOMES LP ATTN: DAVID HARBIN 2621 PLUMTREE WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818951 LANE CARL LYNN & PATRICIA LYN LANE 2617 PLUMTREE WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818951 LANE CARL LYNN & PATRICIA LYN LANE 2617 PLUM TREE WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071-1947

2818952 TIMBER CREEK PROPERTIES LLC % FORESTAR (USA) REAL ESTATE GROUP INC 2613 PLUMTREE WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818953 TIMBER CREEK PROPERTIES LLC % FORESTAR (USA) REAL ESTATE GROUP INC 2609 PLUMTREE WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818954 TIMBER CREEK PROPERTIES LLC % FORESTAR (USA) REAL ESTATE GROUP INC 2605 PLUMTREE WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818955 TIMBER CREEK PROPERTIES LLC % FORESTAR (USA) REAL ESTATE GROUP INC 2601 PLUMTREE WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818956 HARRISON PENNY RAE 4132 SWEET BIRCH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818957 GHAYASUDDIN NABEEL A & FATEMEH NIKPOUR-GHANAVATI 4128 SWEET BIRCH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818958 CARDINES REINA L & ANDERSON QUIRANTE HIPE 4124 SWEET BIRCH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818959 BARNETT SEAN MICHAEL & JODIE 4120 SWEET BIRCH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818960 CHENG ZIMING & ANPING LIN 4116 SWEET BIRCH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818961 ANDERSON MARK ALLEN 4112 SWEET BIRCH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818962 JAVIER PERCIVAL RABUYA & JANICE OLIVERIA 4108 SWEET BIRCH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818963 NORCIA ADA 4104 SWEET BIRCH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818964 HERBST JUSTIN L & ALYSSA R 4100 SWEET BIRCH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818965 FAULKNER BRIAN MARC & CASSUNDRA HUNT 4101 RED SPRUCE WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818966 WANGENDO ANGELA & MARQUS PRICE 4105 RED SPRUCE WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818967 DREES CUSTOM HOMES LP 4121 RED SPRUCE WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818968 ELLIOTT WESLEY & ERICKA ROCIO 4126 RED SPRUCE WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071-1951

2818968 ELLIOTT WESLEY & ERICKA ROCIO 4125 RED SPRUCE WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818969 MURRAY KRISTEN ADENE & ROBERT CHARLES JR 4129 RED SPRUCE WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818970 PETRILLO ANTHONY & ADRIANA & PETRILLO PETER ANTHONY & AUDREY LOUISE 4133 RED SPRUCE WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818971 PARKER JUSTIN ADAM & KELSEY RACHELLE 4137 RED SPRUCE WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818972 MALDONADO SASHA S & RICARDO R 4141 RED SPRUCE WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818973 GARRISON REVOCABLE TRUST 4145 RED SPRUCE WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818974 DREES CUSTOM HOMES LP ATTN: DAVID HARBIN 2501 PLUMTREE WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818975 DREES CUSTOM HOMES LP ATTN: DAVID HARBIN 2505 PLUMTREE WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818976 DREES CUSTOM HOMES LP ATTN: DAVID HARBIN 2509 PLUMTREE WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818977 SAGER LAVERNE LEE & EVA LORENE 2513 PLUMTREE WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818977 SAGER LAVERNE LEE & EVA LORENE 2513 PLUM TREE WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071-1946

2818978 DREES CUSTOM HOMES LP ATTN: DAVID HARBIN 2517 PLUMTREE WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818979 DREES CUSTOM HOMES LP 2641 CONE FLOWER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818980 DREES CUSTOM HOMES LP 2637 CONE FLOWER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818981 DREES CUSTOM HOMES LP 2633 CONE FLOWER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818982 DREES CUSTOM HOMES LP 2629 CONE FLOWER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818983 DREES CUSTOM HOMES LP 2625 CONE FLOWER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818984 DREES CUSTOM HOMES LP 2621 CONE FLOWER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818985 DREES CUSTOM HOMES LP ATTN: DAVID HARBIN 2617 CONE FLOWER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818986 DREES CUSTOM HOMES LP ATTN: DAVID HARBIN 2613 CONE FLOWER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818987 HARDING STEPHEN CHARLES & DEBORAH WILLARD 2609 CONE FLOWER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818988 DREES CUSTOM HOMES LP ATTN: DAVID HARBIN 2605 CONE FLOWER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818989 SHARMA RACHNA & JOHN TYSON BENNETT 2601 CONE FLOWER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818990 DREES CUSTOM HOMES LP 2600 DAVIS MEADOW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818991 DREES CUSTOM HOMES LP 2604 DAVIS MEADOW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818992 DREES CUSTOM HOMES LP 2608 DAVIS MEADOW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818993 DREES CUSTOM HOMES LP 2612 DAVIS MEADOW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818994 DREES CUSTOM HOMES LP 2616 DAVIS MEADOW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818995 DREES CUSTOM HOMES LP 2620 DAVIS MEADOW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818996 DREES CUSTOM HOMES LP 2624 DAVIS MEADOW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818997 BABAYAN MGER & KATSIARYNA BELAYA 4124 RED SPRUCE WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818998 MORRIS WILLIAM BERNARD & KATHRYN MARIE 4128 RED SPRUCE WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2818999 BROWN BRYAN & KRISTINA ELIZABETH 4132 RED SPRUCE WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819000 MAYORGA CHANTE LECLAIR & SHAWN THOMAS CROW 2629 DAVIS MEADOW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819001 DREES CUSTOM HOMES LP 2625 DAVIS MEADOW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819002 DREES CUSTOM HOMES LP 6225 N STATE HIGHWAY 161 STE 400 IRVING TX 75038-2225

2819002 DREES CUSTOM HOMES LP 2617 DAVIS MEADOW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819003 DREES CUSTOM HOMES LP ATTN: DAVID HARBIN 2609 DAVIS MEADOW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819004 DREES CUSTOM HOMES LP ATTN: DAVID HARBIN 2605 DAVIS MEADOW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819005 DREES CUSTOM HOMES LP ATTN: DAVID HARBIN 2601 DAVIS MEADOW DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819008 FORD JOHN CALVIN III & CHAU VO 4124 SEQUOIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819009 VOLOVIK SVETLANA & BORIS KAGARLITSKIY 4120 SEQUOIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819010 MORIMOTO ERICKA REUSI & BRYAN HIDEO 4116 SEQUOIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819011 MORIMOTO FAMILY TRUST 4112 SEQUOIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819012 GONZALEZ RICARDO & JEANNE MARIE 4108 SEQUOIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819013 MASTERSON JENNIFER LEA & THOMAS DONALD BINDNER 4104 SEQUOIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819014 THOMPSON LASONYA FEATHERSTON & JERRY POWELL 4100 SEQUOIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819015 WILSON ROBERT BENJAMIN III & KATHARINE GUARINO 4101 MONTEREY PINE PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819016 LEY LINDSAY MICHELLE & NATHAN A 4105 MONTEREY PINE PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819017 TORRES BRENDA IVELISSE LOPEZ & ENRIQUE DIAZ MAYSONET 4109 MONTEREY PINE PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819018 SIMMONS CHRISTOPHER RAY JR & EBONYCK DEMETRIA 4113 MONTEREY PINE PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819019 ARKALA SATISH PRASAD & SAILEELA PONNAM 4117 MONTEREY PINE PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819020 ESCO ALEXANDER THOMAS & KATELYN JOYCE YUEN 4121 MONTEREY PINE PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819021 KADAM SWAPNIL R & SIDDHI UDAY MORJE 4125 MONTEREY PINE PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819022 BERRY TERENCE & LAKISTA 4101 SEQUOIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819023 SARIKONDA SAI RAMYA & DHEERAJ MAGANTI 4105 SEQUOIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2819024 KEENAN TOM KEVIN & YULIA 4109 SEQUOIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819025 REUSI RAYE & OSTIL GLENN CALLEJA & EDITH ACHACOSO 4113 SEQUOIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819026 ANAND SHRIHARSH RETHAREKAR 4117 SEQUOIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819027 MARTINEZ DAVID ANTHONY & ANNETTE TORRES 4121 SEQUOIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819028 VO LIEN T 4125 SEQUOIA ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819029 TIMBER CREEK MCKINNEY HOA INC & TIMBER CREEK PROPERTIES LLC 1755 N COLLINS BLVD STE 201 RICHARDSON TX 75080-3555

2819031 OLSON MIRANDA ANNYCE & NIGEL JACOB 4124 MONTEREY PINE PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819032 SEYMOUR SCOTT ANTHONY & CONNIE B 4120 MONTEREY PINE PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819033 TRAN QUYNH ANH H 4116 MONTEREY PINE PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819034 PUCKETT SHANE ALAN & ALEXANDRA HELENA 4112 MONTEREY PINE PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819035 GLIDDEN KAREN NEVA & DAVID STEELE 4108 MONTEREY PINE PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819036 LUCAS DAVID ANTHONY II & JENNA KRISTINE PACE 4104 MONTEREY PINE PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819037 DEWS TRENT & MELISSA 4100 MONTEREY PINE PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819038 HERRERA RENEL PLAZA & SUSAN DELAS-ALAS 4101 SWEET BIRCH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819039 TANCINCO CARLOS & KARREL 4105 SWEET BIRCH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819040 POLK STANLEY F & TONNETT M 4109 SWEET BIRCH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819041 SHAJEE SYED & ALIZA JAFFRY 4113 SWEET BIRCH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819042 ROMAGUERA ANTHONY B & ERICA A ROMAGUERA 4117 SWEET BIRCH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819043 WILL ERIC J 4121 SWEET BIRCH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819044 TRIVEDI ZIPALKUMAR & YESENIA AMANDA GONZALEZ 4125 SWEET BIRCH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819045 GREENWALT CLAY AUSTIN & ASHLEY NICHOLE 4129 SWEET BIRCH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819092 VICTORY MEDICAL AT STONEBRIDGE LLC 1870 N STONEBRIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819093 FORET VERTE HOLDINGS LLC SERIES PLANTATION 808 BLUFFWOOD AVE MCKINNEY TX 75072-8372

2819098 SYNERGY DENTAL HOLDING CO LLC 2603 SEABISCUIT RD CELINA TX 75009-1418

2819098 SYNERGY DENTAL HOLDING CO LLC 1880 N STONEBRIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2819100 WINDFALL PROFIT LLC SERIES STONEBRIDGE 8761 COLLIN MCKINNEY PKWY STE 302 MCKINNEY TX 75070-1657

2819102 VICTORY MEDICAL AT STONEBRIDGE LLC 1890 N STONEBRIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2820886 DOWNS GEORGE & POLLY 800 CHARLESTON ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2821218 COLLIN COUNTY LIGHTHOUSE CHRISTIAN FELLOWSHIP INC 4255 E PROSPER TRL PROSPER TX 75078-9188

2821267 JEN TEXAS 22 LLC 680 5TH AVE FL 25 NEW YORK NY 10019-5431

2822720 GROUP PACIFIC HOLDINGS LLC TACO CASA 6711 STARBUCK DR DALLAS TX 75252-5945

2822720 GROUP PACIFIC HOLDINGS LLC TACO CASA 110 BUCEES BLVD MELISSA TX 75454

2822958 PINGREE 2000 REAL ESTATE HOLDINGS LLC ENTERPRISEATTN: REAL ESTATE DEPARTMENT 600 CORPORATE PARK DR SAINT LOUIS MO 63105-4211

2822958 PINGREE 2000 REAL ESTATE HOLDINGS LLC ENTERPRISEATTN: REAL ESTATE DEPARTMENT 1515 N CUSTER RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2822960 LEVINSON GARY L & TIBBY LEVINSON 610 SINGING HILLS RD PARKER CO 80138-4650

2822960 LEVINSON GARY L & TIBBY LEVINSON 1545 N CUSTER RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2823359 DAVIS KIRK FULTON 3060 MEADOW DELL DR PROSPER TX 75078

2823360 AZUBUIKE CHETA NDUBUEZE & VICTORIA CHINYERE TASIE-AZUBUIKE 3070 MEADOW DELL DR PROSPER TX 75078

2823361 VEERAMACHANENI PADMAJA & SATYA VIPUL GULLAPALLI 3080 MEADOW DELL DR PROSPER TX 75078

2823362 MUPPAVARAPU NAGARAJA NAIDU & GAYATHRI YENUGINTI 3090 MEADOW DELL DR PROSPER TX 75078

2823363 ANUMUKONDA VASUDEVA R & SYAMALA 4000 MEADOW DELL DR PROSPER TX 75078

2823364 DS ENTERPRISES TRUST THE 841 LEIGHTON ST PROSPER TX 75078

2823365 SHAH HIREN & CHANDNI 831 LEIGHTON ST PROSPER TX 75078

2823366 TILLERY ELINOR E 821 LEIGHTON ST PROSPER TX 75078

2823367 WEN HUANGDONG & ZIRONG CHEN 811 LEIGHTON ST PROSPER TX 75078

2823370 HH LAKEWOOD LLC C/O HINES ATTN: ROB WITTE 2200 ROSS AVE STE 4200W DALLAS TX 75201-2763

2823426 LY HUONG & ASHLEY TRAN 3051 MEADOW DELL DR PROSPER TX 75078

2823427 BLOMQUIST KELLEN GREGORY & CLAIRE CATHERINE 3061 MEADOW DELL DR PROSPER TX 75078

2823428 WEI SHENGKUN & XUEYING SONG 3081 MEADOW DELL DR PROSPER TX 75078

2823429 XU YANQUN & QIWEN YANG 3091 MEADOW DELL DR PROSPER TX 75078

2823430 PARK ALBERT 4001 MEADOW DELL DR PROSPER TX 75078

2823431 CASTILLO JULIO C & IRIS 4000 GAULDING DR PROSPER TX 75078

2823579 KOHL CHARLENE L & JAMES 882 DOWDY RD MCKINNEY TX 75069

2823579 KOHL CHARLENE L & JAMES 1220 NW BOULDER POINT PL ANKENY IA 50023-8832

2823999 LOWE ERIK JASON & MONICA V LOWE 7015 SLEEPY HOLLOW RD MCKINNEY TX 75071-6806

2824180 DREES CUSTOM HOMES LP ATTN: DAVID HARBIN 6225 N STATE HIGHWAY 161 STE 150 IRVING TX 75038-2283

2824180 DREES CUSTOM HOMES LP ATTN: DAVID HARBIN 3905 SILVER BIRCH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2824181 DAVIS SANDRA JEAN 3901 SILVER BIRCH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2824199 TIMBER CREEK PROPERTIES LLC % FORESTAR (USA) REAL ESTATE GROUP INC 2221 E LAMAR BLVD STE 790 ARLINGTON TX 76006-7458

2824394 STAFFORD KEVIN 8600 COUNTY ROAD 858 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2824394 STAFFORD KEVIN 5305 PROMISED LAND DR MCKINNEY TX 75071-6254

2824396 STAFFORD RONALD G & CAROLYN G 8650 COUNTY ROAD 858 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2827204 WRIA 2018-4 LP MANSIONS OF PROSPER 8401 IDYLLIC PL MCKINNEY TX 75071

2827205 WRIA 2018-5 LP LUXE OF PROSPER 8201 LUXE BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2827205 WRIA 2018-5 LP LUXE OF PROSPER 2505 N STATE HIGHWAY 360 STE 800 GRAND PRAIRIE TX 75050-7803

2827752 CH REALTY IX/CW TEXAS CLEAN I LP 6211 W UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2827752 CH REALTY IX/CW TEXAS CLEAN I LP 3819 MAPLE AVE DALLAS TX 75219-3913

2827754 ONE HEART RE LLC GODDARD SCHOOL DAYCARE 3952 S RIDGE RD MCKINNEY TX 75070-9600

2827754 ONE HEART RE LLC GODDARD SCHOOL DAYCARE 1801 N RIDGE RD MCKINNEY TX 75070

2829870 RANKIN FAMILY LP VALVOLINE INSTANT OIL CHANGEC/O DIANA WONG 8720 W UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2829870 RANKIN FAMILY LP VALVOLINE INSTANT OIL CHANGEC/O DIANA WONG 3419 WESTMINSTER AVE STE 328G DALLAS TX 75205-1387

2829871 CBC PROPERTY HOLDINGS LP 8710 W UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2829871 CBC PROPERTY HOLDINGS LP 14114 DALLAS PKWY STE 670 DALLAS TX 75254-1315

2829872 TXCR16 LLC 8700 W UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2829872 TXCR16 LLC 3000 ALTAMESA BLVD STE 300 FORT WORTH TX 76133-8735

2829939 FREEMAN INVESTMENTS LLC DUTCH BROS 9133 LAGUNA LAKE WAY ELK GROVE CA 95758-4229

2829939 FREEMAN INVESTMENTS LLC DUTCH BROS 1401 N CUSTER RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2829941 RETAIL BUILDINGS INC BRAUMS PO BOX 25429 OKLAHOMA CITY OK 73125-0429
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2829941 RETAIL BUILDINGS INC BRAUMS 1501 N CUSTER RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2830892 FPS RE MCKINNEY LLC FREEDOM POWERSPORTS 3850 N CENTRAL EXPY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2830892 FPS RE MCKINNEY LLC FREEDOM POWERSPORTS 3301 HAMILTON AVE STE 101 FORT WORTH TX 76107-1847

2831145 VICTORY SHOPS AT STONEBRIDGE III 2911 TURTLE CREEK BLVD STE 700 DALLAS TX 75219-6241

2831145 VICTORY SHOPS AT STONEBRIDGE III 1800 N STONEBRIDGE DR MCKINNEY TX 75070

2832155 MDC COASTAL 5 LLC UPS/INTERNATIONAL PAPER/SMITH SYSTEMS/SW AIRLINES 3000 N REDBUD BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2832155 MDC COASTAL 5 LLC UPS/INTERNATIONAL PAPER/SMITH SYSTEMS/SW AIRLINES 11995 EL CAMINO REAL SAN DIEGO CA 92130-2539

2832157 LAMA WOODRIDGE LLC 2675 MARCHE HEIGHTS DR SE TURNER OR 97392-9593

2832161 FRISCO 380 PARTNERS LLC ATTN: JOSH FEFFERMAN 2511 BOLL ST DALLAS TX 75204-8647

2832163 3 CORNERS PLAZA LLC 16815 COIT RD FRISCO TX 75035

2832165 3 CORNERS PLAZA LLC 1001 W EULESS BLVD STE 312 EULESS TX 76040-5000

2832337 PROSPER ISD PROSPER HIGH SCHOOL 3500 E FIRST ST PROSPER TX 75078

2832650 WILLIAMS KARL C/O WICK PHILLIPS GOULD & MARTIN LLP 3131 MCKINNEY AVE STE 500 DALLAS TX 75204-2441

2832668 HRC WCD PARTNERS LP PO BOX 708 ADDISON TX 75001-0708

2832669 TMPG HIGHLAND LAKES LLC 6735 SALT CEDAR WAY STE 200 BLDG 1 FRISCO TX 75034-9881

2833057 GBT-AREA 51 LLC 9550 JOHN W ELLIOTT DR STE 106 FRISCO TX 75033-2200

2833201 SCI TEXAS FUNERAL SERVICES LLC 933 COUNTRY TRL MCKINNEY TX 75069

2833202 SCI TEXAS FUNERAL SERVICES LLC DFW STONE SUPPLY 1929 ALLEN PKWY 7TH FL HOUSTON TX 77019-2506

2833203 BANDY WILLIAM P & SUSAN BANDY 1610 ALLISON RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2833870 TATE BOONE 6912 COUNTY ROAD 202 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2834112 MCKINNEY CITY OF PO BOX 517 MCKINNEY TX 75070-8013

2834112 MCKINNEY CITY OF 3601 REDBUD BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2834117 NORTH TEXAS MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT 3701 REDBUD BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75069

2835091 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3225 EUCLID WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835092 LAU DUSTIN & GWENDOLYN CLUBB 3229 EUCLID WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835093 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 3233 EUCLID WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835094 NEVADA PHILLIP & ERICA 3901 FORGED WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835095 YELETI ASHWINI & THIRUPATHI REDDY SINGIREDDY 3905 FORGED WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835096 THOMAS ANDRE LAMAR 3909 FORGED WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835097 CHILKURI VENKATA 3913 FORGED WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835098 ADAMOS ZACHARY PEREIRA II & ALEXANDRA MARILYN ADAMOS 3121 EUCLID WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835099 COLEMAN FREDDIE III 3117 EUCLID WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835100 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3113 EUCLID WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835101 ADAMOS TYLER JORDAN 3109 EUCLID WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835102 ANUMOLU NAGA MURALI & KIRAN SUDHA PARVATHANENI 3105 EUCLID WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835103 TAYLOR KRISTI 3101 EUCLID WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835104 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 3900 BRANGUS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835105 RAMOS LUISANDRO & MINA 3904 BRANGUS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835106 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 3908 BRANGUS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835107 LUTAI YULIIA & OLEKSANDR RIABOVOL 3912 BRANGUS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835108 KHAN ROHAIL & TANIA 3916 BRANGUS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835109 STOWE ELISABETH CATHERINE & JEREMY WAYNE 3920 BRANGUS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835110 NELMS KYLE SPENCER & GABRIELLE NICOLASA COLUNGA 3950 BRANGUS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835111 SYED IMRAN RASHEED QUADRI & HUMAIRA KHALID 3954 BRANGUS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835112 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS LP 3958 BRANGUS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835113 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 3962 BRANGUS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835114 DAM XUONG 3966 BRANGUS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835115 ELONY LAMAR AHMED & LISA 3970 BRANGUS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835116 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3974 BRANGUS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835117 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS LP 3100 SWATHER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835118 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3104 SWATHER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835119 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3108 SWATHER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835120 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3112 SWATHER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835121 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 3116 SWATHER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835122 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 3120 SWATHER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835123 DESU AKHILESH 3124 SWATHER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835124 CADG ERWIN FARMS LLC 3128 SWATHER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835125 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3132 SWATHER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835126 CADG ERWIN FARMS LLC 3155 SHORTHORN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835127 CADG ERWIN FARMS LLC 3151 SHORTHORN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835128 CADG ERWIN FARMS LLC 4100 HYDRANGEA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835129 RANG ONE HOLDINGS LLC 4104 HYDRANGEA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835130 RMCO X LLC 4108 HYDRANGEA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835131 CADG ERWIN FARMS LLC 4112 HYDRANGEA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835132 CADG ERWIN FARMS LLC 3113 RIVERCREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835133 CADG ERWIN FARMS LLC 3109 RIVERCREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835134 CADG ERWIN FARMS LLC 3100 RIVERCREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835135 CADG ERWIN FARMS LLC 3108 RIVERCREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835136 RANG ONE HOLDINGS TX LLC 3112 RIVERCREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835137 RMCO TX LLC 3116 RIVERCREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835138 RANG ONE HOLDINGS LLC 802 PENNSYLVANIA AVE FORT WORTH TX 76104-2223

2835138 RANG ONE HOLDINGS LLC 3120 RIVERCREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835139 CADG ERWIN FARMS LLC 3150 RIVERCREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835140 CADG ERWIN FARMS LLC 3154 RIVERCREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835141 TORRES ANGEL G & IVELISSE 3124 EUCLID WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835142 BACANI EDWIN BAU & SHERMAINE 3120 EUCLID WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835143 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3116 EUCLID WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835144 QURESHI SIKANDE & SARA S MIR DATE 3112 EUCLID WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2835145 TURNER SAMMY CHARLES II & IGEAL CHERIE 3108 EUCLID WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835146 YEN JO EMANUEL & ELENA YING FANG LUO 3104 EUCLID WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835147 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3101 MOLDBOARD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835148 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS LP 3105 MOLDBOARD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835149 PARK HEEBIN 3109 MOLDBOARD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835150 TIMILSINA NISHAN 3113 MOLDBOARD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835151 JACKSON JOHN DAVID & MICHELLE AMANDA 3117 MOLDBOARD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835152 LAWSON LINDSAY NICOLE & AARON DANIEL 3121 MOLDBOARD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835153 PAUDYAL RAJINA ACHARYA & BINAYA & SWIKRITI PAUDYAL 3125 MOLDBOARD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835154 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 3120 MOLDBOARD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835155 CONNOR ROBERT DUNN & MARY ANNE CONNOR 3116 MOLDBOARD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835156 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 3112 MOLDBOARD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835157 DURGAM ANANDA KISHORE & VIKAS KUMAR DOPPALAPUDI & GEETHA BHIMINENI 3108 MOLDBOARD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835158 PUTANHIRA PATRICIA CHIONISO & CHARLES CHITSVATSVA RUTANHIRA 3104 MOLDBOARD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835159 FEWINS TREVOR & FRANCISCA 3100 MOLDBOARD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835160 GAVIT VISHAL & VRUSHALI MANE 3105 SWATHER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835161 WESTRUP KARI 3109 SWATHER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835162 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3113 SWATHER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835163 LLIN LIVING TRUST 3117 SWATHER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835164 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS LP 3121 SWATHER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835165 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 3125 SWATHER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835166 DAWOOD DAJID 3129 SWATHER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835167 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 3133 SWATHER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835168 CADG ERWIN FARMS LLC 3150 SHORTHORN DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835169 CADG ERWIN FARMS LLC 4105 HYDRANGEA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835170 CADG ERWIN FARMS LLC 4109 HYDRANGEA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835171 CADG ERWIN FARMS LLC 4113 HYDRANGEA DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835172 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS LP 3204 EUCLID WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835173 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 3208 EUCLID WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835174 GROVES LILIANE DESIREE 3212 EUCLID WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835175 MCCRAY JOE LAMON JR & DELISSA SHERRICE 3216 EUCLID WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835176 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 3220 EUCLID WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835177 JAKUBOWSKI JONATHAN & AMANDA A 3224 EUCLID WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835178 MORAH CHUKWUNWEIKE & LAUREN FAMILY TRUST 3228 EUCLID WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835179 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3229 MARGINAL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835180 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS LP 3225 MARGINAL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835181 PENN COLLIN & KELLY M 3221 MARGINAL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835182 KOTTE SRIDEVI & BHUJANGA RAO 3217 MARGINAL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835183 THOTA HANUMAN 3213 MARGINAL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835184 SUN JIANG & STEVEN RODRIGUES 3209 MARGINAL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835185 MENDEZ LUIS FERNANDO & JENNIFER FRIAS 3205 MARGINAL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835186 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS LP 3208 MARGINAL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835187 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3212 MARGINAL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835188 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3216 MARGINAL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835189 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3220 MARGINAL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835190 PHILIP NISHA & OOMMEN PHILIP 3224 MARGINAL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835191 LUPASCO JILLIAN & MAXIM 3228 MARGINAL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835192 VEJALLA MANI MEGHANA & SAI TEJA BATTULA 3221 SWATHER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835194 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3217 SWATHER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835195 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3213 SWATHER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835196 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS LP 3209 SWATHER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835197 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3205 SWATHER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835198 LIN KIN & NGAN PHAN 3204 SWATHER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835199 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 3208 SWATHER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835200 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3212 SWATHER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835201 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3216 SWATHER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835202 YU ZHIHAO 3220 SWATHER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835203 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 3221 SIMMENTAL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835204 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS LP 3217 SIMMENTAL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835205 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3213 SIMMENTAL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835206 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3209 SIMMENTAL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835207 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3205 SIMMENTAL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835208 ROHR LUPE MORALES & KENNETH PIERRE JR 3204 SIMMENTAL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835209 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 3208 SIMMENTAL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835210 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3212 SIMMENTAL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835211 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3216 SIMMENTAL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835212 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3213 MOUNTWELL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835213 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3209 MOUNTWELL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835214 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS LP 3205 MOUNTWELL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835215 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3204 MOUNTWELL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835216 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3208 MOUNTWELL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835217 NEGOSLAWSKI AMANDA MARIE 3212 MOUNTWELL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835218 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 3216 MOUNTWELL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835219 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3951 FORGED WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835220 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 3955 FORGED WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835221 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS LP 3959 FORGED WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835222 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3963 FORGED WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835223 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 4001 FORGED WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2835224 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 3301 SIMMENTAL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835225 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 3305 SIMMENTAL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835226 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3309 SIMMENTAL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835227 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3313 SIMMENTAL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835228 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3317 SIMMENTAL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835229 KONDOOR SHON & KATHEY SARA 3321 SIMMENTAL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835230 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3325 SIMMENTAL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835231 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3329 SIMMENTAL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835232 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 4101 SPANNER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835233 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 4105 SPANNER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835234 MADUGULA SREENIVAS 4109 SPANNER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835235 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 4113 SPANNER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835236 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 4117 SPANNER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835237 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 4121 SPANNER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835238 YARALA MANISH REDDY & PAVANI MANDILA 4125 SPANNER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835239 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 4129 SPANNER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835240 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 4201 SPANNER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835241 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS LP 4205 SPANNER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835242 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 4209 SPANNER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835243 ELANGO KISHOREKUMAR 4213 SPANNER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835244 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 4217 SPANNER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835245 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 4221 SPANNER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835246 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 4225 SPANNER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835247 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3300 SIMMENTAL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835248 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3308 SIMMENTAL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835249 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 3312 SIMMENTAL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835250 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 3316 SIMMENTAL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835251 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3320 SIMMENTAL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835252 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS LP 3324 SIMMENTAL DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835253 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 4116 SPANNER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835254 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 4120 SPANNER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835255 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 4124 SPANNER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835256 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 4128 SPANNER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835257 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 4200 SPANNER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835258 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 4204 SPANNER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835259 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 4208 SPANNER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835260 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 4212 SPANNER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835261 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 4216 SPANNER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835262 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 4220 SPANNER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835263 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3341 SORGHUM WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835264 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3337 SORGHUM WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835265 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 3333 SORGHUM WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835266 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 3329 SORGHUM WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835267 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 3325 SORGHUM WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835268 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS LP 3321 SORGHUM WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835269 MAJETY TILAK 3317 SORGHUM WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835270 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 3313 SORGHUM WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835271 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 3309 SORGHUM WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835272 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3305 SORGHUM WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835273 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3301 SORGHUM WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835274 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 3224 RIVERCREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835275 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3228 RIVERCREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835276 GRAY EVELYN & LEN 3232 RIVERCREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835277 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 3236 RIVERCREST DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835278 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 4163 FORGED WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835279 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 4159 FORGED WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835280 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS LP 4155 FORGED WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835281 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 4151 FORGED WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835282 PATEL KULDIPKUMAR & ASHA 4129 FORGED WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835283 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 4125 FORGED WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835284 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 4121 FORGED WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835285 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3412 SORGHUM WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835286 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 3408 SORGHUM WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835287 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS LP 3404 SORGHUM WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835288 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3348 SORGHUM WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835289 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3344 SORGHUM WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835290 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3340 SORGHUM WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835291 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 3336 SORGHUM WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835292 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 3332 SORGHUM WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835293 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 3328 SORGHUM WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835294 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3324 SORGHUM WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835295 MARAVELIAS CRISTINA MARIE & KUMAIL RAZA 3320 SORGHUM WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835296 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS LP 3316 SORGHUM WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835297 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 9111 CYPRESS WATERS BLVD STE 100 COPPELL TX 75019-4796

2835297 PULTE HOMES OF TEXAS LP 3312 CUTLASS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835298 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 3308 CUTLASS DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835299 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 3304 SORGHUM WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835299 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS 1750 VALLEY VIEW LN STE 200 DALLAS TX 75234-9010
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2835658 LACORE BRADLEY 3999 BIRD CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2835912 MCKINNEY PARTNERS 306 LP PARKDALE DRIVE PHASE 2 5055 KELLER SPRINGS RD STE 500 ADDISON TX 75001-6220

2836577 TOLLESON DAN PO BOX 712 PROSPER TX 75078-0712

2836577 TOLLESON DAN 3515 E FIRST ST PROSPER TX 75078

2836974 TA REDBUD MCKINNEY LLC C/O TA REALTY LLC 2161 REDBUD BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75069

2836974 TA REDBUD MCKINNEY LLC C/O TA REALTY LLC 1 FEDERAL ST FL 17 BOSTON MA 02110-2003

2838553 VELOCIS CAPSTAR COLLIN SQUARE JV LP 300 CRESCENT CT STE 850 DALLAS TX 75201-6931

2839129 RESPONSIVE EDUCATION SOLUTIONS FOUNDERS CLASSICAL ACADEMY OF PROSPER PO BOX 292730 LEWISVILLE TX 75029-2730

2839129 RESPONSIVE EDUCATION SOLUTIONS FOUNDERS CLASSICAL ACADEMY OF PROSPER 4300 E FIRST ST PROSPER TX 75078

2839459 WAL- MART REAL ESTATE BUSINESS TRUST WAL-MART SUPER CENTERWAL- MART PROPERTY TAX DEPT #5311 00 MCKINNEY 1721 N CUSTER RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2839462 TEXAS BROTHERS LLC 200 NW AVENUE K ANDREWS TX 79714-3622

2839462 TEXAS BROTHERS LLC 1841 N CUSTER RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2839519 DD BROOKHOLLOW LLC 403 CORPORATE CENTER DR STOCKBRIDGE GA 30281-9032

2839519 DD BROOKHOLLOW LLC 4001 E UNIVERSITY DR PROSPER TX 75078

2839522 104 PROSPER LP 5850 GRANITE PKWY STE 100 PLANO TX 75024-0043

2839567 PROSPER ISD PROSPER ELEMENTARY SCHOOL #13 605 E 7TH ST PROSPER TX 75078-2545

2839571 TAYLOR MORRISON OF TEXAS INC 2216 PORTSMOUTH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2839572 TAYLOR MORRISON OF TEXAS INC 2212 PORTSMOUTH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2839573 TAYLOR MORRISON OF TEXAS INC 2208 PORTSMOUTH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2839574 TAYLOR MORRISON OF TEXAS INC 2204 PORTSMOUTH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2839575 TAYLOR MORRISON OF TEXAS INC 2304 PORTSMOUTH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2839576 TAYLOR MORRISON OF TEXAS INC 2308 PORTSMOUTH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2839577 TAYLOR MORRISON OF TEXAS INC 2312 PORTSMOUTH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2839578 TAYLOR MORRISON OF TEXAS INC 2316 PORTSMOUTH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2839579 TAYLOR MORRISON OF TEXAS INC 2320 PORTSMOUTH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2839580 TAYLOR MORRISON OF TEXAS INC 2324 PORTSMOUTH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2839581 TAYLOR MORRISON OF TEXAS INC 2328 PORTSMOUTH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2839582 TAYLOR MORRISON OF TEXAS INC 2332 PORTSMOUTH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2839583 TAYLOR MORRISON OF TEXAS INC 2336 PORTSMOUTH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2839584 TAYLOR MORRISON OF TEXAS INC 2209 PORTSMOUTH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2839585 TAYLOR MORRISON OF TEXAS INC 2213 PORTSMOUTH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2839586 TAYLOR MORRISON OF TEXAS INC 2217 PORTSMOUTH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2839587 TAYLOR MORRISON OF TEXAS INC 2301 PORTSMOUTH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2839588 TAYLOR MORRISON OF TEXAS INC 2305 PORTSMOUTH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2839589 TAYLOR MORRISON OF TEXAS INC 2309 PORTSMOUTH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2839590 TAYLOR MORRISON OF TEXAS INC 2313 PORTSMOUTH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2839591 TAYLOR MORRISON OF TEXAS INC 2317 PORTSMOUTH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2839592 TAYLOR MORRISON OF TEXAS INC 2321 PORTSMOUTH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2839593 TAYLOR MORRISON OF TEXAS INC 6735 SALT CEDAR WAY STE 200 FRISCO TX 75034-9881

2839593 TAYLOR MORRISON OF TEXAS INC 2325 PORTSMOUTH DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2839602 AUBURN HILLS HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION INC 1800 PRESTON PARK BLVD STE 101 PLANO TX 75093-5198

2841602 WOORIKANGS LLC 4401 E UNIVERSITY DR DENTON TX 76208-1219

2841605 CUSTER PARTNERS 51 LLC PO BOX 409 COPPELL TX 75019-0400

2841606 EUNICE PARK INVESTMENTS INC 1709 S MORGAN ST GRANBURY TX 76048-2712

2841606 EUNICE PARK INVESTMENTS INC 1111 SAM RAYBURN HWY MELISSA TX 75454

2841641 BABY BEAR HOLDINGS LLC ICS 728 LAWNDALE ST CELINA TX 75009-1651

2841641 BABY BEAR HOLDINGS LLC ICS 3499 FM 1461 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2841704 CENTRAL & 543 LLC 3838 OAK LAWN AVE STE 810 DALLAS TX 75219-4509

2841744 ADVENT GARDEN LLC NORTH TEXAS PALMS & POTTERY 3565 FM 1461 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2841744 ADVENT GARDEN LLC NORTH TEXAS PALMS & POTTERY 270 KATE LN PRINCETON TX 75407-2630

2842158 NORTH TEXAS MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT PO BOX 2408 WYLIE TX 75098-2408

2842171 INTERMCKINNEY LLC 119 W VIRGINIA ST STE 205 MCKINNEY TX 75069-4483

2842347 SCUBE HOLDINGS LLC 8951 COLLIN MCKINNEY PKWY STE 604 MCKINNEY TX 75070-1008

2842347 SCUBE HOLDINGS LLC 1522 FANNIN RD MELISSA TX 75454

2842350 VILLAGE CAPITAL CORPORATION ATTN: ALISON S BIRGE 770 3RD AVE SW CARMEL IN 46032-7613

2842350 VILLAGE CAPITAL CORPORATION ATTN: ALISON S BIRGE 2300 WILMETH RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2844564 VINING STEVEN & ANNIE VINING 4507 LONE STAR DR CARROLLTON TX 75010-4504

2844564 VINING STEVEN & ANNIE VINING 3203 STICKHORSE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2844565 DUFFIN DENNIS & BECKY DUFFIN 4692 CLYDESDALE WAY CARROLLTON TX 75010-4211

2844565 DUFFIN DENNIS & BECKY DUFFIN 3123 STICKHORSE LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2844566 BAUMGARTEN KEVIN AARON & JORJA 4109 HIGH SIERRA DR CARROLLTON TX 75007-1635

2844566 BAUMGARTEN KEVIN AARON & JORJA 2489 COUNTY ROAD 1084 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2844567 GONZALEZ MICHAEL & DEENA 2467 COUNTY ROAD 1084 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2844824 WASATCH INVESTMENTS LC 2637 ROUND TABLE BLVD LEWISVILLE TX 75056-5723

2844827 WHISPERING GABLES LLC 5345 TOWNE SQUARE DR STE 215 PLANO TX 75024-2487

2844827 WHISPERING GABLES LLC 1010 RICHLAND BLVD PROSPER TX 75078

2846926 MCKINNEY PARTNERS 306 LP 905 PEABODY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2846927 MCKINNEY PARTNERS 306 LP 909 PEABODY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2846928 MCKINNEY PARTNERS 306 LP 913 PEABODY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2846929 FIRST TEXAS HOMES INC 917 PEABODY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2846930 FIRST TEXAS HOMES INC % KRISTY MURDAY 921 PEABODY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2846931 MCKINNEY PARTNERS 306 LP 925 PEABODY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2846932 BLOOMFIELD HOMES LP 916 LATHROP DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2846933 BLOOMFIELD HOMES LP 912 LATHROP DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2846934 FIRST TEXAS HOMES INC 908 LATHROP DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2846935 FIRST TEXAS HOMES INC 904 LATHROP DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2846936 MCKINNEY PARTNERS 306 LP 905 BEST RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2846937 MCKINNEY PARTNERS 306 LP 909 BEST RD MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2846938 FIRST TEXAS HOMES INC % KRISTY MURDAY 913 BEST RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2846939 MCKINNEY PARTNERS 306 LP 917 BEST RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2846940 MCKINNEY PARTNERS 306 LP 921 BEST RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2846941 MCKINNEY PARTNERS 306 LP 925 BEST RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2846942 BLOOMFIELD HOMES LP 929 BEST RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2846943 BLOOMFIELD HOMES LP 1001 BEST RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2846944 BLOOMFIELD HOMES LP 1005 BEST RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2846945 BLOOMFIELD HOMES LP 1009 BEST RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2846946 FIRST TEXAS HOMES INC % KRISTY MURDAY 1013 BEST RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2846947 MCKINNEY PARTNERS 306 LP 1017 BEST RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2846969 MCKINNEY PARTNERS 306 LP 1001 WAVERLY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2846970 MCKINNEY PARTNERS 306 LP 1005 WAVERLY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2846991 BLOOMFIELD HOMES LP 920 PEABODY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2846992 MCKINNEY PARTNERS 306 LP 916 PEABODY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2846993 MCKINNEY PARTNERS 306 LP 912 PEABODY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2846994 FIRST TEXAS HOMES INC % KRISTY MURDAY 908 PEABODY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2846995 FIRST TEXAS HOMES INC 904 PEABODY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847025 FIRST TEXAS HOMES INC 5612 WINONA LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847026 FIRST TEXAS HOMES INC 5616 WINONA LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847027 FIRST TEXAS HOMES INC 5620 WINONA LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847028 BLOOMFIELD HOMES LP 5629 POOLEY LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847036 MCKINNEY PARTNERS 306 LP 901 LATHROP DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847037 MCKINNEY PARTNERS 306 LP 905 LATHROP DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847038 BLOOMFIELD HOMES LP 909 LATHROP DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847038 BLOOMFIELD HOMES LP 1050 E STATE HWY 114 STE 210 SOUTHLAKE TX 76092-5255

2847039 FIRST TEXAS HOMES INC % KRISTY MURDAY 913 LATHROP DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847040 FIRST TEXAS HOMES INC % KRISTY MURDAY 5613 WINONA LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847041 FIRST TEXAS HOMES INC 5617 WINONA LN MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847041 FIRST TEXAS HOMES INC 500 CRESCENT CT STE 350 DALLAS TX 75201-7854

2847042 MCKINNEY PARTNERS 306 LP 5055 KELLER SPRINGS RD STE 450 ADDISON TX 75001-6910

2847127 BOMAC MCKINNEY INVESTMENTS LLC PO BOX 96011 SOUTHLAKE TX 76092-0111

2847127 BOMAC MCKINNEY INVESTMENTS LLC 8650 W UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847128 BAKER FRANK & SHARON BAKER PO BOX 289 CHATTAROY WA 99003-0289

2847882 SHADDOCK HOMES LTD 2905 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847883 GRAND HOMES 2014 LP 2901 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847884 GRAND HOMES 2014 LP 2809 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847885 SHADDOCK HOMES LTD 2805 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847886 SHADDOCK HOMES LTD 2801 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847887 SHADDOCK HOMES LTD 2709 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847888 GRAND HOMES 2014 LP 2705 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847889 GRAND HOMES 2014 LP 2701 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847890 GRAND HOMES 2014 LP 2700 CALVIN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847891 SHADDOCK HOMES LTD 2704 CALVIN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847892 SHADDOCK HOMES LTD 2708 CALVIN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847893 SHADDOCK HOMES LTD 2800 CALVIN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847894 W/J WILMETH RIDGE LP 2804 CALVIN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847895 SHADDOCK HOMES LTD 2808 CALVIN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847896 SHADDOCK HOMES LTD 2900 CALVIN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847897 SHADDOCK HOMES LTD 2904 CALVIN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847898 SHADDOCK HOMES LTD 2908 CALVIN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847900 W/J WILMETH RIDGE LP 2904 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847901 GRAND HOMES 2014 LP 2900 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847902 SHADDOCK HOMES LTD 2808 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847903 W/J WILMETH RIDGE LP 2804 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847904 SHADDOCK HOMES LTD 2800 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847905 SHADDOCK HOMES LTD 2708 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847906 GRAND HOMES 2014 LP 2704 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847907 GRAND HOMES 2014 LP 2700 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847909 GRAND HOMES 2014 LP 2620 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847910 W/J WILMETH RIDGE LP 2616 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847911 RAMAVATH RANGA RAM & SUJATHA 2612 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847912 GRAND HOMES 2014 LP 2608 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847913 SHADDOCK HOMES LTD 2604 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847914 SHADDOCK HOMES LTD 2600 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847915 W/J WILMETH RIDGE LP 2516 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847916 SHADDOCK HOMES LTD 2512 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847917 W/J WILMETH RIDGE LP 2508 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847918 SHADDOCK HOMES LTD 2504 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847919 SHADDOCK HOMES LTD 2500 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847920 SIDDIQUI FOUAD A & MARIAM FOUAD 2428 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847921 W/J WILMETH RIDGE LP 2424 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847922 GRAND HOMES 2014 LP 2420 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847923 SHADDOCK HOMES LTD 2416 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847924 GRAND HOMES 2014 LP 2412 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847925 W/J WILMETH RIDGE LP 2408 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847926 W/J WILMETH RIDGE LP 2404 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847927 GRAND HOMES 2014 LP 2405 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847928 W/J WILMETH RIDGE LP 2409 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071
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2847929 SHADDOCK HOMES LTD 2413 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847930 GRAND HOMES 2014 LP 2417 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847931 SHADDOCK HOMES LTD 2505 CORDIER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847932 SHADDOCK HOMES LTD 2509 CORDIER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847933 GRAND HOMES 2014 LP 2513 CORDIER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847934 W/J WILMETH RIDGE LP 2517 CORDIER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847935 SHRESTHA SUNNY & DARSHANA 2521 CORDIER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847937 GRAND HOMES 2014 LP 2909 CALVIN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847938 SHADDOCK HOMES LTD 2905 CALVIN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847939 W/J WILMETH RIDGE LP 2901 CALVIN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847940 W/J WILMETH RIDGE LP 2809 CALVIN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847941 W/J WILMETH RIDGE LP 2805 CALVIN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847942 W/J WILMETH RIDGE LP 2801 CALVIN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847943 SHADDOCK HOMES LTD 2709 CALVIN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847944 GRAND HOMES 2014 LP 2705 CALVIN RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847945 GRAND HOMES 2014 LP 6000 NOYON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847946 W/J WILMETH RIDGE LP 6004 NOYON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847947 GRAND HOMES 2014 LP 6008 NOYON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847948 ORAZMUHAMMEDOV SOYUNCH & SELBI ORAZMUHAMMEDOVA 2625 CORDIER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847949 W/J WILMETH RIDGE LP 2621 CORDIER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847950 GRAND HOMES 2014 LP 2617 CORDIER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847951 W/J WILMETH RIDGE LP 2613 CORDIER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847952 GRAND HOMES 2014 LP 2609 CORDIER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847953 GRAND HOMES 2014 LP 2605 CORDIER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847954 GRAND HOMES 2014 LP 2601 CORDIER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847975 GRAND HOMES 2014 LP 2613 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847976 GRAND HOMES 2014 LP 2609 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847977 SHADDOCK HOMES LTD 2605 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847978 SHADDOCK HOMES LTD 2601 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847979 SHADDOCK HOMES LTD 2513 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847980 SHADDOCK HOMES LTD 2509 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847981 SHADDOCK HOMES LTD 2505 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847982 TALLAPUREDDY ANISH & PRAVEENA 2501 BUCER CT MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847983 GRAND HOMES 2014 LP 2520 CORDIER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847984 W/J WILMETH RIDGE LP 2600 CORDIER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847985 GRAND HOMES 2014 LP 2604 CORDIER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847986 SHADDOCK HOMES LTD 2608 CORDIER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847987 SHADDOCK HOMES LTD 2612 CORDIER DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847988 GRAND HOMES 2014 LP 6005 NOYON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847989 SHADDOCK HOMES LTD 6001 NOYON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847990 GRAND HOMES 2014 LP 5913 NOYON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847990 GRAND HOMES 2014 LP 15455 DALLAS PKWY STE 1000 ADDISON TX 75001-6772

2847991 WANG TAO & JIHONG WANG 5909 NOYON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847992 SHADDOCK HOMES LTD 5905 NOYON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847993 SHADDOCK HOMES LTD 5901 NOYON DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2847993 SHADDOCK HOMES LTD 2400 DALLAS PKWY STE 460 PLANO TX 75093-4381

2847994 WILMETH RIDGE OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC C/O RTI/COMMUNITY MGMNT ASSOCIATES INC 1800 PRESTON PARK BLVD STE 200 PLANO TX 75093-5149

2847995 W/J WILMETH RIDGE LP 600 N PEARL ST STE 650 DALLAS TX 75201-2820

2848604 2530 DFW UNIVERSITY LLC 15030 N HAYDEN RD STE 115 SCOTTSDALE AZ 85260-2564

2848610 MCKINNEY CITY OF MCKINNEY PUBLIC WORKS 3501 N CENTRAL EXPY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2848610 MCKINNEY CITY OF MCKINNEY PUBLIC WORKS 222 N TENNESSEE ST MCKINNEY TX 75069-3937

2848616 COLLIN COUNTY 4690 COMMUNITY AVE STE 200 MCKINNEY TX 75071-2541

2848617 CADG ERWIN FARMS LLC 1800 VALLEY VIEW LN STE 300 DALLAS TX 75234-8945

2848695 CYRENE AT PAINTED TREE LLC 1661 E CAMELBACK RD STE 275 PHOENIX AZ 85016-3914

2849074 MATTAMY TEXAS LLC 16605 VALLEY MANOR DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849075 MATTAMY TEXAS LLC 16577 VALLEY MANOR DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849076 GALI KISHORE & DIVYA ALLAM 16549 VALLEY MANOR DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849077 MATTAMY TEXAS LLC 16521 VALLEY MANOR DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849086 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS LP 12091 TAVENDALE DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849088 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS LP 12069 TAVENDALE DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849089 MATTAMY TEXAS LLC 12047 TAVENDALE DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849090 MATTAMY TEXAS LLC 12025 TAVENDALE DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849091 MATTAMY TEXAS LLC 12003 TAVENDALE DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849092 124 FRISCO PROPERTY LLC 11981 TAVENDALE DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849093 CHAN KAI-CHUAN & CHONG BO 11959 TAVENDALE DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849094 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS LP 11937 TAVENDALE DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849095 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS LP 11915 TAVENDALE DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849096 124 FRISCO PROPERTY LLC 11926 GROVERTON DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849097 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS LP 11960 GROVERTON DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849098 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS LP 11994 GROVERTON DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849100 124 FRISCO PROPERTY LLC 16584 SAGE CREST DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849101 MATTAMY TEXAS LLC 16552 SAGE CREST DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849102 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS LP 16524 SAGE CREST DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849103 124 FRISCO PROPERTY LLC 16496 SAGE CREST DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849104 124 FRISCO PROPERTY LLC 16468 SAGE CREST DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849105 MATTAMY TEXAS LLC 16440 SAGE CREST DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849106 MATTAMY TEXAS LLC 16412 SAGE CREST DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849114 MATTAMY TEXAS LLC 16497 SAGE CREST DR FRISCO TX 75035
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2849115 MATTAMY TEXAS LLC 16473 SAGE CREST DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849116 MATTAMY TEXAS LLC 16451 SAGE CREST DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849117 GOPIREDDY NAGARAJA REDDY & SUNEETHA GOPIREDDY 16429 SAGE CREST DRIVE FRISCO TX 75034

2849117 GOPIREDDY NAGARAJA REDDY & SUNEETHA GOPIREDDY 16429 SAGE CREST DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849118 124 FRISCO PROPERTY LLC 16405 SAGE CREST DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849119 124 FRISCO PROPERTY LLC 16381 SAGE CREST DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849120 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS LP 16355 SAGE CREST DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849121 124 FRISCO PROPERTY LLC 16329 SAGE CREST DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849122 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS LP 16303 SAGE CREST DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849123 MATTAMY TEXAS LLC 16312 VALENSON DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849124 MATTAMY TEXAS LLC 16334 VALENSON DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849125 MATTAMY TEXAS LLC 16352 VALENSON DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849126 MATTAMY TEXAS LLC 16370 VALENSON DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849127 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS LP 16394 VALENSON DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849128 124 FRISCO PROPERTY LLC 16418 VALENSON DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849129 124 FRISCO PROPERTY LLC 16442 VALENSON DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849130 HODGES THOMAS STEVEN & SHACHI PATEL 16476 VALENSON DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849131 124 FRISCO PROPERTY LLC 16380 SAGE CREST DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849132 124 FRISCO PROPERTY LLC 16348 SAGE CREST DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849133 124 FRISCO PROPERTY LLC 16316 SAGE CREST DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849134 HOLMES TAMARA TERRELL & OTIS 16284 SAGE CREST DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849135 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS LP 16252 SAGE CREST DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849136 MATTAMY TEXAS LLC 11991 IRON HOLLOW DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849137 KOTTHA VENKATRAM REDDY 11965 IRON HOLLOW DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849138 SACHAN PRANAV & POORVI BINAIKIYA 11943 IRON HOLLOW DRIVE FRISCO TX 75034-1803

2849138 SACHAN PRANAV & POORVI BINAIKIYA 11943 IRON HOLLOW DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849139 MATTAMY TEXAS LLC 11925 IRON HOLLOW DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849140 124 FRISCO PROPERTY LLC 11907 IRON HOLLOW DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849141 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS LP 11889 IRON HOLLOW DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849142 KALIGOTLA VIJAY BHASKAR KRISHNA 11871 IRON HOLLOW DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849143 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS LP 11853 IRON HOLLOW DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849155 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS LP 11831 TAVENDALE DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849156 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS LP 11843 TAVENDALE DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849157 MATTAMY TEXAS LLC 11867 TAVENDALE DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849158 MATTAMY TEXAS LLC 11891 TAVENDALE DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849160 124 FRISCO PROPERTY LLC 11892 GROVERTON DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849161 124 FRISCO PROPERTY LLC 11858 GROVERTON DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849162 124 FRISCO PROPERTY LLC 16497 VALENSON DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849163 MATTAMY TEXAS LLC 1800 VALLEY VIEW LN STE 480 DALLAS TX 75234-8985

2849163 MATTAMY TEXAS LLC 16473 VALENSON DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849164 MANTHRI RAVINDAR & RUPA MANTHRI 16449 VALENSON DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849165 BOTLA SUJAN KUMAR & ALIVELU MANGA CHILIVERI 16425 VALENSON DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849166 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS LP 16401 VALENSON DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849167 124 FRISCO PROPERTY LLC 16377 VALENSON DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849168 124 FRISCO PROPERTY LLC 16353 VALENSON DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849169 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS LP 16331 VALENSON DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849170 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS LP 16309 VALENSON DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849171 MATTAMY TEXAS LLC 16316 LYDIAN DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849172 124 FRISCO PROPERTY LLC 16342 LYDIAN DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849173 MATTAMY TEXAS LLC 16368 LYDIAN DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849174 MATTAMY TEXAS LLC 1801 WITTINGTON PL SUITE 100 FARMERS BRANCH TX 75234-1993

2849174 MATTAMY TEXAS LLC 16394 LYDIAN DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849175 PATEL RAHUL A & RAVEENA 16420 LYDIAN DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849176 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS LP 16444 LYDIAN DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849177 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS LP 16470 LYDIAN DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849177 BEAZER HOMES TEXAS LP 1501 LYNDON B JOHNSON FWY STE 300 DALLAS TX 75234-6049

2849178 124 FRISCO PROPERTY LLC 16496 LYDIAN DR FRISCO TX 75035

2849185 124 FRISCO PROPERTY LLC 1605 LBJ FWY STE 700 DALLAS TX 75234-6099

2849218 SANGANI PROPERTIES II LP 4541 LANCELOT DR PLANO TX 75024-4718

2849310 MACKENZIE SHARON - LE JAIME MEDINA 6084 N MCDONALD ST MELISSA TX 75454

2849310 MACKENZIE SHARON - LE JAIME MEDINA 2610 CLUBLAKE TRL MCKINNEY TX 75072-4006

2849440 COLLIN COUNTY 2300 BLOOMDALE RD MCKINNEY TX 75071-8517

2849917 LANDING AT MELISSA LLC THE 315 WILLOW GROVE WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2849919 FLAMINGO DAZE LP 20 SHADY BEND DR MELISSA TX 75454-8919

2850152 MCKINNEY HILL PARK LP 826 MANGO CT COPPELL TX 75019-4764

2850152 MCKINNEY HILL PARK LP 2047 FM 2933 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2850161 KEN & KEVIN HOLDING LLC FORMER VALERO 8850 W UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

2850244 TOWNSEND GROUP PROPERTIES LLC 2402 E 37TH ST N WICHITA KS 67219-3538

2850490 CANVAS MCKINNEY I OWNER LLC 858 W HAPPY CANYON RD STE 230 CASTLE ROCK CO 80108-3914

2850847 GRBK EDGEWOOD LLC 2805 DALLAS PKWY STE 400 PLANO TX 75093-8722

2850886 ALFAHAD TRANSPORTATION INC 1704 PECAN VALLEY DR MCKINNEY TX 75072-8315

2851649 MYTHRI PROSPER LLC 4112 SAGUARO LN IRVING TX 75063-1242

2851700 CONNOLLY TRACEY & KEN CONNOLLY 8729 COUNTY ROAD 858 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2854574 LANDING AT WILLOW GROVE LLC THE 113 PARK CIRCLE DR FLOWOOD MS 39232-8878

2854647 ONCOR ELECTRIC DELIVERY COMPANY LLC ONCOR SUBSTATION CONTROL CENTERATTN:STATE & LOCAL TAX DEPT PO BOX 139100 DALLAS TX 75313-9100

2854647 ONCOR ELECTRIC DELIVERY COMPANY LLC ONCOR SUBSTATION CONTROL CENTERATTN:STATE & LOCAL TAX DEPT 5111 LAUD HOWELL PKWY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2855576 VPDF PAINTED TREE LLC 901 MARQUETTE AVE STE 3300 MINNEAPOLIS MN 55402-3248

2855612 TEXAS CROSSING FCAW PROPCO LLC CUBE SMART SELF STORAGE 674 VIA DE LA VALLE STE 310 SOLANA BEACH CA 92075-3411
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2855616 SPIRIT REALTY LP 2727 N HARWOOD ST STE 300 DALLAS TX 75201-2407

2855762 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 413 QUARRY ST MELISSA TX 75454

2855763 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 411 QUARRY ST MELISSA TX 75454

2855764 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 409 QUARRY ST MELISSA TX 75454

2855765 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 407 QUARRY ST MELISSA TX 75454

2855766 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 405 QUARRY ST MELISSA TX 75454

2855767 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 403 QUARRY ST MELISSA TX 75454

2855768 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 401 QUARRY ST MELISSA TX 75454

2855769 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 415 QUARRY ST MELISSA TX 75454

2855770 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 321 QUARRY ST MELISSA TX 75454

2855771 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 319 QUARRY ST MELISSA TX 75454

2855772 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 317 QUARRY ST MELISSA TX 75454

2855773 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 315 QUARRY ST MELISSA TX 75454

2855774 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 313 QUARRY ST MELISSA TX 75454

2855775 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 311 QUARRY ST MELISSA TX 75454

2855776 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 309 QUARRY ST MELISSA TX 75454

2855777 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 307 QUARRY ST MELISSA TX 75454

2855778 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 305 QUARRY ST MELISSA TX 75454

2855779 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 303 QUARRY ST MELISSA TX 75454

2855780 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 301 QUARRY ST MELISSA TX 75454

2855781 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 229 QUARRY ST MELISSA TX 75454

2855782 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 227 QUARRY ST MELISSA TX 75454

2855783 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 225 QUARRY ST MELISSA TX 75454

2855784 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 223 QUARRY ST MELISSA TX 75454

2855785 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 221 QUARRY ST MELISSA TX 75454

2855786 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 219 QUARRY ST MELISSA TX 75454

2855787 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 217 QUARRY ST MELISSA TX 75454

2855788 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 215 QUARRY ST MELISSA TX 75454

2855789 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 213 QUARRY ST MELISSA TX 75454

2855790 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 211 QUARRY ST MELISSA TX 75454

2855791 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1609 MINERAL POINT PL MELISSA TX 75454

2855792 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1607 MINERAL POINT PL MELISSA TX 75454

2855793 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1605 MINERAL POINT PL MELISSA TX 75454

2855794 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1603 MINERAL POINT PL MELISSA TX 75454

2855795 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1601 MINERAL POINT PL MELISSA TX 75454

2855796 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1517 MINERAL POINT PL MELISSA TX 75454

2855797 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1515 MINERAL POINT PL MELISSA TX 75454

2855798 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1513 MINERAL POINT PL MELISSA TX 75454

2855799 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1511 MINERAL POINT PL MELISSA TX 75454

2855800 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1509 MINERAL POINT PL MELISSA TX 75454

2855801 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1507 MINERAL POINT PL MELISSA TX 75454

2855802 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1505 MINERAL POINT PL MELISSA TX 75454

2855803 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1503 MINERAL POINT PL MELISSA TX 75454

2855805 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1610 MINERAL POINT PL MELISSA TX 75454

2855806 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1608 MINERAL POINT PL MELISSA TX 75454

2855807 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1606 MINERAL POINT PL MELISSA TX 75454

2855808 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1604 MINERAL POINT PL MELISSA TX 75454

2855809 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1602 MINERAL POINT PL MELISSA TX 75454

2855810 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1516 MINERAL POINT PL MELISSA TX 75454

2855811 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1514 MINERAL POINT PL MELISSA TX 75454

2855812 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1512 MINERAL POINT PL MELISSA TX 75454

2855813 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1510 MINERAL POINT PL MELISSA TX 75454

2855814 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1508 MINERAL POINT PL MELISSA TX 75454

2855815 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1506 MINERAL POINT PL MELISSA TX 75454

2855816 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1504 MINERAL POINT PL MELISSA TX 75454

2855817 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1502 MINERAL POINT PL MELISSA TX 75454

2855818 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1501 CRYSTAL VALLEY WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2855820 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1503 CRYSTAL VALLEY WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2855821 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1505 CRYSTAL VALLEY WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2855822 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1507 CRYSTAL VALLEY WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2855823 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1509 CRYSTAL VALLEY WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2855824 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1511 CRYSTAL VALLEY WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2855825 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1513 CRYSTAL VALLEY WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2855826 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1515 CRYSTAL VALLEY WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2855827 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1601 CRYSTAL VALLEY WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2855828 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1603 CRYSTAL VALLEY WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2855829 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1605 CRYSTAL VALLEY WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2855830 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1607 CRYSTAL VALLEY WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2855831 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1609 CRYSTAL VALLEY WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2855832 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1610 CRYSTAL VALLEY WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2855833 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1608 CRYSTAL VALLEY WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2855834 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1606 CRYSTAL VALLEY WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2855835 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1604 CRYSTAL VALLEY WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2855836 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1602 CRYSTAL VALLEY WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2855837 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1514 CRYSTAL VALLEY WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2855838 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1512 CRYSTAL VALLEY WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2855839 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1510 CRYSTAL VALLEY WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2855840 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1508 CRYSTAL VALLEY WAY MELISSA TX 75454
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2855841 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1506 CRYSTAL VALLEY WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2855842 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1504 CRYSTAL VALLEY WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2855843 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1502 CRYSTAL VALLEY WAY MELISSA TX 75454

2855844 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1503 COBBLESTONE RD MELISSA TX 75454

2855845 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1505 COBBLESTONE RD MELISSA TX 75454

2855846 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1507 COBBLESTONE RD MELISSA TX 75454

2855847 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1509 COBBLESTONE RD MELISSA TX 75454

2855848 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1511 COBBLESTONE RD MELISSA TX 75454

2855849 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1513 COBBLESTONE RD MELISSA TX 75454

2855850 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1601 COBBLESTONE RD MELISSA TX 75454

2855851 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1603 COBBLESTONE RD MELISSA TX 75454

2855852 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1605 COBBLESTONE RD MELISSA TX 75454

2855853 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1607 COBBLESTONE RD MELISSA TX 75454

2855854 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1609 COBBLESTONE RD MELISSA TX 75454

2855855 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1610 COBBLESTONE RD MELISSA TX 75454

2855856 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1608 COBBLESTONE RD MELISSA TX 75454

2855857 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1606 COBBLESTONE RD MELISSA TX 75454

2855858 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1604 COBBLESTONE RD MELISSA TX 75454

2855859 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1602 COBBLESTONE RD MELISSA TX 75454

2855860 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1512 COBBLESTONE RD MELISSA TX 75454

2855861 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1510 COBBLESTONE RD MELISSA TX 75454

2855862 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1508 COBBLESTONE RD MELISSA TX 75454

2855863 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1506 COBBLESTONE RD MELISSA TX 75454

2855864 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1504 COBBLESTONE RD MELISSA TX 75454

2855865 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1505 LANNON LN MELISSA TX 75454

2855866 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1507 LANNON LN MELISSA TX 75454

2855867 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1509 LANNON LN MELISSA TX 75454

2855868 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1511 LANNON LN MELISSA TX 75454

2855869 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1601 LANNON LN MELISSA TX 75454

2855870 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1603 LANNON LN MELISSA TX 75454

2855871 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1605 LANNON LN MELISSA TX 75454

2855872 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1607 LANNON LN MELISSA TX 75454

2855873 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1609 LANNON LN MELISSA TX 75454

2855876 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1608 LANNON LN MELISSA TX 75454

2855877 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1606 LANNON LN MELISSA TX 75454

2855878 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1604 LANNON LN MELISSA TX 75454

2855879 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1602 LANNON LN MELISSA TX 75454

2855880 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1610 LANNON LN MELISSA TX 75454

2855881 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1508 LANNON LN MELISSA TX 75454

2855882 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1506 LANNON LN MELISSA TX 75454

2855883 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1505 GRANITE CREST ST MELISSA TX 75454

2855884 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1507 GRANITE CREST ST MELISSA TX 75454

2855885 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1601 GRANITE CREST ST MELISSA TX 75454

2855886 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1603 GRANITE CREST ST MELISSA TX 75454

2855887 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1605 GRANITE CREST ST MELISSA TX 75454

2855888 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1607 GRANITE CREST ST MELISSA TX 75454

2855889 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1609 GRANITE CREST ST MELISSA TX 75454

2855890 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1610 GRANITE CREST ST MELISSA TX 75454

2855891 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1608 GRANITE CREST ST MELISSA TX 75454

2855892 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 1606 GRANITE CREST ST MELISSA TX 75454

2855893 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 211 ROCKY RD MELISSA TX 75454

2855895 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 3250 BRIARPARK DR STE 100 HOUSTON TX 77042-4239

2855895 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 209 ROCKY RD MELISSA TX 75454

2855896 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 207 ROCKY RD MELISSA TX 75454

2855897 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 205 ROCKY RD MELISSA TX 75454

2855898 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 203 ROCKY RD MELISSA TX 75454

2855899 MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS LLC 201 ROCKY RD MELISSA TX 75454

2855902 CONTOUR LAND PARTNERS 12 LTD 4851 LYNDON B JOHNSON FWY STE 205 DALLAS TX 75244-6018

2855903 LAMAR PROPERTY EXCHANGE LLC 5605 FM 423 STE 500 FRISCO TX 75036-8976

2855935 LATTIMORE MATERIALS COMPANY LP PO BOX 2469 ADDISON TX 75001-2469

2856234 AHOC LLC 2001 AUBURNS HILLS PKWY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2856246 AHOC LLC PO BOX 175 SHREVEPORT LA 71161-0175

2857444 DEEP CREEK 14 LP 601 W MAIN ST DECATUR TX 76234-1249

2857506 HUNT WANDERING CREEK LAND LLC C/O HUNT CAPITAL MANAGEMENT LLC 1330 AVENUE OF THE AMERICAS FL 28 NEW YORK NY 10019-5490

2858751 WEBSTER BRANDON 741 FM 2933 MCKINNEY TX 75071

2859095 380 CENTURY STAR LLC 538 HAGGARD ST STE 412 PLANO TX 75074-5564

2859829 CAMERON COUNTY HOUSING FINANCE CORPORATION THE 1100 E MONROE ST STE 105 BROWNSVILLE TX 78520-5883

2860849 HAG RE CDT LLC 6000 MONROE RD STE 100 CHARLOTTE NC 28212-6175

2860849 HAG RE CDT LLC 2601 N CENTRAL EXPY MCKINNEY TX 75071

2863192 BILECKI NICODEAN MARK 5435 BAXTER WELL RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

2864587 C5 LOGISTICS CENTER AT MCKINNEY LLC 3701 N MCDONALD ST MCKINNEY TX 75069

2864587 C5 LOGISTICS CENTER AT MCKINNEY LLC 1230 PEACHTREE ST NE STE 3560 ATLANTA GA 30309-3551

2864601 DSF PRESTWICK LP C/O DSF CAPITAL 4303 W LOVERS LN DALLAS TX 75209-2803

2864787 H-E-B LP 646 S FLORES ST SAN ANTONIO TX 78204-1219

2864790 YCP MELISSA LAND HOLDINGS LLC 5950 SHERRY LN STE 480 DALLAS TX 75225-6505

N/A MATTHEW WHITMAN 2010 SPICE TRAIL COURT KATY TX 77494

N/A LAURIE SMITH 7412 ARDMORE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

N/A TIM P WRIGHT 10397 WILD ROSE CIR FORNEY TX 75126
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N/A MICHAEL GONZALEZ 2489 COUNTY ROAD 1084 MCKINNEY TX 75071

N/A CRAIG HANSEN 2890 GENTLE CREEK TRAIL PROSPER TX 75078

N/A S DAVIS 3761 DOGWOOD DR PROSPER TX 75078

N/A JAMES WORKS 11011 JAMESTOWN RD DALLAS TX 75230

N/A CHAYAPHON DOKTHONGHOM 2905 DUNBAR DR MCKINNEY TX 75072

N/A JIM RIGGERT 6622 NORTHPORT DR. DALLAS TX 75230

N/A KIMBERLY BRAWNER 142 N OHIO CELINA TX 75009

N/A JAMAL TALUKDER 600 W MCDERMOTT DR STE B ALLEN TX 75013

N/A MICHAEL GLAZIER 2117 TREMONT BLVD. MCKINNEY TX 75071

N/A VIVID AUTO BODY SHOP 2421 E. UNIVERSITY DRIVE MCKINNEY TX 75069

N/A VIKKI CARTER 140 MEADOWS DRIVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

N/A DAVID TARRANT 6116 NORTH CENTRAL EXPWY SUITE 1070 DALLAS TX 75206

N/A ROBERT ADAMS 10017 TECHNOLOGY BLVD DALLAS TX 75220

N/A MARY M EPNER 4130 GLACIER POINT CT PROSPER TX 75078

N/A SITUL SHAH 22506 129TH PL SE KENT WA 98031

N/A ROBERT GOLDMAN 125 SPRINGBROOK DR. PROSPER TX 75078

N/A MARK OWEN PIERCE 7707 ROLLING ACRES DR DALLAS TX 75248

N/A JANET GAGNON 1991 SUNSET TRAIL MCKINNEY TX 75071

N/A SCOTT BEATTY 1550 STOREY LN #C13 DALLAS TX 75229

N/A ANDREW BROOKS 4454 LAKE BREEZE DRIVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

N/A CHERYL ULLOM 4320 WILSON CREEK TRAIL PROSPER TX 75078

N/A AMY BARTLEY 2301 COUNTRY BROOK LN PROSPER TX 75078

N/A STEPHANIE ALLEMAN 5237 BEAR VALLEY DR. MCKINNEY TX 75071

N/A LINDY HIGGINBOTHAM 817 GOLDEN BEAR LANE MCKINNEY TX 75072

N/A DEBBIE WINFORD 2222 FM 1827 MCKINNEY TX 75071

N/A SAM OH 3601 FOXFIELD TRAIL MCKINNEY TX 75071

N/A J BOWDRY 1100 S MAURICE AVE DENISON TX 75020

N/A THERESA MARIE DUNN 10798 WEYBURN AVE LOS ANGELES CA 90024

N/A JEFF JARVIS 4490 ELDORADO PKWY MCKINNEY TX 75070

N/A RAVI PENMETSA 12498 RIVERHILL RD FRISCO TX 75033

N/A KEVIN WHITE 3001 QUINTON PROSPER TX 75078

N/A DAVID N COUNTS 8700 GRAND HAVEN LN, MCKINNEY TEXAS MCKINNEY TX 75071

N/A DEBBIE COPELAND 748 CR 458 PRINCETON TX 75407

N/A BECKY AIRHART-SMITH 7160 OLD VALDASTA RD BLUE RIDGE TX 75424

N/A MARK CHRISTOPHER FISHER 12115 CR 574 FARMERSVILLE TX 75442

N/A JODI HODGES 801 CHERRY STREET, SUITE 1050 FORT WORTH TX 76102

N/A ANGELA SULLIVAN 1834 COUNTY RD 329 MCKINNEY TX 75071

N/A MICHAEL BRUCE HOWELL 5378 COUNTY ROAD 201 MCKINNEY TX 75071

N/A RON YANTZI 2670 OLD SHIRE PATH RD. PROSPER TX 75078

N/A HEATHER BELL RICHARDSON 1951 UNIVERSITY BUSINESS DRIVE SUITE 119 MCKINNEY TX 75071

N/A JAMES PAUL SPARKMAN P.O. BOX 762 MCKINNEY TX 75070

N/A BRAD HORNE 125 LIVIA LN WRIGHTSVILLE PA 17368-9176

N/A CHRISTOPHER THOMPSON 2009 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

N/A TIM HEGWOOD 8057 COUNTY ROAD 858 MCKINNEY TX 75071

N/A JOHN HAMILTON 3091 GAULDING DRIVE PROSPER TX 75078

N/A LINDA COCHRAN 2731 MEADOWBROOK BLVD PROSPER TX 75078

N/A ED SINGER 2801 KINGSTON STREET PROSPER TX 75078

N/A CHERYL FARMER 3904 IRONBARK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

N/A PATRICIA STANDISH 2173 CR 852 MCKINNEY TX 75071

N/A STEPHANIE  PERKINS 3717 LIMOUSINE PKWY MCKINNEY TX 75071

N/A ERICK MARQUEZ 301 S. WATTERS DRIVE SUITE 100 ALLEN TX 75013

N/A CINDY SCHNEIBLE 5900 LAKE FOREST DRIVE STE 110 MCKINNEY TX 75070

N/A STEVE COVIN 2824 KIRKWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

N/A ERICA MALLOW 3705 WYCLIFF MCKINNEY TX 75071

N/A JEFF ZIMMERMAN 8800 N. GAINEY CENTER DRIVE SUITE 255 SCOTTSDALE AZ 85258

N/A NATHAN HORN 3008 BLUEWOOD DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

N/A SUZY SUMRALL 7404 PROVINCE ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

N/A LAZIZA NURHAN 2025 MILLWALL DRIVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

N/A DAVID VIDUSEK 2920 LAKEVIEW DR PROSPER TX 75078

N/A DENNIS DEMATTEI 300 YOSEMITE DR PROSPER TX 75078

N/A FABIAN LORENZ 7508 HANOVER ST MCKINNEY TX 75071

N/A BROOKE SANDERS 4101 LINWOOD AVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

N/A MICHAELA ROBERTS 1409 WINTER HAVEN LN MCKINNEY TX 75051

N/A MIKE GRIMES 5505 PORT VALE DRIVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

N/A RACHEL THOMPSON 2009 TREMONT BLVD MCKINNEY TX 75071

N/A ROBERT DORAZIL 7001 PRESTON ROAD, STE. 410 DALLAS TX 75205

N/A JAN SEWARD 940 WHITE RIVER DR PROSPER TX 75078

N/A AMY BARTLEY 2301 COUNTRY BROOK LN PROSPER TX 75078

N/A ROBYN BATTLE PO BOX 307 PROSPER TX 75078

N/A JOHN GILLUM 2902 VILLAGE CREEK ST PROSPER TX 75078

N/A LOA LEDBETTER 4300 E FIRST ST PROSPER TX 75078

N/A BRENT HICKENBOTHAM 5237 SHADOW GLEN DRIVE GRAPEVINE TX 76051

N/A ANGELA JENNINGS 8009 DESERT DUNES TRAIL MCKINNEY TX 75070

N/A DAVID BOND 765 CUSTER ROAD PLANO TX 75075

N/A CHERYL FARMER 3904 IRON BARK WAY MCKINNEY TX 75071

N/A CAROL BRIDGE KING 501 FARMS RD MCKINNEY TX 75071

N/A ZACH ROSEN 6575 WEST LOOP SOUTH SUITE 300 BELLAIRE TX 77401

N/A BRITTANY REDWINE 1224 PORTER LN MCKINNEY TX 75071
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N/A LAZIZA NURHAN 2025 MILLWALL DRIVE MCKINNEY TX 75071

N/A EARAMICHIA BROWN 2448 ROTHERHAM CIR MCKINNEY TX 75071

N/A DANELLE ERICSON 413 JAMES HERNDON TRL MCKINNEY TX 75071

N/A JACKSON HURST 4216 CORNELL CROSSING KENNESAW GA 30144

N/A RYAN BASGALL 2816 VINE ST APT 253 DALLAS TX 75204

N/A MIKE ACQUISTO 8146 CR 860 MCKINNEY TX 75071

N/A TOMMY VAN WOLFE 4021 SAN JUAN COURT PROSPER TX 75078

N/A CAROL HENDRIX 2610 COUNTY ROAD 856 MCKINNEY TX 75071

N/A STEPHANIE WEYENBERG 5861 BAXTER WELL ROAD MCKINNEY TX 75071

N/A MAHDI GRACE 1620 BERCKMANS ROAD FORT WORTH TX 76120

N/A MAHDI GRACE 2613 TEMPLE DR MCKINNEY TX 75071

N/A TRICIA  PACINELLI 2305 S CUSTER #307 MC KINNEY TX 75072

N/A DELORES MORGAN 2760 KINGSTON STREET PROSPER TX 75078-1471

N/A VENKATA METTU 3500 SPRING MOUNTAIN DR PLANO TX 75025
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Apache Tribe of Oklahoma Tribal Chairman Durrell Cooper 511 E. Colorado St., P.O. Box 1330 Anadarko OK 73005

Bureau of the Census Denver Regional Director Cathy L. Lacy 6950 W. Jefferson Ave., Ste. 250 Lakewood CO 80235

City of Frisco Assistant Director of Engineering Services Jason Brodigan 6101 Frisco Square Blvd Frisco TX 75034

City of Frisco City Manager Wes Pierson 6101 Frisco Square Blvd Frisco TX 75034

City of Frisco City Secretary Kristi Morrow 6101 Frisco Square Blvd Frisco TX 75034

City of Frisco Council Member - Place 2 Tammy Meinershagen 6101 Frisco Square Blvd Frisco TX 75034

City of Frisco Deputy Mayor Pro Tem, Council Member - Place 3 Angelia Pelham 6101 Frisco Square Blvd Frisco TX 75034

City of Frisco Council Member - Place 5 Laura Rummel 6101 Frisco Square Blvd Frisco TX 75034

City of Frisco Council Member - Place 6 Brian Livingston 6101 Frisco Square Blvd Frisco TX 75034

City of Frisco Council Member - Place 4 Bill Woodard 6101 Frisco Square Blvd Frisco TX 75034

City of Frisco Development Services Director John Lettelleir 6101 Frisco Square Blvd Frisco TX 75034

City of Frisco President of Economic Development Corporation Jason Ford 6801 Gaylord Pkwy., Ste. 400 Frisco TX 75034

City of Frisco Vice President of Economic Development Corporation Gloria Salinas 6801 Gaylord Pkwy., Ste. 400 Frisco TX 75034

City of Frisco Director of Engineering Services Paul Knippel 6101 Frisco Square Blvd., 3rd Fl. Frisco TX 75034

City of Frisco Interim Fire Chief Lee Glover 8601 Gary Burns Dr. Frisco TX 75034

City of Frisco Mayor Jeff Cheney 6101 Frisco Square Blvd., 5th Fl. Frisco TX 75034

City of Frisco Mayor Pro Tem, Council Member - Place 1 John Keating 6101 Frisco Square Blvd., 5th Fl. Frisco TX 75034

City of Frisco Police Chief David Shilson 7200 Stonebrook Pkwy. Frisco TX 75034

City of Frisco Transportation Planning Manager Joel Fitts 6101 Frisco Square Blvd., 3rd Fl Frisco TX 75034

City of Frisco Special Assistant to City Manager Mack Borchardt 6101 Frisco Square Blvd. Frisco TX 75034

City of McKinney Assistant City Manager Kim Flom 222 N Tennessee St. McKinney TX 75069

City of McKinney Interim CIP Manager Blake Sills 222 N Tennessee St. McKinney TX 75069

City of McKinney City Manager Paul Grimes 222 N Tennessee St. McKinney TX 75069

City of McKinney City Secretary Empress Drane 222 N Tennessee St. McKinney TX 75069

City of McKinney Council Member - At Large 1 Charlie Philips 222 N Tennessee St. McKinney TX 75069

City of McKinney Council Member - At Large 2 Patrick Cloutier 222 N Tennessee St. McKinney TX 75069

City of McKinney Council Member - District 1 Justin Beller 222 N Tennessee St. McKinney TX 75069

City of McKinney Council Member - District 3 Geré Feltus 222 N Tennessee St. McKinney TX 75069

City of McKinney Council Member - District 4 Rick Franklin 222 N Tennessee St. McKinney TX 75069

City of McKinney Director of Engineering Gary Graham 222 N Tennessee St. McKinney TX 75069

City of McKinney Executive Director of Development Services Michael Quint 222 N Tennessee St. McKinney TX 75069

City of McKinney Fire Chief Danny Kistner 2200 Taylor-Burk Dr. McKinney TX 75071

City of McKinney Mayor George Fuller 222 N Tennessee St. McKinney TX 75069

City of McKinney Mayor Pro Tem - District 2 Rainey Rogers 222 N Tennessee St. McKinney TX 75069

City of McKinney Planning Manager Aaron Bloxham 222 N Tennessee St. McKinney TX 75069

City of McKinney Police Chief Greg Conley 2200 Taylor-Burk Dr. McKinney TX 75071

City of McKinney President and CEO, Chamber of Commerce Lisa Hermes 1700 N Redbud Blvd. McKinney TX 75069

City of McKinney President, Community Development Corporation Cindy Schneible 5900 S Lake Forest Dr., Ste. 100 McKinney TX 75070

City of McKinney Director of Planning Jennifer Arnold 223 N Tennessee St. McKinney TX 75069

City of McKinney President and CEO, EDC Peter Tokar III 5900 S Lake Forest Dr. Ste. 100 McKinney TX 75070

Collin County Assistant Director of Engineering Tracy Homfeld 4690 Community Ave., Ste. 200  McKinney TX 75071

Collin County Assistant to CC Commissioner Fletcher, Hale Hilari Monk 2300 Bloomdale Rd., Ste. 4192 McKinney TX 75071

Collin County Assistant to CC Commissioner Webb Georgia Shepherd 2300 Bloomdale Rd., Ste. 4192 McKinney TX 75071

Collin County Assistant to CC Commissioner Williams Hilari Monk 2300 Bloomdale Rd., Ste. 4192 McKinney TX 75071

Collin County Assistant to Collin County Judge Teresa Mercer 2300 Bloomdale Rd., Ste. 4192 McKinney TX 75071

Collin County Collin County Commissioner - Precinct 1 Susan Fletcher 2300 Bloomdale Rd., Ste. 4192 McKinney TX 75071

Collin County Collin County Commissioner - Precinct 2 Cheryl Williams 2300 Bloomdale Rd., Ste. 4192 McKinney TX 75071

Collin County Collin County Commissioner - Precinct 3 Darrell Hale 2300 Bloomdale Rd., Ste. 4192 McKinney TX 75071

Collin County Collin County Commissioner - Precinct 4 Duncan Webb 2300 Bloomdale Rd., Ste. 4192 McKinney TX 75071

Collin County Collin County Judge Chris Hill 2300 Bloomdale Rd., Ste. 4192 McKinney TX 75071

Collin County Director of Engineering Clarence Daugherty 4690 Community Ave., Ste. 200  McKinney TX 75071

Coushatta Tribe of Louisiana Tribal Historic Preservation Officer vacant P.O. Box 10 Elton LA 70532

Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6 Staff Director, Communities, Tribes, and Environmental Assessment Robert Houston 1201 Elm St., Ste. 500 Dallas TX 75270

Federal Aviation Administration, Southwest Region Environmental Specialist John McFarlane 10101 Hillwood Pkwy. Fort Worth TX 76177

Federal Transit Administration, Region 6 Regional Environmental Protection Specialist Terrance Plaskon 819 Taylor St., Room 14A02 Fort Worth TX 76102

Federal Railroad Administration Associate Administrator for Railroad Development Paul Nissembaum 1200 New Jersey Ave. SE MS-20 Washington DC 20590

Muscogee (Creek) Nation Tribal Historic Preservation Officer Corain Lowe-Zepeda P.O. Box 580 Okmulgee OK 74447

NCTCOG Director of Transportation Michael Morris 616 Six Flags Dr. Arlington TX 76009

NCTCOG Principal Transportation Planner Berrien Barks 616 Six Flags Dr. Arlington TX 76011

NCTCOG Senior Program Manager Jeffrey Neal 616 Six Flags Dr. Arlington TX 76011

NCTCOG Senior Program Manager Dan Lamers 616 Six Flags Dr. Arlington TX 76010

NTMWD Planning Program Manager Yanbo Li P.O. Box 2408 Wylie TX 75098

NTTA Assistant Executive Director of Infrastructure Elizabeth Mow 5900 W Plano Pkwy. Plano TX 75093

NTTA Assistant to Asst. Executive Director of Infrastructure Vicky Smith 5900 W Plano Pkwy. Plano TX 75093

NTTA Senior Program Manager of Planning/Environment J. Craig Hancock 5900 W Plano Pkwy. Plano TX 75093

NTTA Senior Project Manager Kelly Johnson 5900 W Plano Pkwy. Plano TX 75093

Public Utility Commission of Texas Executive Director Thomas Gleeson P.O. Box 13326 Austin TX 78711

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (Air) Air Quality Planning Section Manager Kristin Jacobsen P.O. Box 13087 Austin TX 78711

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (Water) Standards Implementation Team Lead Peter Schaefer P.O. Box 13087 Austin TX 78711

Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs Executive Director Bobby Wilkinson 221 E 11th St. Austin TX 78701

Texas General Land Office Commissioner Dawn Buckingham 1700 N. Congress Ave. Austin TX 78701 not available

Texas Historical Commission Division Director, Archeology Brad Jones P.O. Box 12276 Austin TX 78701

Texas Historical Commission Lead Project Reviewer, History Programs Justin Kockritz P.O. Box 12276 Austin TX 78701

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department Aquatic Biologist Beth Bendik 4200 Smith School Rd. Austin TX 78744

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department Executive Director David Yoskowitz 4200 Smith School Rd. Austin TX 78744

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department Aquatic Biologist, Transportation Assessment Liaison Sue Reilly 4200 Smith School Rd. Austin TX 78744

Texas Railroad Commission Media Affairs Andrew Keese P.O. Box 12967 Austin TX 78711

Texas Railroad Commission Chief Geologist - Oil & Gas Division Leslie Savage P.O. Box 12967 Austin TX 78711

Texas State House of Representatives District 61 Frederick Frazier 101 E. Rusk St., Ste. 201 Rockwall TX 75087

Texas State House of Representatives District 67 Jeff Leach 777 E. 15th St., Ste. 202 Plano TX 75074

Texas State House of Representatives Staff for Representative Leach Lauren Young not available N/A N/A N/A

Texas State House of Representatives District 66 Matt Shaheen 115 West Virginia St., Ste. 103 McKinney TX 75069

Texas State House of Representatives District 89 Candy Noble P.O. Box 2910 Austin TX 78768

Texas State House of Representatives Staff for Representative Noble Suzanne Bowers not available N/A N/A N/A

Texas State Senate District 30 Drew Springer P.O. Box 12068 Austin TX 78712

Texas State Senate Transportation Staff for Senator Springer Murphy McCollough not available N/A N/A N/A

Texas State Senate District 8 Angela Paxton PO Box 12068 Austin TX 78711

Texas State Senate Staff for Senator Paxton Matthew Murdoch not available N/A N/A N/A

Texas State Soil & Water Conservation Board Executive Director Rex Isom 1497 Country View Ln. Temple TX 76504

Tonkawa Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma Tribal Historic Preservation Officer Lauren Norman-Brown 1 Rush Buffalo Rd. Tonkawa OK 74653

Town of New Hope Alderman Carol King 121 Rockcrest Rd. New Hope TX 75071

Town of New Hope Alderman Luke Martincevic 121 Rockcrest Rd. New Hope TX 75071

Town of New Hope Alderman Ashly Caserotti 121 Rockcrest Rd. New Hope TX 75071

Town of New Hope Alderman   Kimberly Barrow 121 Rockcrest Rd. New Hope TX 75071

Town of New Hope Alderman/Road Commissioner Terry Sanner 121 Rockcrest Rd. New Hope TX 75071

Town of New Hope Mayor Andy Reitinger 121 Rockcrest Rd. New Hope TX 75071

Town of New Hope Mayor Pro Tem/Alderman Kimberly Barrow 121 Rockcrest Rd. New Hope TX 75071

Town of New Hope Town Engineer Mark Hill 121 Rockcrest Rd. New Hope TX 75071 not available

Town of New Hope Town Secretary Jill Monson 121 Rockcrest Rd. New Hope TX 75071

Town of Prosper Asst. Director of Engineering Services - Development Dan Heischman 250 W First St., P.O. Box 307 Prosper TX 75078

Town of Prosper Council Member Place 1 Marcus Ray 250 W First St., P.O. Box 307 Prosper TX 75078

Town of Prosper Council Member Place 2 Craig Andres 250 W First St., P.O. Box 307 Prosper TX 75078

Town of Prosper Council Member Place 3 Amy Bartley 250 W First St., P.O. Box 307 Prosper TX 75078

Town of Prosper Council Member Place 4 Chris Kern 250 W First St., P.O. Box 307 Prosper TX 75078
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Town of Prosper Council Member Place 5, Mayor Pro Tem Jeff Hodges 250 W First St., P.O. Box 307 Prosper TX 75078

Town of Prosper Council Member Place 6 Charles Cotten 250 W First St., P.O. Box 307 Prosper TX 75078

Town of Prosper Director of Engineering Services Hulon Webb 250 W First St., P.O. Box 307 Prosper TX 75078

Town of Prosper Executive Director, Chamber of Commerce Tracy Heckel 250 W First St., P.O. Box 307 Prosper TX 75078

Town of Prosper Fire Chief Stuart Blasingame 1500 E 1st St. Prosper TX 75078

Town of Prosper Mayor David Bristol 250 W First St., P.O. Box 307 Prosper TX 75078

Town of Prosper Police Chief Doug Kowalski 101 S Main St. Prosper TX 75078 v

Town of Prosper Town Manager Mario Canizares 250 W First St., P.O. Box 307 Prosper TX 75078 not available

Town of Prosper Town Secretary Michelle Lewis Sirianni 250 W First St., P.O. Box 307 Prosper TX 75078

Town of Prosper - EDC Board President Jordan Simms 170 N Preston Rd., Ste. 50 Prosper TX 75078

U.S. House of Representatives U.S. Congressional District 3 Keith Self 5600 Tennyson Pkwy., Ste. 275 Plano TX 75024

U.S. House of Representatives U.S. Congressional District 4 Pat Fallon 6531 Horizon Rd., Ste. A Rockwall TX 75032

U.S. House of Representatives District Director for Congressman Fallon Dodi Brigadier 6531 Horizon Rd., Ste. A Rockwall TX 75032

U.S. Senate Constituent Services Liaison for Sen. Cornyn Josh Earl 5001 Spring Valley Rd., Ste. 1125E Dallas TX 75244

U.S. Senate Regional Director, North Texas for Senator Cornyn Collin McLochlin 5001 Spring Valley Rd., Ste. 1125E Dallas TX 75244

U.S. Senate Administrative Brittany Psyhogios-Smith 3626 N Hall St., Ste. 410 Dallas TX 75219

U.S. Senate Deputy Regional Director for Sen. Cruz Michael Flusche 3626 N Hall St., Ste. 410 Dallas TX 75219

U.S. Senate Senator for Texas Ted Cruz 3626 N Hall St., Ste. 411 Dallas TX 75219

U.S. Senate Senator for Texas John Cornyn 5001 Spring Valley Rd., Ste. 1125E Dallas TX 75244

US Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District Regulatory Technical Specialist Chandler Peter 819 Taylor St., P.O. Box 17300 Fort Worth TX 76102

US Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District Regulatory Project Manager Darvin Messer 819 Taylor St., P.O. Box 17300 Fort Worth TX 76102

US Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District Deputy District Engineer for Programs and Project Management Eric Verwers 819 Taylor St., P.O. Box 17300 Fort Worth TX 76102

US Coast Guard, Eighth Coast Guard District Commander Rear Admiral Richard Timme  500 Poydras St. New Orleans LA 70130 not available

US Department of Agriculture - Natural Resources Conservation Service State Soil Scientist Alan Stahnke 101 South Main St. Temple TX 76501

US Department of Agriculture - Natural Resources Conservation Service State Conservationist Kristi Oates 101 South Main St. Temple TX 76501

US Department of Agriculture - Natural Resources Conservation Service State Resources Conservationist Charles Kneuper 101 South Main St. Temple TX 76501

US Department of Agriculture - Natural Resources Conservation Service State Wildlife Biologist Russell Castro 101 South Main St. Temple TX 76501

US Department of Homeland Security – Federal Emergency Management Agency, Region 6 Senior Environmental Specialist Dorothy Cook 800 North Loop 288 Denton TX 76209

US Department of Homeland Security – Federal Emergency Management Agency, Region 6 Region 6 Administrator Tony Robinson 800 North Loop 288 Denton TX 76209

US Department of Housing and Urban Development Deputy Regional Administrator Leslie A. Bradley 307 W. 7th St., Ste. 1000 Fort Worth TX 76102 v

US Department of the Interior - Fish and Wildlife Service Field Supervisor Debra Bills 2005 NE Green Oaks Blvd., Ste. 140 Arlington TX 76006

Wichita and Affiliated Tribes (Wichita, Keechi, Waco, and Tawakonie) Culture Program Planner Gary McAdams P.O. Box 729 Anadarko OK 73005
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SYEAR, CHOOSE A
OLUTIONYOU’LL
ULYENJOY!

O F A L L E N

assle-Free Home Ownership!

THIS
RESO
TRU

Ha

How about a new New Year’s resolution that will positively impact your life
far more than losing a few pounds? If you know that you won’t live in your

house forever, we have a home ownership option coming soon to the Allen

area you may not have considered. One you can call home and finally have the

lifestyle you want and deserve. That’s because the Village Cooperative offers

maintenance-free living for active adults (62+) with fantastic amenities at an

excellent value, so you have more time to enjoy what matters most to you.

To learn more, join us at our upcoming
FREE Informational Seminar!

Please call us at (972) 954-9898 to
RSVP & learn more about the Village
Cooperative of Allen that is coming
soon to the area. Feel free to share this
with a friend and invite them to join us
as well. You'll both be glad you did.

Don’t wait—Call today to reserve your spot!

Informational Seminar

Thursday, Jan. 26th at 10am
Hilton Garden Inn - Allen
705 Central Expressway S.
Allen, TX 75013

Find us on
Facebook

SCANQRCODEWITHAMOBILE
CAMERATOVISITOURWEBSITE

CALLUSTODAY!

Homeownership for active adults (62+)
that lets youenjoymoreandworry less!

DN-1839112-03

(972) 528-0109

(972) 528-0074
NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT AND NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
US 380 From Coit Road to FM 1827 | CSJs: 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, 0135-15-002 | Collin County, Texas

The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) is proposing to construct US 380 as a freeway primarily on new location from Coit Road and existing US 380 around the 
northern portion of McKinney connecting back to existing US 380 near Farm to Market (FM) Road 1827, east of the City of McKinney. This notice advises the public that a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) is available for public review and that TxDOT will be conducting an in-person and online virtual public hearing on the proposed project. 

The purpose of the hearing is to present the DEIS and updated schematic design of the “Blue Alternative,” which has been identified as TxDOT’s Preferred Alternative. The 
Preferred Alternative links Segments A, E, and C. 

The DEIS is available for review online at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS, and a hard copy is available for review at the TxDOT Dallas District Office. 
The hearing dates, times and locations are listed below. The same information will be available at the in-person and virtual hearings, including a pre-recorded video 

presentation with audio and visual components.

In-Person Hearing
Thursday, Feb. 16, 2023
5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.

Collin County Courthouse
Central Jury Room

2100 Bloomdale Rd. McKinney, TX 75071

In-Person Hearing
Tuesday, Feb. 21, 2023
5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.

Rhea’s Mill Baptist Church
5733 N. Custer Rd., 

McKinney, TX 75071

Virtual Hearing*
Thursday, Feb. 16, 2023, starting at 5:30 p.m. 
through Tuesday, March 21, 2023, at 11:59 p.m. 

www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS
*This is not a live event

To view the virtual public hearing materials, participants may go to the web address noted above at any time during the dates indicated. In-person attendees will be able to view the 
presentation which will be playing on a screen, review hard copies of project materials, ask questions of TxDOT staff and/or consultants, and leave comments. The in-person public 

hearings will follow an “open house” format, meaning attendees may come and go at their convenience. 
If you do not have Internet access,  or do not wish to attend an in-person hearing, you may call (214) 320-4469 between the hours of 8 a.m. and 5 p.m., Monday through Friday, to ask 

questions and access project materials during the project development process. 
The proposed project would provide a new location, eight-lane, controlled-access freeway with two-lane, one-way frontage roads on each side from Coit Road and existing US 380 to the 
eastern terminus at existing US 380 and FM 1827. The purpose of the project is to manage congestion and improve east-west mobility and safety throughout the study area. The typical 

proposed right-of-way (ROW) would be approximately 420 feet wide, with the minimum and maximum ROW width ranging from 330 feet to 1,582 feet, respectively. Depending on the 
location, the typical freeway section would consist of four 12-foot-wide travel lanes in each direction with 10- to 17-foot-wide inside and outside shoulders and two-lane (each 

12-feet-wide), one-way frontage roads on either side of the mainlanes. Shared-use paths built along the outside of the frontage roads would provide bicycle and pedestrian 
accommodations. The total proposed ROW acreage is estimated at 1,083.5 acres. The proposed project passes through the Town of Prosper, the City of McKinney, and Collin County. 
The proposed project is not anticipated to impact any existing properties protected under Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966. TxDOT received information in 

November 2022 about several planned, future parks in the Town of Prosper and is evaluating each property for Section 4(f) eligibility. 
The proposed project would, subject to final design considerations, require acquisition of additional ROW and potentially displace 22 residences and 35 businesses. Relocation 

assistance is available for displaced persons and businesses. Information about the TxDOT Relocation Assistance Program and services and benefits for those displaced and other 
affected property owners, as well as information about the tentative schedule for ROW acquisition and construction, can be obtained from the TxDOT Dallas District office by calling 

(214) 320-6675 or online at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. 
The proposed project would involve construction in wetlands and an action in a floodplain and floodway. 

Environmental documentation and studies, including the DEIS and any maps and drawings showing the project location and design, tentative construction schedules, and other 
information regarding the proposed project are on file and available for inspection Monday through Friday between the hours of 8 a.m. and 5 p.m. at the TxDOT Dallas District Office, 4777 

East US Highway 80, Mesquite, Texas 75150-6643. Printed copies of the design schematic will also be available for review at Prosper Town Hall, McKinney City Hall, and Collin County 
Courthouse as well as online at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS beginning Thursday, Feb. 16 at 5:30 p.m., and in hard copy form for review at the in-person public hearing. 

The public hearing will be conducted in English. If you need an interpreter or document translator because English is not your primary language or you have difficulty communicating 
effectively in English, one will be provided to you. If you have a disability and need assistance, special arrangements can be made to accommodate most needs. If you need interpretation 

or translation services or you are a person with a disability who requires an accommodation to attend and participate in the virtual public hearing or in-person option, please contact 
TxDOT Public Information Office at (214) 320-4480 no later than 4 p.m. Monday, Feb. 13, 2023. Please be aware that advance notice is required as some services and accommodations 

may require time for TxDOT to arrange.
Comments from the public regarding the proposed project are requested and may be submitted to the TxDOT Dallas District Office, 4777 East US Highway 80, Mesquite, Texas 

75150-6643 or Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov. Verbal comments may be submitted by calling (833) 933-0443. All comments must be received or postmarked before Tuesday, 
March 21, 2023. Responses to comments received by the deadline will be available on the project website once they have been prepared. 

If you have any general questions or concerns regarding the proposed project or the hearing, please contact the TxDOT Project Manager, Mr. Stephen Endres, P.E., at (214) 320-4469 or 
Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov. 

The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by applicable Federal environmental laws for this project are being, or have been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 
U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum of Understanding dated December 9, 2019, and executed by FHWA and TxDOT.

METRO

90,000 people in his district were frustrated.
But some, like that woman, had urgent, legiti-
mate health concerns stemming from the pil-
ing garbage. He called around and found a
private emergency trash service that would be
willing to help.

On Saturday night, West emailed a survey
to his constituents, encouraging residents
most in need to sign up to have their garbage
picked up Monday or Tuesday by the private
company.

The pickup will be paid for using West’s of-
ficeholder funds. 

When the council member receives cam-
paign contributions, he can only use up to
$1,000 per donation for campaign purposes,
West explained, and any extra money must go
into a separate pot.

If West received a $1,500 campaign check,
for example, $500 would be considered of-
ficeholder funds to be used for expenses asso-
ciated with his duties as a council member.

“This is the kind of situation that seems
perfect to me to use those funds,” he said.

Fewer than 10 had signed up as of 11 a.m.
Sunday, West said, but he encouraged resi-
dents who are able to wait for regular pickups
to continue to do so, reserving the private ser-
vice for those in most need.

The deadline to submit a request was 11:59
p.m. Sunday, and trash will be picked up
Monday or Tuesday. 

West said he did not have an immediate
cost estimate for the pickups.

The new schedule, which went into effect
Dec. 5, means more than half of Dallas resi-
dents are getting their trash picked up on new
days. 

Officials have acknowledged issues with
pickups being late or missing entire streets as
the new schedule is implemented.

While the rollout should work out for the
city in the long run, West said it happened
“without really taking the time to make sure
everyone was prepared for it.”

Residences in Oak Cliff are among those
with the most frequently missed pickups, city
officials said earlier this month.

Twitter: @michaeldamianw

Councilman taps private
company for trash pickup

Continued from Page 1B

Burglars stole millions of dollars in jewelry
over the weekend from a store inside a Mes-
quite mall, according to a manager.

Paul Hash, a manager at American Jewel-
ers, said employees learned of the burglary
when the business opened Saturday morning.
He said he thinks burglars got in by first
breaking through the wall of a former Sears lo-

cation. The jewelry store is in Town East Mall.
About $2 million dollars worth of mer-

chandise was stolen, he said.
“They just made a big hole in the wall and

came through,” Hash said. “They cut through
concrete and four sheet rocks.”

Hash said he does not know exactly what
time the alleged burglars breached the walls
because some of the store’s security equip-
ment was also taken during the burglary.

Mesquite police did not immediately re-
spond to a request for information.

Twitter: @hjnchoi

Burglars reportedly steal $2M
in jewelry from shop in mall

MESQUITE

By HOJUN CHOI
Staff Writer

hojun.choi@dallasnews.com

Store manager says thieves broke
through wall of former Sears

After Arlington Latinos and
Asians requested the city name
streets for their leaders, city staff
recommended in the 2018 Col-
lins Street and Pioneer Parkway
Design Guidelines the installa-
tion of honorary street sign top-
pers to recognize Asian, Mus-
lim, and Latino heroes.

To promote a section of Pio-
neer Parkway that boasted eth-
nically diverse businesses, the
city rebranded the stretch from
Center Street to State Highway
360 as International Corridor.

Aftab Siddiqui, a political ac-
tivist, visited Arlington
mosques to discuss name sug-
gestions. They deliberated on
“Jerusalem,” “Muhammad,” and
“Syed Ahsani” at several com-
munity meetings. They choose
the latter and submitted signa-
tures to confirm their agree-
ment.

Syed Ali Ahsani, Ahsani’s
son, said his father had a desire
to see the world. After passing
civil service exams, the elder Ah-
sani joined the Pakistan Foreign
Service in 1952. His assign-
ments took him to Cairo, Rome,
Kabul, Beirut and Calcutta. Ris-
ing in diplomatic ranks, he
served as ambassador to Brazil,
Sudan and Ghana. His interna-
tional affairs experiences moti-
vated Ahsani to establish the Pa-
kistan Foreign Service Acade-
my, where he served as director
from 1981-1988.

After retiring, he moved to
Arlington in 1988 to be closer to
his children, who had studied
and moved to the United States.
His daughter Rumina Ahsani
was studying at the University of
Texas at Arlington at the time of
his arrival. After living in au-
thoritarian countries, he cher-
ished the rights and freedoms
the United States offered its citi-

zens. He said, “I feel very excit-
ed. America is a great democra-
cy because of the Constitution.
It has great laws. It has freedom
of press. It is good for the ad-
vancement of all people.”

To obtain his medical clear-
ance for U.S. citizenship, he vis-
ited Dr. Inayat Lalani, a Fort
Worth general surgeon. Lalani,
founder of the Muslim Caucus
in the Democratic Party, en-
couraged Ahsani to harness his
diplomatic expertise and politi-
cal skills in local political activ-
ism.

On visiting his son in Califor-
nia, Ahsani met Agha Saeed,
Ph.D., founder of the American
Muslim Alliance, whose pur-
pose was to provide civic educa-
tion and leadership training to
American Muslims with the
goal of electing Muslims to po-
litical offices. As president of the
of American Muslim Alliance
Southwest chapter, Ahsani
worked tirelessly to encourage
D-FW Muslims to learn the
American political election pro-
cess, to vote and to run for office.

Siddiqui, a Pakistani immi-
grant, joined the American
Muslim Alliance and worked
closely with Ahsani and his fam-
ily to encourage civic involve-
ment at mosques. Despite his
former ambassador status, Ah-
sani worked humbly alongside
get-out-the-vote workers, pass-
ing out fliers at Muslim gather-
ings. As an election judge, Ahsa-
ni trained Siddiqui to serve in
the role.

Siddiqui recalled conserva-
tive Muslims initially resisted,
fearful they would draw too
much attention and exacerbate
existing Islamic phobias and
stereotypical terrorist images.
They also resented that Ameri-
can soldiers were killing Mus-
lims in Iraq. They reasoned that
by participating, they would
have blood on their hands. Ah-
sani responded that to create a
more positive reception and to
impact foreign policies, Ameri-
can Muslims must immerse

themselves in American main-
stream political waters. He
pointed out their federal taxes
were supporting American in-
tervention. At Ahsani’s invita-
tion, Republican and Demo-
cratic candidates visited
mosques to share their positions
on issues and answer questions.

Siddiqui accompanied Ah-
sani on bridge-building visits to
Christian churches and com-
munity civil rights conferences,
where the ambassador ex-
plained Islamic culture and the
group’s support of American de-
mocracy. They joined the Dem-
ocratic Party, hosting a booth at
the Democratic state conven-
tion in Dallas in 1996. The am-
bassador served as the only
North Texas Muslim delegate at
the Democratic National Con-
vention in 2000.

From politics to history, Ah-
sani researched the scientific
and scholarly contributions of
Muslims during the 800-year
conquest of Spain. Dr. Basheer
Ahmed, former chief of psychia-
try at John Peter Smith Hospi-
tal, collaborated with Ahsani
when he learned about their
mutual historical interests. In
2005, they co-edited with Dil-
nawaz A. Siddiqui the book
Muslim Contributions to World
Civilization.

Ahmed estimated that 99%
of non-Muslims and 95% of
Muslims were unaware of Mus-
lims’ scientific, philosophical,
mathematical and literary
achievements during the so-
called Dark Ages. To shed light
on these accomplishments, Ah-
med founded the Institute of
Medieval and Post-Medieval
Studies in Arlington in 2014
with Ahsani acting as president.
Together they presented their
findings at national conferenc-
es.

On March 27, 2021, the City
of Arlington dedicated the
street sign topper in honor of
Ambassador Syed Ahsani. The
ambassador passed away on Ju-
ly 30, 2014, at the age of 85.

File Photo/Fort Worth Star-Telegram

Syed Ahsani (left), with wife Sajida, joined the Pakistan Foreign Service in 1952. Rising in
diplomatic ranks, he served as ambassador to Brazil, Sudan and Ghana. 

Eminent Pakistani diplomat
embraced America as home

ARLINGTON

By RICHARD J. GONZALES
Fort Worth Star-Telegram

Former ambassador
advocated for Muslims
in the D-FW region
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Este DOMINGO:

Escuche este programa por teléfono a cualquier hora llamando al:

214.447.9679 ó 817.259.1647
o por internet

www.elheraldocc.com

106.7FM
todos los domingos de 7:30 a 8:00 a.m.
LA RANCHERA

Dejando atrás  
el pasado 

[Leaving the past behind]

AVISO DE DISPONIBILIDAD DEL PROYECTO DE DECLARACIÓN DE IMPACTO AMBIENTAL Y AVISO DE REUNIÓN PÚBLICA
US 380 Desde Coit Road hasta FM 1827 | CSJs: 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, 0135-15-002 | Collin County,Texas

El Departamento de Transporte de Texas (TxDOT por sus siglas en inglés) propone construir la US 380 como una autopista principalmente en la nueva 
ubicación de Coit Road y la US 380 existente alrededor de la parte norte de McKinney conectando de nuevo con la US 380 existente cerca de Farm to 

Market (FM) Road 1827, al este de la ciudad de McKinney. Este aviso informa al público que un Proyecto de Declaración de Impacto Ambiental (DEIS por 
sus siglas en inglés) está disponible para revisión y que TxDOT estará llevando a cabo una reunión pública virtual, en persona y en línea sobre el proyecto 
propuesto. El propósito de la reunión es presentar el DEIS y el diseño esquemático actualizado de la "Alternativa Azul", que ha sido identificada como la 

Alternativa Preferida de TxDOT. La alternativa preferida enlanzan los segmentos A, E y C.
El DEIS está disponible para su revisión en línea en www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS, y una copia impresa está disponible para su revisión en la 

Oficina del Distrito de Dallas de TxDOT.
A continuación se indican las fechas, horas y lugares de las reuniones. La misma información estará disponible en las reunión públicas y virtuales, 

incluyendo una presentación de video pregrabada con componentes audiovisuales.

Para ver los materiales de la reunión pública virtual, los participantes pueden dirigirse a la dirección web indicada anteriormente en cualquier momento durante las fechas 
indicadas. En persona podrán ver la presentación que se reproducirá en una pantalla, revisar copias impresas de los materiales del proyecto, hacer preguntas al personal y/o 

consultores de TxDOT y dejar comentarios. Las reunión públicas en persona seguirán un formato de "casa abierta", lo que significa que pueden ir y venir a su conveniencia.
Si no tiene acceso a Internet o no desea asistir la una reunión pública, puede llamar al (214) 320-4469 entre las 8 a.m. y las 5 p.m., de lunes a viernes, para hacer preguntas 

y acceder a los materiales del proyecto durante el proceso de desarrollo del proyecto.
El proyecto propuesto proporcionaría una nueva ubicación, de ocho carriles, autopista de acceso controlado con dos carriles, carreteras frontales de un solo sentido a cada 

lado de Coit Road y la existente US 380 a la terminal oriental en los EE.UU. 380 y FM 1827 existentes. El objetivo del proyecto es gestionar la congestión y mejorar la 
movilidad y la seguridad este-oeste en toda la zona de estudio. El típico derecho de paso propuesto (ROW por sus siglas en inglés) sería de aproximadamente 420 pies de 

ancho, con el ancho mínimo y máximo de ROW que van desde 330 pies a 1,582 pies, respectivamente. Dependiendo de la ubicación, la sección típica de la autopista 
consistiría en cuatro carriles de viaje de 12 pies de ancho en cada dirección con hombros interiores y exteriores de 10 a 17 pies de ancho y carreteras frontales de dos 

carriles (cada uno de 12 pies de ancho) de un solo sentido a ambos lados de los carriles principales. Los caminos de uso compartido construidos a lo largo del exterior de las 
carreteras frontales proporcionarían alojamiento para bicicletas y peatones. La superficie total propuesta de ROW se estima en 1,083.5 acres. El proyecto propuesto pasa por 

la ciudad de Prosper, la ciudad de McKinney y el condado de Collin.
No se prevé que el proyecto propuesto impacte ninguna propiedad existente protegida bajo la Sección 4(f) de la Ley del Departamento de Transporte de 1966. TxDOT recibió 
información en noviembre de 2022 sobre varios parques futuros planeados en la Ciudad de Prosper y está evaluando cada propiedad para la elegibilidad de la Sección 4(f).
El proyecto propuesto, sujeto a consideraciones finales de diseño, requeriría la adquisición de ROW adicional y potencialmente desplazaría 22 residencias y 35 negocios. La 
asistencia para la reubicación está disponible para las personas desplazadas y las empresas. La información sobre el Programa de Asistencia de Reubicación de TxDOT y los 
servicios y beneficios para los desplazados y otros propietarios afectados, así como información sobre el cronograma tentativo para la adquisición y construcción de ROW, se 

puede obtener de la oficina del Distrito de Dallas de TxDOT llamando al (214) 320-6675 o en línea en www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.
El proyecto propuesto implicaría la construcción en humedales y una acción en una llanura de inundación y un camino de inundación.

La documentación y los estudios ambientales, incluido el DEIS y cualquier mapa y dibujo que muestre la ubicación y el diseño del proyecto, los cronogramas tentativos de 
construcción y otra información relacionada con el proyecto propuesto están archivados y disponibles para su inspección de lunes a viernes entre las 8 a.m. y las 5 p.m. en la 

Oficina del Distrito de Dallas de TxDOT, 4777 East US Highway 80, Mesquite, Texas 75150-6643. Las copias impresas del esquema de diseño también estarán disponibles 
para su revisión en el Ayuntamiento de Prosper, el Ayuntamiento de McKinney y el Palacio de Justicia del Condado de Collin, así como en línea en 

www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS a partir del jueves 16 de febrero a las 5:30 p.m., y en forma impresa para su revisión en la audiencia pública en persona
La audiencia pública se llevará a cabo en inglés. Si necesita un intérprete o traductor de documentos porque el inglés no es su idioma principal o tiene dificultades para 

comunicarse eficazmente en inglés, se le proporcionará uno. Si tiene una discapacidad y necesita ayuda, se pueden hacer arreglos especiales para satisfacer la mayoría de 
las necesidades. Si necesita servicios de interpretación o traducción o si es una persona con una discapacidad que requiere una adaptación para asistir y participar en la 

audiencia pública virtual o en la opción en persona, comuníquese con la Oficina de Información Pública de TxDOT al (214) 320-4480 a más tardar a las 4 p.m. el lunes 13 de 
febrero de 2023. Tenga en cuenta que se requiere notificación anticipada ya que algunos servicios y adaptaciones pueden requerir tiempo para que TxDOT los organice.

Se solicitan comentarios del público con respecto al proyecto propuesto y pueden enviarse a la Oficina del Distrito de Dallas de TxDOT, 4777 East US Highway 80, Mesquite, 
Texas 75150-6643 o Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov. Los comentarios verbales pueden enviarse llamando al (833) 933-0443. Todos los comentarios deben recibirse o tener 
el sello postal antes del martes 21 de marzo de 2023. Las respuestas a los comentarios recibidos antes de la fecha límite estarán disponibles en el sitio web del proyecto 

una vez que se hayan preparado.
Si tiene alguna pregunta o inquietud general con respecto al proyecto propuesto o la audiencia, comuníquese con el Gerente de Proyecto de TxDOT, el Sr. Stephen Endres, 

P.E., al (214) 320-4469 o Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov.
La revisión ambiental, consulta y otras acciones requeridas por las leyes ambientales federales aplicables para este proyecto están siendo, o han sido, llevadas a cabo por 

TxDOT de conformidad con 23 U.S.C. 327 y un Memorándum de Entendimiento de fecha 9 de diciembre de 2019, y ejecutado por FHWA y TxDOT.

Reunión en Persona
Jueves, 16 de febrero de 2023

5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.
Collin County Courthouse Central Jury Room

2100 Bloomdale Rd. 
McKinney, TX 75071

Reunión en Persona 
Martes, 21 de febrero de 2023 

5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.
Rhea’s Mill Baptist Church

5733 N. Custer Rd., 
McKinney, TX 75071 

Reunión Pública Virtual*
Jueves, 16 de febrero de 2023, a partir de 
las 5:30 p.m. hasta el martes 21 de marzo 

de 2023 a las 11:59 p.m.
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS

*Este no es un evento en vivo. 

ENERO DE 2023

J O E CA R R E ÓN

Representante del Distrito 8,
Junta Escolar de Dallas ISD

Al comenzar un nuevo semestre y un nuevo año,
quiero empezar deseándoles a todos los estudiantes,
maestros y personal del Dallas ISD un exitoso y
próspero 2023. También quiero agradecer a las
comunidades del Distrito 8 por permitirme servir
como su representante en la junta escolar. Es uno de
los más altos honores y bendiciones de mi vida.

Este nuevo año traerá nuevos y emocionantes
cambios a Dallas ISD y el Distrito 8.

CAMBIOS DE LIDERAZGO

La reciente reestructuración por parte de la
Superintendente Stephanie Elizalde significa que
cada zona de asistencia en el Distrito 8 será liderada
por un nuevo director ejecutivo. Quiero dar la
bienvenida a los nuevos directores ejecutivos de la
zona: Dr. Juan Córdoba, Dra. Sonia Loskot, Dra. Lisa
Vega y Dra. Danielle Petters. Los nuevos directores
ejecutivos servirán como líderes y supervisores de la
mayoría de las escuelas en el Distrito 8 de Dallas ISD.
Cada uno de ellos es un educador experimentado y
estoy emocionado por su liderazgo.

También en 2023 las escuelas de Burnet Elementary,
Mt. Auburn Elementary y Oran Roberts Elementary
contarán con nuevos directores, quienes serán
anunciados más tarde. Esta es una oportunidad
para que estas escuelas refuercen sus vínculos con
nuestras comunidades y mantengan su compromiso
con la excelencia académica.

EVENTO VIRTUAL DE DESCUBRE DALLAS ISD

¡Anota la fecha! El plazo de solicitud para las
escuelas opción del distrito estará abierto hasta el 31
de enero. El 21 de enero contaremos con un evento
virtual donde las familias tendrán la oportunidad
de conocer los diferentes programas de opción
disponibles y el proceso de solicitud. Para inscribirse,
visita www.dallasisd.org/choosedallasisd o
www.dallasisd.org/dallasisdesparati.

Joe Carreón es miembro de la junta escolar del Dallas ISD
representando áreas del Oeste de Dallas, Noroeste de Dallas y áreas
de Old East Dallas. Fue elegido para la junta escolar en 2020.

    
NUEVAS SOLICITUDES DE DART

Dallas Area Rapid Transit (DART) ha emitido o 
espera emitir estas solicitudes dentro de los 

próximos 30 a 60 días.

Cuando se emitan, las solicitudes se publicarán en el  
Portal de Proveedores de DART en suppliers.dart.org

Las solicitudes emitidas estarán disponibles  
desde la fecha de emisión hasta la fecha de  
cierre identificada dentro de la solicitud.

DART Procurement Administration, 
Psupport@dart.org, (214) 749-2701.

12 VOLT BATTERIES FOR DART’S BUS FLEETS 
B-2074671

NON-FLAMMABLE REFRIGERANT GAS USED IN DART’S 
BUS AND NON-REVENUE VEHICLE FLEETS 

B-2075067

DALLAS - FORT WORTH

Sabores 
auténticos

Esparza y Abrego dijeron
que traen de México gran par-
te de su mercancía, al igual que
muchos de los comerciantes
de la pulga. Quienes no traen
ropa, dulces o artesanías im-
portan las recetas de platillos
que ofrecen en sus puestos y
restaurantes. Ese es el caso de
María del Carmen Macías, de
45 años, quien echaba tortillas
de mano en el comal para los
clientes del lugar “La Cabañi-
ta”, donde había tacos, gordi-
tas, carnitas y manitas de cer-
do fritas. Los tacos se vendían
desde $2 la unidad. Las carni-
tas para llevar estaban a $15 la
libra.

“Vengan a probar el sabor
del rancho, un poquito de Mé-
xico, desde Nieves, Zacate-
cas”, publicitó Macías, acos-
tumbrada a hacer transmisio-
nes en vivo en Facebook para
promover el negocio en el que
trabaja toda su familia, inclu-
yendo sobrinos. Se mantienen
solamente de las ventas del fin
de semana en el mercado, así
como de algunos eventos pri-
vados donde son contratados
para servir. Han vivido en el
Norte de Texas desde hace 20
años, y siete de ellos han ven-
dido en La Pulga.

Entre pasillos concurridos,
letreros de lona y ofertas gara-
bateadas en cartulinas fosfo-
rescentes, vendedores vetera-
nos como novatos atendían
con el mismo entusiasmo a la
clientela. Noé Castillo, de “Elo-
tes Aarón”, asaba decenas de
elotes tiernos a la vez en un
gran horno. Es comerciante en

En la comida, destacan los
puestos de manjares mexica-
nos como tacos, barbacoa,
menudo, pozole y carnitas,
pero también comida centroa-
mericana y sudamericana, co-
mo pupusas, arepas y tama-
les.

El de Seagoville es uno de
los mercados al aire libre co-
nocidos como pulga (flea mar-
ket ) del Norte de Texas. Otros
de este tipo son el Harry Hines
Bazaar, en Noroeste de Dallas;
o el Traders Village, en Grand
Prairie. La Pulga de Seagoville
abre cada sábado y domingo,
de 8 a.m. a 5 p.m.

Reinaldo Abrego, de 58
años, dijo recordar muy bien
los inicios de La Pulga de Sea-
goville. En su puesto, “Los
Güeros”, trabaja toda su fami-
lia y venden dulces mexica-
nos, cacahuates y semillas, así
como micheladas, rusas y
otras bebidas desde $6.

“Cuando abrió yo fui de los
fundadores. Era muy triste,
pensábamos que no íbamos a
poder con el paquete; luchá-
bamos, pero eran tantas las
ganas de nosotros de salir ade-
lante”, recordó el vendedor,
nacido en Durango y residen-
te de Pleasant Grove.

En otra área del mercado,
Miriam Esparza, de 48 años,
ofrecía juguetes y accesorios,
mientras su mamá, María
Mendoza, atendía su puesto
de dulces. Con más de ocho
años vendiendo, también han
sido testigos de la evolución
de La Pulga, de un espacio de
terracería y piedras a un mer-
cado con calles pavimentadas
y locales, al mismo tiempo
que creció en popularidad.

“Se pone bien chido, la
gente pasea, come, se divierte
y compra juguetitos”, dijo Es-
parza, quien es originaria de
Monterrey y lleva unos 30
años viviendo en Seagoville.

Baker dijo que casi la totali-
dad de los visitantes y comer-
ciantes de La Pulga de Seago-
ville son hispanos; en su ma-
yoría mexicanos, pero tam-
bién centroamericanos. La
renta de espacios para venta
comienza en $45 por día, para
un área de 10 pies cuadrados.

“Tenemos al visitante se-
manal que viene todo el tiem-
po, desde hace años. Tenemos
al visitante mensual que viene
a hacer compras, mientras
que el semanal viene más por
entretenimiento”, explicó.

“Y tenemos al ocasional,
que viene de vez en cuando
porque tal vez vive muy lejos,
y viene a comprar y distraer-
se”.

Además de ser un centro
de compras, La Pulga de Sea-
goville suele presentar música
en vivo los domingos, con gru-
pos de regional mexicano o
mariachi, como Grupo Kaza-
dor, Pepe Tovar y sus Chaca-
les, entre otros artistas que se
han presentado recientemen-
te. Además, cada diciembre,
los asistentes pueden apreciar
una instalación de luces navi-
deñas y música de la tempora-
da, conocida como Santa’s
Country Christmas.

La Pulga desde sus inicios, pe-
ro hace seis años dejó su tra-
bajo en la construcción para
dedicarse de lleno al negocio,
que también vende nieves de
fruta natural.

En BG Western Wear,
Mynor Vázquez, de 40 años,
ofrecía botas y cinturones de
piel. Originario de Guatema-
la, consiguió trabajo en La
Pulga hace unos meses, tras
visitar el lugar y hacerse ami-
go de un comerciante mexica-
no.

“Me gusta mucho el traba-
jo porque conozco gente de
diferentes países. Aquí no so-
lo vienen de México, vienen
colombianos, guatemaltecos,

venezolanos, muchos hispa-
nos”.

La existencia de este tipo de
mercados, no solo en el área
de Dallas - Fort Worth, sino en
todo Texas, ha sido abordada
en investigaciones de revistas
de ciencias sociales de distin-
tas universidades, quienes han
destacado la búsqueda de los
migrantes por mantener un
vínculo con su lugar de origen
a través de estos espacios.

Entre la música de su país,
la ropa variada y la comida típi-
ca de su tierra, muchos hispa-
nos han encontrado en las pul-
gas del Norte de Texas un lugar
de esparcimiento que les brin-
da un sentido de pertenencia.

LIESBETH POWERS/DMN

Mariana López (centro) prepara Micheladas en el puesto "Los Güeros" en La Pulga de Seagoville, el domingo 8 de enero.

Un mercado con estilo latino
La Pulga de Seagoville
Dónde: US Highway 175, 
Salida en 1389 Combine Road
Horario: Sábados y domingos 
de 8 a.m a 5 p.m.
Teléfono:214-695-7719
Entrada: Gratis; estacionamiento $5.
Más información:
Facebook.com/La-Pulga-de-
Seagoville
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US 380 From Coit Road to FM 1827 | CSJs: 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, 0135-15-002 | Collin County, Texas

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT AND NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) is proposing to construct US 380 as a freeway primarily on new location from Coit Road and existing US 380 around 

the northern portion of McKinney connecting back to existing US 380 near Farm to Market (FM) Road 1827, east of the City of McKinney. This notice advises the public 

that a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) is available for public review and that TxDOT will be conducting an in-person and online virtual public hearing on 

the proposed project. The purpose of the hearing is to present the DEIS and updated schematic design of the “Blue Alternative,” which has been identified as TxDOT’s 

Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative links Segments A, E, and C. 

The DEIS is available for review online at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS, and a hard copy is available for review at the TxDOT Dallas District Office. 

The hearing dates, times and locations are listed below. The same information will be available at the in-person and virtual hearings, including a pre-recorded 

video presentation with audio and visual components.

In-Person Hearing

Thursday, Feb. 16, 2023

5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.

Collin County Courthouse

Central Jury Room

2100 Bloomdale Rd. 

McKinney, TX 75071

In-Person Hearing

Tuesday, Feb. 21, 2023

5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.

Rhea’s Mill Baptist Church

5733 N. Custer Rd., 

McKinney, TX 75071

Virtual Hearing*

Thursday, Feb. 16, 2023, starting at 5:30 p.m. 

through Tuesday, March 21, 2023, at 11:59 p.m. 

www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS

*This is not a live event

To view the virtual public hearing materials, participants may go to the web address noted above at any time during the dates indicated. In-person attendees will be able to 

view the presentation which will be playing on a screen, review hard copies of project materials, ask questions of TxDOT staff and/or consultants, and leave comments. The 

in-person public hearings will follow an “open house” format, meaning attendees may come and go at their convenience. 

If you do not have Internet access,  or do not wish to attend an in-person hearing, you may call (214) 320-4469 between the hours of 8 a.m. and 5 p.m., Monday through 

Friday, to ask questions and access project materials during the project development process. 

The proposed project would provide a new location, eight-lane, controlled-access freeway with two-lane, one-way frontage roads on each side from Coit Road and existing US 

380 to the eastern terminus at existing US 380 and FM 1827. The purpose of the project is to manage congestion and improve east-west mobility and safety throughout the 

study area. The typical proposed right-of-way (ROW) would be approximately 420 feet wide, with the minimum and maximum ROW width ranging from 330 feet to 1,582 feet, 

respectively. Depending on the location, the typical freeway section would consist of four 12-foot-wide travel lanes in each direction with 10- to 17-foot-wide inside and 

outside shoulders and two-lane (each 12-feet-wide), one-way frontage roads on either side of the mainlanes. Shared-use paths built along the outside of the frontage roads 

would provide bicycle and pedestrian accommodations. The total proposed ROW acreage is estimated at 1,083.5 acres. The proposed project passes through the Town of 

Prosper, the City of McKinney, and Collin County. 

The proposed project is not anticipated to impact any existing properties protected under Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966. TxDOT received 

information in November 2022 about several planned, future parks in the Town of Prosper and is evaluating each property for Section 4(f) eligibility. 

The proposed project would, subject to final design considerations, require acquisition of additional ROW and potentially displace 22 residences and 35 businesses. 

Relocation assistance is available for displaced persons and businesses. Information about the TxDOT Relocation Assistance Program and services and benefits for those 

displaced and other affected property owners, as well as information about the tentative schedule for ROW acquisition and construction, can be obtained from the TxDOT 

Dallas District office by calling (214) 320-6675 or online at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. 

The proposed project would involve construction in wetlands and an action in a floodplain and floodway. 

Environmental documentation and studies, including the DEIS and any maps and drawings showing the project location and design, tentative construction schedules, and 

other information regarding the proposed project are on file and available for inspection Monday through Friday between the hours of 8 a.m. and 5 p.m. at the TxDOT Dallas 

District Office, 4777 East US Highway 80, Mesquite, Texas 75150-6643. Printed copies of the design schematic will also be available for review at Prosper Town Hall, 

McKinney City Hall, and Collin County Courthouse as well as online at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS beginning Thursday, Feb. 16 at 5:30 p.m., and in hard 

copy form for review at the in-person public hearing. 

The public hearing will be conducted in English. If you need an interpreter or document translator because English is not your primary language or you have difficulty 

communicating effectively in English, one will be provided to you. If you have a disability and need assistance, special arrangements can be made to accommodate most 

needs. If you need interpretation or translation services or you are a person with a disability who requires an accommodation to attend and participate in the virtual public 

hearing or in-person option, please contact TxDOT Public Information Office at (214) 320-4480 no later than 4 p.m. Monday, Feb. 13, 2023. Please be aware that advance 

notice is required as some services and accommodations may require time for TxDOT to arrange.

Comments from the public regarding the proposed project are requested and may be submitted to the TxDOT Dallas District Office, 4777 East US Highway 80, Mesquite, 

Texas 75150-6643 or Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov. Verbal comments may be submitted by calling (833) 933-0443. All comments must be received or postmarked before 

Tuesday, March 21, 2023. Responses to comments received by the deadline will be available on the project website once they have been prepared. 

If you have any general questions or concerns regarding the proposed project or the hearing, please contact the TxDOT Project Manager, Mr. Stephen Endres, P.E., 

at (214) 320-4469 or Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov. 

The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by applicable Federal environmental laws for this project are being, or have been, carried-out by TxDOT 

pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum of Understanding dated December 9, 2019, and executed by FHWA and TxDOT.

LIFESTYLES

By Tiffany Chartier
Special to the Prosper Press

Recently I was on a Zoom call with 20 oth-

er people for almost three hours. The meeting 

was valuable, offering instruction and resourc-

es to help us along our professional path. The 

host was highly qualified, authentic, easygoing, 
and engaging. I did not realize how much time 
had passed until my headset began to hurt my 
right ear. This is the ear that is sensitive due to 
being partially reconstructed because of skin 
cancer. I hardly notice it now as so much time 
has passed. And yet, when pressure is applied to 
that ear for too long, I remember the reason, and 

I feel the pain.

Pain gets our attention. And yet, so many 
of us press forward, acting like nothing is 
amiss. There are countless understandable ex-

planations for keeping our aches (physical and 
mental) hidden, ranging from being a private 
person to not wanting to sound like a burden. 
Other reasons are more complex: the fear of 
being judged and viewed as compromised and 
not as capable. No one desires to be the weak-

est link, replaced, left behind, or counted out. 
So, we hide our distresses to remain intact with 
people and positions, not realizing that trans-

parency within healthy boundaries is a strong 
relational glue. Unfortunately, as our societal 

mental health assessment reveals, we might be 

holding it together on the outside, but inside we 
are coming unglued.

All have fought against themselves, at 
times, championing our mental, spiritual, and 
physical muscles with pep talks. And as we 
know too well, some have lost the fight to sui-

cide. Society is told to push through the pain, 
have thicker skin, be composed, and realize ev-

eryone struggles. Some have persuaded them-

selves to believe that if they are not handling 
their struggles well, then they must be broken 
or damaged beyond repair — the world would 
move on and be better without them. The fact 
is, the world does move on, but time and hearts 
never tick the same for those feeling the loss of 
a loved one.

Society does not need more critics, judges, 
platitudes, indifference, minimizers, or compar-
isons. Humanity needs more humility, compas-

sion, and Christ-like love. I have learned from 
being on both sides of the conversation that 
people are more receptive to your presence than 

your preaching.

Twenty colleagues remained present on 
the Zoom call when our host wrapped up the 
meeting with an announcement: he is scheduled 
for major surgery that might take his life. His 
words left a grid of surprised faces in blocked 
squares across my screen. The pain I was feel-

ing morphed into pain for this man I had just 
met through a camera and microphone on my 

computer. He had been giving us information 
for hours, yet this was different. This was life — 
his life. This was life and death — our reality.

During the final minutes to ask questions 
about the presented material, one by one, I heard 
and saw people offer prayers to the host. Very 
few asked questions about the material. People 
realized and responded to what was most im-

portant. This alone offered a glimpse of the best 
of humanity when we are authentic, relational 

people as God created us to be.
As we go about this week, and the world 

keeps turning, ask yourself if you are respond-

ing to what is most important. Reflect on how 
you are responding: is it beneficial and edifying 
to the receiver? Pray for God to give you dis-

cernment on how to be present for others today.
SGLY, dear reader.
(Smile, God Loves You.)
Tiffany Kaye Chartier is an inspirational 

author and columnist. To share feedback or re-

quest a topic for consideration, visit http://www.
tiffanykayechartier. com or email connect@tif-
fa-nykayechartier. com. Follow on Facebook: 
Tiffany Kaye Chartier.

By Neil Sperry
Special to the Prosper Press

Dear Neil: You have described Oakland 
hollies and they sound like just what I need for 
privacy. How well do they tolerate rocky soils, 
and when should they be planted?

I’ll take the easy question first. Since 
they’re always sold in containers with all their 
roots intact, Oakland hollies can be planted 12 
months a year. Be forewarned, however, that no 
matter when you plant them you need to make 
provisions to water them deeply by hand every 
two or three days from mid-spring into mid- or 
late fall. That means you will water them with a 

water hose with a water wand and bubbler (not 
bubbler heads on a drip irrigation line). Hollies 
do not wilt when they are dry. They have subtle 
changes in color in their leaves and before peo-

ple realize it, they have waited too long.
As for the rocky soils, the more organic 

matter they have and they fewer rocks their 
roots have to encounter, the better they will do. 
That’s doubly critical in alkaline soils.

Just for the record, don’t overlook Nellie 
R. Stevens hollies if you need a tall privacy 
screen. They grow somewhat taller than Oak-

land hollies and they get there a bit more quick-

ly. Both are excellent in sun or shade.
Dear Neil: My live oaks have black stuff 

on their bark. It swells up after rains. Is this a 
fungus?

Probably. The gray and grayish-green 
growths are lichens, a symbiotic population 

of algae and funguses, but the black growths 
in your small photo are something else. Unless 

your trees are showing some type of distress 
you probably don’t need to worry. The Texas 
Plant Clinic at Texas A&M University could 
culture and identify it for you if you wished. 
All the details for collecting and mailing your 
sample as well as fees are on their website.

Dear Neil: I’ve been battling annual blue-

grass (Poa annua) for the past year. I applied 
one of the pre-emergent herbicides you recom-

mend last spring and fall using the dates you 
provide for this part of Texas. I’m now seeing 
the bluegrass starting to return. Should I be us-

ing a post-emergent?

There is no post-emergent control for an-

nual bluegrass that won’t also damage your 
desirable permanent lawngrass. The only 
remedy we have is to prevent it with the early 
fall application of a pre-emergent weedkiller 
product. For most of Texas that timing would 
be between August 25 and September 5, but in 
South Texas it could extend to September 15. 
The spring applications you’ve seen me recom-

mend are to prevent crabgrass and grassburs.
Back to the annual bluegrass, research and 

field experience have shown in recent years 
that the weed is showing resistance to our com-

mon consumer herbicides. As a result, control 
may not be as complete as we’d like. That’s 
probably what you’re seeing, and for that we 
currently don’t have a good solution to offer.

Dear Neil: I see lawn care people at com-

mercial properties scalping the turf already. I 
have to admit that the places look a lot better 
when they finish. Is it harmful to the grass to 
trim it back so early?

It’s probably common bermudagrass in that 
kind of setting, so my answer would be no. Fac-

ing reality, they can’t clean up all of the lawns 

that they care for at precisely the perfect time so 

they have to do it over a several-week period. 
When we as homeowners scalp our lawns we 

can be much more discriminating. It’s best to 
do it a couple of weeks before the average date 
of the last killing freeze for our locale. Scalping 
lets the sun’s warming rays hit the soil. As the 
soil warms the ground, the grass starts to green 
a couple of weeks earlier than unscalped turf. 
You don’t want that happening too soon in your 
own lawn.

Dear Neil: For the past couple of years my 
potatoes have been having these lesions on 

their surfaces. I have switched to new beds and 
still have the same thing happening. It does not 
affect the taste of the potatoes as it’s only on the 
skin. I really enjoy the taste of fresh potatoes. 
What causes this and what can I do to stop it?

I just spent half an hour online. This looks 
like potato scab. Cornell is known for their 
scholarly approach to horticulture. Here is what 

they have on this disease for the state of New 
York.

https://www.vegetables.cornell.edu/
pest-management/disease-factsheets/pota-

to-scab/
And I found similar information from 

Michigan State University, again of a rather 
commercial nature.

https://www.canr.msu.edu/resources/pota-

to_diseases_common_scab_of_potato_e2990
Each of these fact sheets points to the fact 

that a group of diseases is capable of causing 
the various types of potato scabs and that these 
organisms can survive in the soil with or with-

out potatoes for several/many years. Their ad-

vice is that you start with disease-free seed po-

tatoes and move to an entirely new garden area. 
Do not share contaminated soil or equipment 
between the two plots. Leave this part of your 

garden empty of potatoes and other host plants 
such as beets, carrots, radishes and turnips for 
as long as you can, preferably several years.

Have a question you’d like Neil to consid-

er? Mail it to him in care of this newspaper or 
e-mail him at mailbag@sperrygardens.com. 
Neil regrets that he cannot reply to questions 

individually.

SGLY: Our reality

Gardener’s mailbag: How well to 

Oakland hollies tolerate rocky soils?

Live oak trunk with black growth
courtesy photo

www.prosperpressnews.com
https://www.vegetables.cornell.edu
https://www.canr.msu.edu/resources/pota
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/us380eis
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/us380eis
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/us380eis
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/us380eis
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JAN 1, 2023 - JAN 31, 2023 ADVERTISER IMPACT REPORT

FRISCO IN-PAPER
IN MAILBOXES: JAN 18 SPEND: $2,075 CIRCULATION: 83,700 READERSHIP: 129,735

Residences: 83,700

Average Age: 41.4

% with Children: 47.0%

Average Income: $142,986

Half
Page 24

MCKINNEY WEBSITE
START DATE: JAN 19
END DATE: JAN 31 SPEND: $200 IMPRESSIONS:

13,250
VIEWABLE IMPRESSIONS:
4,726

Report Generated Date: Jan
31, 2023

Clicks: 14

Click-Through Rate: 0.11%

Viewable Click-Through Rate:
0.30%
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� Dallas

US 380 from Coit Road to FM 1827
in Collin County
Virtual public hearing with in-person option
Virtual: Thursday, Feb. 16, 2023, at 5�30 p.m. through
Tuesday, March 21, 2023, at 11�59 p.m.
In-person: Thursday, Feb. 16, 2023 5�30 � 7�30 p.m. and
Tuesday, Feb. 21, 2023 5�30 � 7�30 p.m.

Public comment

deadline

Comments must be received on or before Tuesday, March 21, 2023., to be part of

the public hearing record.

Virtual details

The virtual public hearing will be posted here  on Thursday, Feb. 16, 2023, at 5�30

p.m. through Tuesday, March 21, 2023, at 11�59 p.m. Please note, this is not a live

event. The materials can be viewed at your convenience.

Additionally, TxDOT is providing two in-person hearing options for individuals who

would like to participate in person instead of online. In-person attendees will be able

to review the same materials and presentation as the online public hearing.

In-person

details

Thursday, Feb. 16, 2023

5�30 � 7�30 p.m.

Collin County Courthouse Central Jury Room

2100 Bloomdale Road

McKinney, TX 75071

Tuesday, Feb. 21, 2023

5�30 � 7�30 p.m.

Rhea’s Mill Baptist Church

5733 N. Custer Road

McKinney, TX 75071

Purpose TxDOT is proposing to construct US 380 as a freeway primarily on new location from

Coit Road and existing US 380 around the northern portion of McKinney connecting

https://www.txdot.gov/
https://www.txdot.gov/projects/hearings-meetings/dallas.html
http://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS


back to existing US 380 near FM 1827, east of the City of McKinney.

Description

The proposed project would provide a new location, eight-lane, controlled-access

freeway with two-lane, one-way frontage roads on each side from Coit Road and

existing US 380 to the eastern terminus at existing US 380 and FM 1827. The

purpose of the project is to manage congestion and improve east-west mobility and

safety throughout the study area. The typical proposed right-of-way �ROW� would

be approximately 420 feet wide, with the minimum and maximum ROW width

ranging from 330 feet to 1,582 feet, respectively. Depending on the location, the

typical freeway section would consist of four 12-foot-wide travel lanes in each

direction with 10� to 17-foot-wide inside and outside shoulders and two-lane (each

12-feet-wide), one-way frontage roads on either side of the mainlanes. Shared-use

paths built along the outside of the frontage roads would provide bicycle and

pedestrian accommodations. The total proposed ROW acreage is estimated at

1,083.5 acres. The proposed project passes through the Town of Prosper, the City of

McKinney, and Collin County.

The proposed project is not anticipated to impact any existing properties protected

under Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966. TxDOT received

information in November 2022 about several planned, future parks in the Town of

Prosper and is evaluating each property for Section 4(f) eligibility.

The proposed project would, subject to final design considerations, require

acquisition of additional ROW and potentially displace 22 residences and 35

businesses.

Accessibility

The public hearing will be conducted in English. If you need an interpreter or

document translator because English is not your primary language or you have

difficulty communicating effectively in English, one will be provided to you. If you

have a disability and need assistance, special arrangements can be made to

accommodate most needs. If you need interpretation or translation services or you

are a person with a disability who requires an accommodation to attend and

participate in the virtual public hearing or in-person option, please contact TxDOT

Public Information Office at �214� 320�4480 no later than 4 p.m. Monday, Feb. 13,

2023. Please be aware that advance notice is required as some services and

accommodations may require time for TxDOT to arrange.

Meeting

materials

Notice

Notice �Spanish)

Notice �Vienamese)

Venue Map

Venue Map �Spanish)

Venue Map �Vietnamese)

How to make a

comment

Comments must be postmarked or otherwise received by Tuesday, March 21, 2023.

to: TxDOT Dallas District Office, 4777 East US Highway 80, Mesquite, Texas 75150�

https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot/get-involved/dal/us-380-coit-road/021622-notice.pdf
https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot/get-involved/dal/us-380-coit-road/021622-spanish-notice.pdf
https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot/get-involved/dal/us-380-coit-road/021622-vietnamese-notice.pdf
https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot/get-involved/dal/us-380-coit-road/021622-venue-map.pdf
https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot/get-involved/dal/us-380-coit-road/021622-spanish-venue-map.pdf
https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot/get-involved/dal/us-380-coit-road/021622-vietnamese-venue-map.pdf


6643; by email as described in the notice .

Memorandum of

Understanding

The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by applicable

Federal environmental laws for this project are being, or have been, carried-out by

TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum of Understanding dated Dec.

9, 2019, and executed by the Federal Highway Administration and TxDOT.

Posted: Jan. 13, 2023

Contact us

Email TxDOT Dallas District

214�320�4480

4777 E. Highway 80
Mesquite, TX 75150
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Cybersecurity
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Resources

Plans online

Project/contract letting
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Forms and guides
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Safety
Traffic safety

Traffic safety data portal
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Media contacts
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Notice of Availability of Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and Notice of Public
Hearing for US 380 from Coit Road to FM 1827 in Collin County
Friday, January 13, 2023

CSJ: 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, 0135-15-002

Where and When:

The draft EIS is available for review online at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS, and a hard copy is available for review at
the TxDOT Dallas District Office.

A virtual public hearing will be available at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. It is not a live event and can be viewed at any
time beginning at 5:30 p.m. on Thursday, February 16, 2023, and will remain available online through 11:59 p.m. on Tuesday, March
21, 2023.

Two in-person public hearings will be held in an open house format where the public may come and go at their convenience. The
first in-person hearing will be held on Thursday, February 16, 2023, from 5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. at Collin County Courthouse Central
Jury Room, 2100 Bloomdale Rd., McKinney, TX 75071. The second in-person hearing will he held on Tuesday February 21, 2023,
from 5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. at Rhea’s Mill Baptist Church, 5733 N. Custer Rd., McKinney, TX 75071.

Materials presented at the virtual public hearing and at both in-person public hearings will be identical.

All comments must be received on or before March 21, 2023.

Description:

The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) is proposing to construct US 380 as a freeway primarily on new location from
Coit Road and existing US 380 around the northern portion of McKinney connecting back to existing US 380 near Farm to Market
(FM) Road 1827, east of the City of McKinney. The proposed project would provide a new location, eight-lane, controlled-access
freeway with two-lane, one-way frontage roads on each side from Coit Road and existing US 380 to the eastern terminus at existing
US 380 and FM 1827. The purpose of the project is to manage congestion and improve east-west mobility and safety throughout
the project area. The typical proposed right-of-way (ROW) would be approximately 420 feet wide, with the minimum and maximum
ROW ranging from 330 feet to 1,582 feet, respectively. Depending on the location, the typical freeway section would consist of four
12-foot-wide travel lanes in each direction with 10- to 17-foot-wide inside and outside shoulders and two-lane (each 12-feet-wide),
one way frontage roads on either side of the mainlanes. Shared-use paths built along the outside of the frontage roads would
provide bicycled pedestrian accommodations. The total proposed ROW acreage is estimated at 1,083.5 acres. The proposed
project passes through the Town of Prosper, the City of McKinney, and Collin County.

Special Accommodations:

The virtual public meetings and in-person options will be conducted in English. If you need an interpreter or document translator
because English is not your primary language or you have difficulty communicating effectively in English, one will be provided to
you. If you have a disability and need assistance, special arrangements can be made to accommodate most needs. If you need
interpretation or translation services or are a person with a disability who requires an accommodation to attend and participate in
the virtual public meeting or in-person option, please contact the TxDOT Public Information Office at (214) 320-4480 no later than 4
p.m., Monday, February 16, 2023. Please be aware that advance notice is required as some services and accommodations may
require time for TxDOT to arrange.

Memorandum of Understanding:

The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by applicable federal environmental laws for this project are
being, or have been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum of Understanding dated December 9,
2019, and executed by FHWA and TxDOT.

Downloads:
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Venue Map (Vietnamese)
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C6 Changeable Message Signs 

In order to notify commuters of the Public Hearing, TxDOT placed changeable message signs in 

heavily trafficked locations throughout the project area. 

 

 

  



 
 

760.06.TEM 

Below is a map indicating the location of the signs labeled as “CMS-US 380.” 
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C7 Public Hearing Email Notices 

 

  



View this email in your browser

The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) is proposing to construct US

380 as a freeway primarily on new location from Coit Road and existing US 380

around the northern portion of McKinney connecting back to existing US 380

near Farm to Market (FM) Road 1827, east of the City of McKinney. This notice

advises the public that a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) is

available for review and that TxDOT will be conducting an in-person and online

virtual public hearing on the proposed project. The purpose of the hearing is to

present the DEIS and updated schematic design of the “Blue Alternative,”

which has been identified as TxDOT’s Preferred Alternative. The Preferred

Alternative links Segments A, E, and C.

The DEIS is available for review online at

www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS, and a hard copy is available for

review at the TxDOT Dallas District Office.

The hearing dates, times, and locations are listed below. The same information

will be available at the in-person and virtual hearings, including a pre-recorded

video presentation with audio and visual components.

In-Person Hearing

Thursday, Feb. 16, 2023

5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.

Collin County Courthouse

Central Jury Room

In-Person Hearing

Tuesday, Feb. 21, 2023

5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.

Rhea’s Mill Baptist Church

Gymnasium
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2100 Bloomdale Rd.

McKinney, TX 75071

5733 N. Custer Rd.

McKinney, TX 75071

Virtual Hearing*

Thursday, Feb. 16, 2023, starting at 5:30 p.m. through Tuesday, March 21, 2023, at

11:59 p.m. www.keepitmovingdallas.com/ US380EIS

*This is not a live event

To view the virtual public hearing materials, participants may go to the web

address noted above at any time during the dates indicated. In-person

attendees will be able to view the presentation which will be playing on a

screen, review hard copies of project materials, ask questions of TxDOT staff

and/or consultants, and leave comments. The in-person public hearings will

follow an “open house” format, meaning attendees may come and go at their

convenience.

If you do not have internet access, or do not wish to attend an in-person

hearing, you may call (214) 320-4469 between the hours of 8 a.m. and 5 p.m.,

Monday through Friday, to ask questions and access project materials during

the project development process.

The proposed project would provide a new location, eight-lane, controlled-

access freeway with two-lane, one-way frontage roads on each side from Coit

Road and existing US 380 to the eastern terminus at existing US 380 and FM

1827. The purpose of the project is to manage congestion and improve east-

west mobility and safety throughout the study area. The typical proposed right-

of-way (ROW) would be approximately 420 feet wide, with the minimum and

maximum ROW width ranging from 330 feet to 1,582 feet, respectively.

Depending on the location, the typical freeway section would consist of four 12-

foot-wide travel lanes in each direction with 10- to 17-foot-wide inside and

outside shoulders and two-lane (each 12-feet-wide), one-way frontage roads on

either side of the mainlanes. Shared-use paths built along the outside of the

frontage roads would provide bicycle and pedestrian accommodations. The

total proposed ROW acreage is estimated at 1,083.5 acres. The proposed

project passes through the Town of Prosper, the City of McKinney, and Collin

County.

The proposed project is not anticipated to impact any existing properties
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protected under Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966.

TxDOT received information in November 2022 about several planned, future

parks in the Town of Prosper and is evaluating each property for Section 4(f)

eligibility.

The proposed project would, subject to final design considerations, require

acquisition of additional ROW and potentially displace 22 residences and 35

businesses. Relocation assistance is available for displaced persons and

businesses. Information about the TxDOT Relocation Assistance Program and

services and benefits for those displaced and other affected property owners,

as well as information about the tentative schedule for ROW acquisition and

construction, can be obtained from the TxDOT Dallas District office by calling

(214) 320-6675 or online at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.

The proposed project would involve construction in wetlands and an action in a

floodplain and floodway.

Environmental documentation and studies, including the DEIS and any maps

and drawings showing the project location and design, tentative construction

schedules, and other information regarding the proposed project are on file and

available for inspection Monday through Friday between the hours of 8 a.m.

and 5 p.m. at the TxDOT Dallas District Office, 4777 East US Highway 80,

Mesquite, Texas 75150-6643. Printed copies of the design schematic will also

be available for review at Prosper Town Hall, McKinney City Hall, and Collin

County Courthouse as well as online at

www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS beginning Thursday, Feb. 16 at 5:30

p.m., and in hard copy form for review at the in-person public hearing.

The public hearing will be conducted in English. If you need an interpreter or

document translator because English is not your primary language or you have

difficulty communicating effectively in English, one will be provided to you. If

you have a disability and need assistance, special arrangements can be made

to accommodate most needs. If you need interpretation or translation services

or you are a person with a disability who requires an accommodation to attend

and participate in the virtual public hearing or in-person option, please

contact TxDOT Public Information Office at (214) 320-4480 no later than 4 p.m.

Monday, Feb. 13, 2023. Please be aware that advance notice is required as

some services and accommodations may require time for TxDOT to arrange.

Comments from the public regarding the proposed project are requested and
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may be submitted to the TxDOT Dallas District Office, 4777 East US Highway

80, Mesquite, Texas 75150-6643 or Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov. Verbal

comments may be submitted by calling (833) 933-0443. All comments must

be received or postmarked before Tuesday, March 21, 2023. Responses to

comments received by the deadline will be available on the project website

once they have been prepared.

If you have any general questions or concerns regarding the proposed project

or the hearing, please contact the TxDOT Project Manager, Mr. Stephen

Endres, P.E., at (214) 320-4469 or Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov.

 

The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by applicable Federal environmental

laws for this project are being, or have been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a

Memorandum of Understanding dated December 9, 2019, and executed by FHWA and TxDOT.

TxDOT Dallas District

4777 East US Highway 80

Mesquite, TX 75150

Want to change how you receive these emails?

You can update your preferences or unsubscribe from this list.

Public Hearing Venue Map (PDF)

Spanish Public Hearing Notice (PDF)

Vietnamese Public Hearing Notice (PDF)
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View this email in your browser

TxDOT has extended the comment period for the US 380 EIS project from Coit

Road to FM 1827 through Wednesday, April 5, 2023.

TxDOT encourages you to visit the public

hearing website www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS to review the full draft

EIS document, study materials and to submit comments.

You can also submit comments by email to Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov, or by

mail to Mr. Stephen Endres, P.E., TxDOT Dallas District Office, 4777 East US

Highway 80, Mesquite, Texas 75150-6643. 

All comments must be received or postmarked by 
Wednesday, April 5, 2023.

 

If you have any general questions regarding the proposed project, please
contact the TxDOT Project Manager, Mr. Stephen Endres, P.E., at (214) 320-

4469 or Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov. 

The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by applicable Federal environmental

laws for this project are being, or have been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a

Memorandum of Understanding dated December 9, 2019, and executed by FHWA and TxDOT.

TxDOT Dallas District

4777 East US Highway 80

Mesquite, TX 75150
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TxDOT has extended the comment period for the US 380 EIS project from Coit

Road to FM 1827 through Thursday, April 20, 2023.

TxDOT encourages you to visit the public

hearing website www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS to review the full draft

EIS document, study materials and to submit comments.

You can also submit comments by email to Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov, or by

mail to Mr. Stephen Endres, P.E., TxDOT Dallas District Office, 4777 East US

Highway 80, Mesquite, Texas 75150-6643. 

All comments must be received or postmarked by 
Thursday, April 20, 2023.

 

If you have any general questions regarding the proposed project, please
contact the TxDOT Project Manager, Mr. Stephen Endres, P.E., at (214) 320-

4469 or Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov. 

The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by applicable Federal environmental

laws for this project are being, or have been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a

Memorandum of Understanding dated December 9, 2019, and executed by FHWA and TxDOT.

TxDOT Dallas District

4777 East US Highway 80

Mesquite, TX 75150
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From: Christine Polito 

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 3:46 PM

To: WHAB_TxDOT

Cc: Dan Perge; Michelle Lueck; Leslie Mirise

Subject: RE: 0135-02-065, etc. US 380 Notice of Availability of DEIS

Good afternoon, 

 

This email is to notify you that the comment period for this project is being extended to April 5, 2023. 

 

Thank you, 

Christine 

 

 

From: WHAB_TxDOT <  

Sent: Friday, January 20, 2023 3:36 PM 

To: Christine Polito <Christine.Polito@txdot.gov>; WHAB_TxDOT 

Cc: Dan Perge <Dan.Perge@txdot.gov>; Michelle Lueck <Michelle.Lueck@txdot.gov>; Leslie Mirise 

<Leslie.Mirise@txdot.gov> 

Subject: RE: 0135-02-065, etc. US 380 Notice of Availability of DEIS 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

The TPWD Wildlife Habitat Assessment Program has received your request and has assigned it 
project ID # 49911.  The Habitat Assessment Biologist who will complete your project review is copied 
on this email. 
 

Thank you, 

 

John Ney 
Administrative Assistant  

Texas Parks & Wildlife Department 

Wildlife Division – Ecological & Environmental Planning Program 

4200 Smith School Road 

Austin, TX  78744 

Office: (512) 389-4571 
 

From: Christine Polito <Christine.Polito@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Friday, January 13, 2023 11:06 AM 

To: WHAB_TxDOT 

Cc: Dan Perge <Dan.Perge@txdot.gov>; Michelle Lueck <Michelle.Lueck@txdot.gov>; Leslie Mirise 

<Leslie.Mirise@txdot.gov>; Suzanne Walsh > 

Subject: 0135-02-065, etc. US 380 Notice of Availability of DEIS 



 

  

ALERT: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links in unknown or unexpected 

emails. 

Good morning, 

 

Attached please find a Notice of Availability of a DRAFT environmental impact statement for the subject project. For 

your convenience, you can use this link to access the DEIS: www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS  

 

Type of Request: Coordination of an EIS 

CSJ: 0364-04-051, etc. 

Project Name: US 380 McKinney Improvements 

Project Location: City of McKinney, Town of Prosper, Collin County, Texas 

File names for Draft EIS in ECOS (note that these are on the Documents page under the Project heading): 

 

                 

 

Thank you, 

 

 

Christine Polito (she/her/hers) 

Environmental Program Manager 

Dallas Environmental 

Texas Department of Transportation 

4777 E. Highway 80 

Mesquite, TX 75150-6643 
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From: Christine Polito <Christine.Polito@txdot.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 3:46 PM

To: NEPA

Cc: Michelle Lueck

Subject: RE: Draft environmental impact statement for a highway project

Good afternoon, 

 

This email is to notify you that the comment period for this project is being extended to April 5, 2023. 

 

Thank you, 

Christine 

 

From: NEPA 

Sent: Wednesday, January 25, 2023 2:08 PM 

To: Christine Polito <Christine.Polito@txdot.gov> 

Subject: RE: Draft environmental impact statement for a highway project 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

Dear Ms. Polito, 

 

Please find attached the NEPA review by TCEQ for the following project: US 380, From Coit Road to FM 1827, Collin 

County (CSJs: 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, 0135-15-002). 

 

Please feel free to contact us if you require additional information. 

 

Best regards, 

 

Coleman Nickum 

Pollution Prevention and Recycling Specialist  

External Relations Division 

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 

Ph: 512-239-2619 

 

 

From: Christine Polito <Christine.Polito@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Friday, January 13, 2023 11:03 AM 

To: NEPA 
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Cc: Dan Perge <Dan.Perge@txdot.gov>; Michelle Lueck <Michelle.Lueck@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Draft environmental impact statement for a highway project 

 

Good morning, 

 

Attached please find a Notice of Availability of a DRAFT environmental impact statement for a highway project. 

 

For your convenience, you can use this link to access the DEIS: www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS 

 

Thank you, 

 

Christine Polito (she/her/hers) 

Environmental Program Manager 

Dallas Environmental 

Texas Department of Transportation 

4777 E. Highway 80 

Mesquite, TX 75150-6643 

(214) 320-6141 

Christine.Polito@txdot.gov 
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Heather Powell (949) 943-9980

Heather Powell (949) 943-9980

Heather Richardson (214) 686-0256
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Henry Kohrs 214-544-5803

Henry Lessner (214) 893-5360

Herschel Wilonsky 214.460.7535

Hilary Meader 214-585-9383

Hilde Wilkinson 214-491-8561

Hilltop Storage 214-232-6828

Hilton Harvison 972-567-6900

Holly Becka (972) 309-9700

Holly Choate 214-717-2676

Holly Pry 214-222-2222

Hong Mao (469) 919-9265

Howard Strokes 972-658-1265

Current Resident (972) 736-3765

Hubert Beavers 214-693-4289

Hunter Bonar (479) 719-8857

Ileana Popa (847) 372-8464

Inna Zhelezny (469) 301-6822

Isaac Swensen (469) 396-3034

J Klostermann 469-222-6287

J.J. Vernier (972) 529-9884

Jack  Jaquez (214) 460-1649

Jack and Suzy Sumrall (214) 592-9372

Jack Holmes (214) 842-4744

Jack Neubauer (214) 679-2703

Jack Sumrall (214) 937-1501

Jackson hurst 678/628/4232

Jackson Pace (972) 989-1829

Jacque Devonport (214) 797-1353

Jaimee Baker (954) 830-1583

Jamal  Talukder 469-667-3333

Jamal Talukder 469-667-3333

James Edward Smith (214) 551-5866

James Ferris (972) 838-3343

James H. Foy (214) 535-3191

James Jackson (972) 658-9991

James Medders 972-6390247

James Ryan Fant (214) 418-5969

James Sanders 469-481-6185

James Sigmund (972) 291-8154

James Taylor 972-529-8120

James Taylor 972-529-8121

James Varner (469) 450-9774
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James Wiggins (972) 989-7228

James Works (214) 505-3500

Jamile Ashmore 214-477-9275

Jan and Richard Clare 214-280-5807

Jan Cooper (770) 876-0991

Jane Kintz (214) 923-5088

Jane Lovell 214 578 4790

Janet Anders (972) 742-4619

Janet Hudson 972   347 6960

Janet Kennedy (469) 378-3287

Janet Lee Howard 972-742-8291

Janis Shard (310) 938-1657

Janita Gilliam 773-844-4361

Jared Wright (859) 588-5824

Jasmine Hook (940) 365-3129

Jason Ash (972) 632-0130

Jason Hoofnagle 972-740-6319

Jason Kopulos (972) 439-4468

Jay Ashmore 214-477-9275

Jay Smith   (469) 525-7367

Jay Smith Guu (469) 525-7367

Jay Thompson (214) 876-5181

Jayne Campanini (972) 979-2419

Jean Allen (214) 856-3961

Jean Eddy Not Available (972) 579-1853

Jean Marie Grissom (214) 206-5348

Jeanne Ingebretsen 214-707-8301

Jeff Box (214) 796-4098

Jeff Brownlee (214) 577-3468

Jeff Gowen (214) 544-0215

Jeff Hunt (972) 952-7212

Jeff Marquardt (608) 335-1131

Jeff Schmidt 469-337-3592

Jeff Shelburne 972-207-7511

Jeff Steel (972) 333-1096

Jeff Walker 214-326-1600

Jennifer Arnold 972.547.7378

Jennifer Autwell (904) 982-9881

Jennifer Baxter 469-585-7352

Jennifer Gray (972) 754-8298

Jennifer Hemingway (214) 417-1995

Jennifer Hicks (512) 769-7068
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Jennifer Huffer (903) 227-5106

Jennifer Monaco (469) 525-9210

Jennifer Rodriguez 480-216-0659

Jenny Machalicek (972) 989-4786

Jenny Machalicek (972) 989-4786

Jeremy Caldwell (469) 955-2539

Jeremy Karlovich (214) 674-0290

Jerry Andrews 214 718 0366

Jerry Bradley 214-725-7676

Jerry Brown (214) 906-6667

Jerry Byrd (469) 450-5331

Jerry Cash (903) 640-6906

Jerry R. Long 214 533 9171

Jerry Rayburn (214) 912-4400

Jerry Williams (469) 667-1903

Jesse Childers (469) 513-5610

Jessica O.Harris (239) 961-1984

Jill Nugent (214) 534-5455

Jim Healer 214-726-1982

Jim Rousey 972-396-9740

Jim Wiggins Not Available (972) 989-7228

Jim Williams, Jr. 214-618-3800

Jim Woomer 972-672-7799

Jimmie Garza (214) 766-0558

Jimmy Lu (972) 900-4331

Jimmy Sullivan (972) 548-0033

Joan Matlock (214) 883-5463

Joanie Norwood

Joanie Norwood (214) 725-1231

JoAnn Scofield (214) 542-5222

Joanna Cooley (469) 438-9080

Jody Ennen (972) 467-0927

Joe Baughman (469) 583-2628

Je Hart 214 401 7593

Joe Helmberger 469.307.2585

Joe Helmberger 469.301.2585

Joe Lichter (630) 447-9671

Joe Samford (214) 725-1228

Joel Field 214 726 6700

John Aldrich (972) 755-0253

John Bodily (435) 881-1516

John Capobianco (770) 733-6969
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John Decker (903) 267-3112

John Fernandez (616) 337-9700

John Francis (214) 799-9571

John J Capobianco (770) 733-6969

John Mazzolini (214) 218-6156

John Nugent 214-682-8025

John Phillips (972) 984-9003

John Powell Sr. (972) 542-7560

John Reyes (972) 896-0886

John Soma 214-477-3291

John Stone (1682) 232-9384

John Timm (480) 522-5569

John Tyra (209) 789-5429

Johnny Harris (972) 658-8313

Jon C. Dell'Antonia (972) 540-5067

Jon Dell'Antonia (972) 540-5067

Jon Dell'Antonia NA

Jon Wojan 469-775-4128

Jonathan Cocks (214) 491-1602

Jonathan Fengler (972) 302-2957

Jose Amaya 972-672-8821

Joseph and Ann Hreha 972-832-1834

Joseph Hreha 903-274-5606

Josh Crowl 214-402-0454

Josh Wiley (682) 540-4133

Joyce (972) 365-5714

Joyce Davis 972-734-1492

Joyce Stewart Hill 469-617-3019

Juan Cortez (214) 498-8574

Judy Barnett (469) 951-6025

Judy Furlong 972-542-4379

Judy Nicholson (972) 978-7050

Julia Phillips (479) 426-2330

Julia Phillips (479) 426-2330

Julie

Julie Blankenship 469-585-1779

Julie Couch 972-886-4231

Julie Cox (972) 816-8872

Julie Espinoza (214) 325-3280

Julie Geldert (972) 672-7777

Julie Henry-Aguilar (214) 504-5617

Julie Landsaw (214)448-7767
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Julie Lang Hunter (469) 481-2735

Juliet Kuehn (214) 682-7895

Justin Kockritz 512-936-7403

Kamlesh Shukla (214) 406-4530

Kandace O'Toole (817) 319-2293

Kara Schofield 972-347-9230

Karen Curtis (661) 412-9446

Karen Day 318-348-2755

Karen Kaiser 469-955-4424

Karen Landis (972) 658-4036

Karen Leos 972-824-2089

Karen Overton 469-855-8653

Karin Kerby (703) 728-7059

Karl H. Kanalz (972) 547-0067

Karla Tripp (214) 914-4979

Karla Tripp (214) 914-4979

Karrie Lewis (502) 544-9567

Kasey Kurtulan 972-742-2496

Kathleen Gaston 972-970-0473

Kathy Darnell (972) 898-6385

Kathy Dellinger 913/269-3173

Kathy Morrison (972) 658-0892

Kathy Reyes (214) 669-3069

Kathy Seei 719-371-8375

Kathy Wood (214) 392-4804

Katie Chatfield 972-567-4952

Katie Hoffmaster (561) 694-6292

Kay Phillips (972) 302-1446

Kaylee Godley (214) 471-5932

Keith Mussog 972-369-7480

Keith Mussog (469) 796-0014

Kelly Decker (937) 829-1138

Kelly Elliott (817) 798-1088

Kelly Harmon (469) 471-3856

Kelly Harmon (469) 471-3856

Kelly Pelkey (214) 924-2572

Kelly Zink 469-226-8233

Ken and Kathy Jones 214-797-1505

Kenneth Roose (214) 535-7405

Kent Van Meter

Kevin Arnold (309) 826-3880

Kevin McQueen (832) 515-8690
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Kevin Neal (972) 768-7252

Kevin Scoville (210) 987-7500

Kevin Smith (972) 562-0583

Kevin Stoelting (214) 533-5952

Kevin Voigt 469-617-9165

Kiele Cauble (469) 855-0292

Kim Atchley (469) 688-9208

Kim Flom (773) 332-8421

Kim Parenzan 972-828-7915

Kim Sheldon 214-317-5130

Kim Slater (214) 228-3306

Kim Vitale (972) 529-4920

Kimberly Atchley (469) 688-9208

Kimberly Metz (513) 720-8733

kimberly Sims (817) 773-5897

Kira Larson (201) 925-7208

Kirby Jones 972-562-2782

Kirk Cobb (224) 385-3529

Kirk Dunk (214) 756-6065

Kirra Phillips (214) 799-3599

Kit Tozier (214) 404-0179

Krista Rogers (214) 585-4557

Kristi Avalos (972) 434-0068

Kristi Heuertz (214) 842-8395

Kristin Haas 830-624-5764

Kristy Campbell 972-754-1636

Kristy Fuxa (214) 856-3802

Kristy Midkiff (979) 422-6941

Krystal Phillips (972) 508-4200

Kurt Tegge (214) 662-7850

Kyle Dunnahoo 361-429-7600

Kyle Gant (214) 544-7230

Kyle Lancaster (469) 222-2469

L Hawkins (214) 402-7203

L. Gooding

LaBron Sharp (423) 593-8574

Lance Broadway (214) 287-9358

Lance Broadway (214) 287-9358

Landry Burdine 214-550-1551

Larry D Hankey (972) 562-6898

Larry Truesdale 972-567-3759

Laura Gomez (972) 838-0970
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Laura Kuwayama (214) 548-5917

Laura Pollard (214) 504-8355

Laura Robertson (214) 395-7730

Laura Weiss (214) 552-2717

Lauren Coe (972) 838-3801

Laurie Fiette 972-734-2087

Laurie Galuardi (972) 475-4505

Laurie Galuardi (972) 475-4505

Laurie Taylor (817) 891-6535

Leah Griffin (1562) 822-5426

Leah M Griffin (562) 822-5426

Lee Dahlen 972-540-2802

Lee Hatfield (972) 741-9188

Lee Powell (308) 224-4374

Leigh Lindsey (214) 801-0984

Leigh Clinton l (303) 619-7868

Leilani Bonds 214-912-0594

Lena Isayenko (214) 606-3632

Lesleigh Batchelor 770-431-7600 x1105

Leslie Brown (602) 453-6310

Leslie Crocker 214-728-3584

Leslie Tillisch (469) 450-3405

Leyda Mendez 214-504-9928

Liese Gross 469-525-5854

Lili Raney (214) 636-7290

LIllian Parker (214) 914-6438

Linda Armstrong 214-733-8476

Linda Armstrong 214-733-8477

Linda Backlund (214) 538-4954

Linda Beth West 972-658-0751

Linda Bollengier (972) 734-6041

Linda Dolby (214) 544-2277

Linda Fuller (859) 640-0810

Linda Gillick 972-259-0520

Linda Gooding (1972) 523-1603

Linda Hampton (214) 676-0713

Linda Jones (972) 674-6831

Linda Pritchard (972) 742-3627

Lindsey Hinkel 972-489-5691

Lisa Barringer (214) 908-0110

Lisa Birdsong (214) 394-3314

Lisa Casto (214) 356-5921
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Lisa Griffin 972-542-4867

Lisa Hermes 972-542-0163

Lisa Pierce (214) 577-9685

Lisa Zwillenberg 

Lobelia Miller (303) 579-9146

Loren-Sextro (562) 712-2683

Loretta English (972) 658-6210

Lori English (972) 658-6210

Lori Free (469) 450-2326

Lori Weatherly (214) 394-2106

Lorne Bloovol 469 252 3991

Lou Miranda (214) 252-1192

Louis Horne (469) 703-7010

Louise Daley 972-548-6093

Luk 347-263-4314

Lydia La Fratta (402) 350-5392

Lynette Terrell 214-491-1833

Lynn Solowski 214-585-3300

Lynne Davis (214) 504-4000

M

M. Brice

M. Nugent (972) 562-8295

Mable Smith (972) 369-9183

Mac Hendricks (214) 533-4697

Madison Clark (972) 547-1083

Malcolm Ferguson (214) 207-4166

Malia DeNome (972) 814-5833

Mandra Caplinger 972-658-4057

Manjunath Lalks (847) 714-2595

Maracheril John (256) 318-2422

Marc Fein (817) 894-7263

Marco Cueva (214) 636-2129

Marcus E. Ray (972) 877-7278

Margie Grounds 972-523-7510

Margo Ivy 903-217-3431

Margot Johnson 214-549-5658

Maria Mercer (214) 418-5623

Maria Mercer (214) 418-5623

Marion Peeschla 469-687-2516

Marisa 713-906-1324

Marisa Ct 214-417-1012

Marjorie Youngblood (214) 551-0800
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Mark & Caren Wilson (214) 794-9313

Mark A Stine (214) 244-0849

Mark Fulenwider (214) 509-8676

Mark Lunsford (972) 951-7321

Mark Moss 972-977-6608

Mark O'Dell (214) 384-2448

Mark Pierce (214) 923-3204

Mark Roberts (1972) 207-4474

Mark Stine (214) 244-0849

Mark Watjen 999.999.9999

Mark Weidman (512) 497-5903

Marta Alfaro (214) 592-3614

Martha Bosley 940-383-1619

Mary Borchard (469) 573-3985

Mary Borchard (469) 667-0315

Mary Borchard 469-667-0315

Mary Dickerson 469-450-6930

Mary Hartnett (469) 667-6074

Mary Lee Homan 972-841-2925

Mary M. Stevenson (972) 658-0661

Mary Nugent 972 562-8295

Mary Ott (805) 231-9276

Matt Dixon (972) 532-3400

Matt Gravley (214) 585-1147

Matt Jacobs (469) 510-7537

Matt Morrison (214) 432-5733

Matt Nielson (801) 372-6665

Matt Payne (469) 952-7220

Matt Veasey (254) 366-9388

Matthew Bado (703) 615-3941

Matthew Brown (972) 215-8424

Matthew Hammond (214) 960-9123

Matthew Howe (972) 867-6000

Matthew Mullikin (513) 600-4668

Matthew W. Reynolds (817) 235-8449

Maureen Kelley Miller (469) 396-3238

Meg Pulley 972-548-7500

Megan Musgrove (972) 537-7470

Megan Pulley (972) 439-2374

Melissa Brown (214) 325-9532

Melissa Grimes (972) 948-9433

Melissa Johnson (972) 335-0898
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Melissa Wojniki (972) 839-3486

MHR Enterprises, LLC (405) 722-9390

Michael (214) 280-6871

Michael A Chandler (858) 229-4581

Michael Biggs 972-741-0640

Michael Chandler (858) 229-4581

Michael Daniel Galli (407) 259-8717

Michael Galli 407-259-8717

Michael Gonzalez (979) 739-2601

Michael Gross (805) 857-8787

Michael Gross (214) 924-7874

Michael Holland (972) 346-8075

Michael Husby (972) 965-0129

Michael King (972) 890-3386

Michael Longley (214) 585-4841

Michael Mego (469) 744-9243

Michael Steven Wilson (214) 717-8612

Michael Swim (214) 673-5439

Michael Swim 214-673-5439

Michael Swim 214-673-5439

Michael Turner (213) 620-0460

Michael Whitmill (972) 562-4276

Michael Williams (214) 876-2687

Michel Moffatt (304) 397-0646

Michelle Hrapkiewicz (517) 331-4140

Michelle McAfee (916) 705-2336

Michelle Shaffer (210) 722-4535

Mike Bell (1214) 578-1703

Mike Bell (972) 542-7288

Mike Goldstein 214 868 3486

Mike Grimes (972) 369-7321

Mike Jordan 925-222-1180

Mike Shepherd (214) 316-7100

Mikki Douglas 972 569-0850

Miranda Jaimes (713) 560-7583

mlee (214) 280-6871

Monte Self (214) 707-3223

mumin (469) 831-1795

N/A N/A

Nakia Patton 214-769-0296

Nancy Holloman (214) 883-0987

Na+C847+A846:G88+A846:F1474 (214) 909-3809
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Nancy Ledford (214)  629 - 1241

Nancy Peron (903) 453-3107

Naomi Boudreaux 214-202-2232

Naresh Panjala (469) 713-6718

Natalie De La Rocha 972-542-4703

Natalie McShane (507) 398-7211

Nathan Horn

Nathan James Olsson (210) 854-8902

Neal Hunter (214) 597-2607

Nelson Somerville (214) 557-1475

Nicholas Kyle Lipple (214) 695-7833

Nicholas Miller 973-464-0946

Nicholas Nordman (214) 529-5138

Nicholas Perez 214-543-7264

Nicholas Valliere (214) 263-1776

Nichole Leach 972-302-4956

Nick Patton 214-641-9836

Nicolle Pala (732) 533-4583

Nikki Krum (469) 408-6692

Nora Ogas 940-703-1392

Norman Not Available

Oscar Cha (213) 716-0013

Oscar Miranda 972 838 7713

Othoniel Diaz Rivera (787) 342-1213

Otoniel C. Arzate (214) 686-2826

Pamela Dixon-Faught 650-722-1110

Pamela Nishimoto (972) 777-7777

Pamela Rohr (972) 832-0500

Pamela Sardo (469) 352-4556

Pat and Ron Justice 972-824-5356

Pat Heatter 203 858-8753

Pat Justice 972-824-5356

Pat Onley 469-223-5447

Patricia (972) 824-5356

Patricia K Bott (972) 408-5747

Patricia Standish  214 732 6667

Patricia Standish 972 548 9709

Patricia Strawmyer (713) 705-9431

PatriciaHeatter 203 858-8753

Patrick Ollila (214) 250-0782

Patrick Piejak 214-674-5170

Patrick Piejak 214-674-5170
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Patrick Szlachtowski Unlisted

Patrick Tate (469) 644-3681

Patsie Vaughan 972-439-6627

Patsy A Rogers (972) 896-1051

Paul (903) 413-1801

Paul (469) 777-7777

Paul Alsina (972) 346-4093

Paul Davis 972 - 989- 3070

Paul Dimauro 469 233 3271

Paul E Burton (214) 843-5918

Paul Gallmore (972) 658-7424

Paul Henderson Powell (214) 801-3655

Paul McKelvy (972) 877-9022

Paul Rancuret (972) 378-6568

Paul Webb 214-856-3660

Paula Morrow 214-717-9763

Paula Murdock 214-250-1196

Penny Howard (214) 378-1212

Peter Dilley (424) 327-1239

Peter Wiltse 817-797-2688

Phil Storer 469-233-5213

Philip Blackmon Not Available

Philip Torti (972) 867-0305

Phillip Davenport (806) 729-9505

Polly Francis (214) 544-2258

Pradeep Alluri 469-215-5127

Pradeep Avala (501) 551-7320

Pvr Estates (270) 320-2988

Pvr Estates (270) 320-2988

Quentin Vanderlaan (214) 543-7533

R. Halperin 561-427-8564

RaeDene Shorethose (214) 552-3318

RaeDene Shorethose 

Raja Kothapalli (972) 261-4132

Ralene Pauling (972) 548-8443

Ramana Juvvadi (937) 219-4987

Ramon Plaza (469) 235-4483

Randall Wilder (214) 578-0521

Randall Wilkinson 214-551-2288

Randy Ostick (972) 832-5178

Randy Rice (214) 957-1490

Randy Streig (940) 218-5558
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Raymond Hom (714) 393-8299

Reagan Lynch (405) 612-5152

Reavis/Bradam 214-542-2070

Rebecca  Brubaker (214) 455-6697

Rebecca Burton (469) 396-9399

Rebecca Easterwood (214) 794-0923

Rebecca Ellis 972-400-8922

Rebecca Hurst (573) 225-1924

Rebekah (469) 450-7474

Reddy Bandi 302-312-3988

Regan Moore (1214) 385-7548

Regan Moore (214) 385-7548

Reggie Jones 816-977-3620

Regina Bain (972) 736-2938

Rene' Bates (972) 740-7188

Renee Tyler (804) 350-9275

Rhonda Pryor (972) 741-3302

Rhonda Simmelink 972-547-2336

Richard Briscoe 314-219-9321

Richard D Johnson (214) 563-4267

Richard Jayne (214) 808-1380

Richard Knipe (408) 250-5414

Richard Schaaf (972) 369-7233

Rick Justiss 972-442-3234

Ricky Hopkins (972) 670-3280

Rita Arnold (214) 641-8665

Rita J Beving (214) 557-2271

Rita Springer 972 984 8635

Rob Campbell (214) 585-1324

Rob Daake (972) 419-4701

Rob Gamrod (214) 551-7242

Robbie Bell (214)244-1479

Robert Bailey 903-576-0153

Robert Benson 214.356.2157

Robert Carter (972) 562-4308

Robert clark 972-977-2001

Robert Curtis 214-502-7256

Robert Fishell (214) 882-2341

Robert Matlock (972) 562-6231

Robert Means 972-542-3181

Robert Peralta (972) 542-2287

Robert Redd (214) 300-5657
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Robert Soltysik (214) 385-7714

Robert Turner 469-323-5844

Robert Via (972) 838-4464

Roberta Rotolo (972) 736-6773

Robin Duncan 281-682-0576

Robin Vestal (972) 542-0163

Robin-Ann Klotsky (214) 305-5643

Robyn Ramsey (972) 948-0856

Rodney James (972) 784-7496

Roger A Wolfe (940) 391-1881

Roger G McGinnis (817) 715-8554

Ron Barnett 214-856-3891

Ron Ryan (972) 999-7744

Ronald B. Harris-White II (972) 369-3702

Ronald Campbell (972) 784-7030

Ronald Stafford 505-470-7969

Ronald Stafford 505-470-7969

Ronda Barta (469) 261-3050

Roseann Vincent  (214) 856-3885 

Rosemarie Webb (469) 734-6797

Ross Wells (214) 491-9078

Rudy C Rosman (832) 244-3699

Russel Strawn (214) 418-0262

Russell Moore (972) 562-0106

Rusty Glover 214-724-8034

Rusty Tebo (630) 549-5284

Ruth Gibbs (214) 215-2663

Ryan Anderson (424) 247-3649

Ryan Lynn (765) 376-1105

Ryan Neshyba (972) 832-8659

Ryan Yun (460) 111-1111

S Jenkins (214) 709-6419

Sally McDonough 214-668-1469

Sam Wensinger (972) 458-4593

Samantha Champion (512) 993-4225

Sandee Glass (214) 584-7257

Sandra Barnett 214-856-3891

Sandra Hill (214) 585-3503

Sandra Salazar-Rios (214) 208-6957

Sandy Ottenbreit (214) 546-3528

Santhosh Reddy (817) 749-0305

Santosh Kumar (860) 830-1950
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Sara Collins 972-369-7573

Sara Drake (914) 443-6435

Sarah Chastain 915-539-3947

Sarah Christie (214) 578-3552

Sarah East (817) 948-3853

Sarah McGuire (214) 727-3191

Sarah Pape Hester 214-585-2209

Scott Boydston 903-522-9498

Scott Cobern (214) 356-4162

Scott Elliott (469) 636-3965

Scott Elliott 469.636.3965

Scott Kerr (214) 537-9459

Scott Koerner 214 684 5239

Scott Martin (469) 540-9609

Scott Oberle (469) 223-4226

Scott Richard Ohara (972) 971-2519

Sean Nance (469) 319-0941

Shana Mains (972) 742-7209

Shanda Combs 214-288-4282

Shanna Davis (469) 371-8243

Shannon Blake 972-742-3130

Shannon Hershberger 972/563-5975

ShaRhonda Butler (214) 325-1026

Sharon Casella (972) 571-6074

Sharon Davis (214) 336-7644

Sharon Hix (469) 207-9717

Sharon Lewis (214) 669-9050

Sharon Weltner (214) 762-8468

Sheila Mitchell (214) 585-1005

Sheri (214) 394-2106

Sheri Cox-Sumrow (972) 984-9165

Sheri Litchford (214) 394-2106

Sherry Brumley 214-500-4543

Sherry Campbell 214-843-5640

Sherry Joplin (214) 577-6492

Sherry White 817-371-8279

Shervin Shafaee Fard (817) 253-3217

Sheryl Webb 469-235-2309

Siciliano Developments Inc 972-713-6104

Sid MacAllister (972) 979-1374

Siva Mikkilineni (972) 712-7298

Spencer Wheatcroft (214) 554-0619
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Sri Gouru (214) 868-9068

Sridhar kotagiri (214) 354-7634

Srinivas Bogudameedi (469) 225-9868

Srinivas Vaddi (407) 374-3455

Stacy Duffy (214) 354-0094

Stacy Neal 678-446-7883

Stacy Rush-Hutcherson (214) 336-6505

Stan Beel (573) 238-5394

Stan Ullom (972) 415-5226

Stanley Coutu (214) 504-0062

Stanley Jurries (806) 790-0306

Stephanie  Campbell (214) 669-2600

Stephanie Davis (972) 824-4822

Stephanie Hall-Williams (972) 302-6715

Stephanie L Davis (972) 824-4822

Stephanie Weyenberg (972) 890-1493

Stephen Edward Williamson 972-774-2511

Steve Bouldin 214-592-5741

Steve Covin (214) 448-9486

Steve Furlong (972) 542-4379

Steve Pettit 972-721-2281

Steve Taylor (817) 247-0600

Steve Ware (214) 522-4122

Steve Yates (972) 505-1647

Steven 857-268-0818

Steven Lalumandier (214) 726-2220

Steven Spiritas (214) 428-0001

Stuart King

Sue & Harlan Stauffer (682) 503-4630

Sue Neal (214) 454-6525

Sue Wildes (214) 455-3198

Sunny Page (469) 586-9982

Suresh Kumar (214) 609-9100

Suresh Pancharpula (214) 535-8303

Susan (214) 435-2184

Susan Carpenter 972-529-1936

Susan Dianto (469) 964-6641

Susan Furguson (214) 435-2184

Susan Godfroid (214) 842-8171

Susan Haseltine 661-341-4411

Susan Oakes (214) 725-2333

Susie Kempf (214) 679-7593
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Susie Miles (972) 743-0625

Susan Miles 972-743-0625

Suzanne DeLny (703) 415-6190

Suzanne Uhl Powell (972) 369-7022

Suzy Sumrall (214) 592-9372

Syed Abidi 917)221465

T Doyle 972-849-3790

T P (214) 669-1684

Tamara (972) 365-9674

Tami Sutcliffe (1972) 542-2717

Tammy (972) 832-0266

Tammy Mahan 972-422-5939

Tana Robertson 972-542-1232

Teresa A Leshowitz (1469) 288-8517

Teresa Leshowitz (469) 288-8517

Terri Mancill 214-733-9850

Terri McCutcheon (972) 978-7477

Terri West (214) 507-2697

Terrie (214) 335-1598

Terry  Bates (214) 578-6644

Terry Bachran (214) 729-9744

Terry Burkley (214) 957-0332

Terry O Malone (1972) 832-6600

Terry Stephenson (942) 365-7000

The Apple Family (214) 769-7324

Theodore Balman (214) 673-9558

Theodore Balman (214) 673-9558

Theresa Dunn (310) 502-7703

Thomas & Kristy Midkiff (214) 803-3686

Thomas Bauer (214) 213-0364

Thomas Chun (773) 402-8038

Thomas Ellison (936) 462-0136

Thomas Ellison (939) 462-0136

Thomas Fris (972) 672-7526

Thomas Johnson (469) 642-6977

Thomas Moore (214) 213-4353

Thomas Oliver (903) 268-1870

Tim Anders (972) 742-1472

Tim Karamas 972-704-9687

Tim Merkin (682) 551-8910

Tim O'Gara 214-636-6434

Tim White 972-547-7331
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Tim Woodbridge (972) 727-4634

Tim Wren 214-404-2521

Timothy J Spencer (214) 952-3535

Timothy J. Sicula (214) 336-4294

Timothy Merkin (682) 551-8910

Tina Murray (214) 202-6092

TJ Ross (214) 724-7997

Toby Jones (214) 385-9780

Todd Clayton 972-562-9473

Todd Eades (214) 228-3141

Todd Lindstrom 469_

Todd Schoel 972-839-0516

Todd Strouse 469-301-2592

Tom Bates (469) 426-4607

Tom Hart (972) 560-9606

Tom Hise 214-491-0770

Tom Potter (214) 669-1684

Tommie Rosene

Tommy Bracey 972-658-1769

Tommy Lovell 972-978-4375

Toni Sharp 417-520-4556

Toni Sharp 417-520-4557

Tony Krauska 972-931-0694

Tony Krup (815) 713-6903

Tony Musick 817-829-1272

Tracy Gerik 281-705--195

Tracy Hull 972-383-6256

Trevor Bugh 214-872-5074

Trey Raybourn 214-413-8350

Treyson Brooks (972) 677-8743

Tricia Harr 570-470-9229

Tricia Wade 972-408-6963

Trinity Marler (480) 300-2019

Troy Ficken (1816) 805-1055

Troy Stephan (972) 896-2814

Upender Rao (972) 899-0146

Vaag Oganyan (909) 231-0727

Valarie Amaya (817) 307-7555

Valinda Bruce 940-367-7860

Vance Gulickson (972) 569-0860

Vicki Stevens (972) 978-9119

Vijay Sagi (812) 374-7663
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Vijaya B Sagi (214) 256-3311

Vijaya Borra (937) 219-4987

Vijayakumar Penumudi (209) 207-4513

Vincent Damiano 214-577-9425

Virginia Cate (1214) 729-7301

Virginia Cotten 214-729-7301

Virginia Rippley 214-808-9460

W. Gene Lindsey 214-801-0984

W. Gene Lindsey 214-801-0984

Wade Catlin (214) 385-8874

Wally DesChamps (803) 486-3834

Walter Thrash (972) 971-3822

Waseem Baber (469) 863-9766

Wendell Samuel 972-529-6454

Wendy Stroup 972-740-6386

Wes Combs (214) 212-1576

Wesley Sundarsingh (201) 325-1713

Wilbur H Clarkson (972) 468-9887

Will Pry (1214) 738-6061

Will Telford (310) 683-0224

Willenea Peterson (562) 500-6630

William A Martin (214) 338-1591

William Alston (404) 307-3900

William Gross (214) 415-9220

William Hughes (949) 290-4314

Woody Threet (214) 403-5470

YC Nurseries, Inc - Christine Sterling 972-346-3750

Yexin Huang 972-335-8493

Yizhou Yang (469) 974-1006

Yolanda Ryan (469) 667-8060

Yvonne Moore (972) 734-6346

Zach Blankenship (469) 766-5086

Zachary Michael Hansen (832) 474-3152

Zack Hansen (832) 474-3152

Zack Urben (972) 658-7923

Zheng Lu (214) 400-7415

N/A 469-865-7371

N/A N/A

N/A N/A

Jeff Zimmerman N/A

Richard Taylor 770-729-5915

David W Clarke N/A
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N/A N/A

N/A N/A

Michael Lee N/A

Brooke Sanders (214) 901-8706

Janet Gagnon 469-343-8585

Michaela Roberts (561) 214-3374

Mike Grimes (972) 369-7321

Rachel Thompson

Robert Dorazil (214) 533-5225

Jan Seward 972-347-3419

Amy Bartley 972-658-5165

Robyn Battle (972) 569-1011

John Gillum (731) 609-0530

Loa Ledbetter 972-316-3663

Brent Hickenbotham (469) 319-2545

Angela Jennings (321) 917-9121

David Bond (972) 422-0077

Cheryl Farmer 580-656-4680

Carol Bridge King (214) 578-6152

N/A N/A

Zach Rosen (713) 325-7219

Brittany Redwine (1580) 775-1643

Jodi Hodges N/A

Laziza Nurhan N/A

Earamichia Brown N/A

Danelle Ericson (972) 322-3450

Ryan Basgall (314) 277-8850

Mike Acquisto (214) 334-8171

Tommy Van Wolfe (254) 760-6926

Carol Hendrix 214-578-1866

Stephanie Weyenberg 972-890-1493

Mahdi Grace (405) 334-8220

M. Grace (405) 334-8220

Tricia  Pacinelli (714) 457-7199

Delores Morgan (915) 276-6358

Venkata Mettu (818) 312-5912

Jackson Hurst (678) 628-4232

Sam Oh (224) 595-3845

J Bowdry N/A

Jeff Jarvis (224) 659-2320

Ravi Penmetsa (214) 868-6045

Theresa Marie Dunn (1310) 502-7703
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Kevin White 214-801-1413

David N Counts (972) 529-6633

Debbie Copeland 214.803.7540

Becky Airhart-Smith (972) 752-5041

Mark Christopher Fisher (469) 247-2041

Angela Sullivan (214) 729-2943

Michael Bruce Howell (214) 542-9396

Ron Yantzi (972) 523-0907

Heather Bell Richardson (972) 542-6330

James Paul Sparkman (214) 704-6014

Brad Horne (717) 802-4776

Christopher Thompson (727) 688-8819

Tim Hegwood (2148) 367-8363

John Hamilton (972) 672-0217

Linda Cochran (909) 217-4124

Ed Singer (1972) 345-8799

Patricia Standish (214) 732-6667

Stephanie  Perkins (214) 457-7562

Erick Marquez (469) 867-2850

Cindy Schneible (972) 547-7653

Steve Covin (214) 448-9486

Erica Mallow (214) 893-6672

Jeff Zimmerman 602-708-0706

Nathan Horn

Suzy Sumrall (214) 592-9372

David Vidusek (469) 252-7012

Dennis DeMattei (408) 427-2485

Fabian Lorenz N/A

N/A N/A

Cheryl Ullom 9724155226

Amy Bartley 9726585165

Stephanie Alleman 6128671072

Mark Shisler 860-593-0900

Lindy Higginbotham 214-912-8112

Debbie Winford 9725489504

Sam Oh 2245953845

J Bowdry

Theresa Marie Dunn 13105027703

Jeff Jarvis 2246592320

Ravi Penmetsa 2148686045

Theresa Marie Dunn 13105027703

Kevin White 214-801-1413
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David N Counts 9725296633

Debbie Copeland 214.803.7540

Becky Airhart-Smith 9727525041

Mark Christopher Fisher 4692472041

Jodi Hodges 8172052569

Angela Sullivan 2147292943

Michael Bruce Howell 2145429396

Ron Yantzi 9725230907

Heather Bell Richardson 9725426330

James Paul Sparkman 2147046014

Brad Horne 7178024776

Christopher Thompson 7276888819

Tim Hegwood 21483678363

John Hamilton 9726720217

Linda Cochran 9092174124

Ed Singer 19723458799

Cheryl Farmer 5806564680

Patricia Standish 2147326667

Stephanie Perkins 2144577562

Erick Marquez 4698672850

Cindy Schneible 9725477653

Steve Covin 2144489486

Erica Mallow 2148936672

Jeff Zimmerman 602-708-0706

Nathan Horn

Suzy Sumrall 2145929372

Laziza Nurhan 8189260656

David Vidusek 4692527012

Jodi Hodges 8172052569

Dennis DeMattei 4084272485

Fabian Lorenz N/A

Brooke Sanders 2149018706

Janet Gagnon 469-343-8585

Michaela Roberts 5612143374

Mike Grimes 9723697321

Rachel Thompson N/A

Robert Dorazil 2145335225

Jan Seward 972-347-3419

Amy Bartley 972-658-5165

Robyn Battle 9725691011

John Gillum 7316090530

Loa Ledbetter 972-316-3663
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Brent Hickenbotham 4693192545

Angela Jennings 3219179121

David Bond 9724220077

Cheryl Farmer 580-656-4680

Carol Bridge King (214) 578-6152

N/A N/A

Zach Rosen 7133257219

Brittany Redwine 15807751643

Jodi Hodges N/A

Laziza Nurhan N/A

Earamichia Brown N/A

Danelle Ericson 9723223450

Jackson Hurst 16786284232

Tommy Van Wolfe N/A

Ryan Basgall 3142778850

Mike Acquisto 2143348171

Tommy Van Wolfe 2547606926

Carol Hendrix 214-578-1866

Carol Hendrix 214-578-1866

Stephanie Weyenberg 972-890-1493

Mahdi Grace 4053348220

Mahdi Grace 4053348220

Tricia  Pacinelli 7144577199

Delores Morgan 9152766358

Venkata Mettu 8183125912

Jackson Hurst 6786284232

Vipul Gullapalli

Matthew Whitman

Laurie Smith (972) 740-3366

Tim P Wright (214) 991-1594

Michael Gonzalez (979) 739-2601

Craig Hansen (972) 322-4204

S Davis

Michael Gonzalez (9797) 392-2601

James Works (214) 505-3548

Chayaphon Dokthonghom

Jim Riggert 214-270-8200

Kimberly brawner (972) 310-0185

Jamal Talukder (469) 667-3333

Michael Glazier 214-226-3569

Vivid Auto Body Shop
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Vikki Carter (972) 207-4097

David Tarrant 214-572-6502

Robert Adams (573) 268-9928

Mary M Epner (469) 222-6601

Situl Shah (206) 972-0223

Robert Goldman

Situl Shah (206) 972-0223

Mark Owen Pierce (214) 923-3204

Janet Gagnon (469) 343-8585

Scott Beatty (817) 564-5911

Andrew Brooks (909) 253-4090

Ellen Shaunessy

Cheryl Ullom (972) 415-5226

Amy Bartley (972) 658-5165

Stephanie Alleman (612) 867-1072

Mark Shisler 860-593-0900

Lindy Higginbotham 214-912-8112

Debbie Winford (972) 548-9504

Sam Oh (224) 595-3845

J Bowdry

Theresa Marie Dunn (1310) 502-7703

Jeff Jarvis (224) 659-2320

Ravi Penmetsa (214) 868-6045

Theresa Marie Dunn (1310) 502-7703

Kevin White 214-801-1413

David N Counts (972) 529-6633

Debbie Copeland 214.803.7540

Becky Airhart-Smith (972) 752-5041

Mark Christopher Fisher (469) 247-2041

Jodi Hodges (817) 205-2569

Angela Sullivan (214) 729-2943

Michael Bruce Howell (214) 542-9396

Ron Yantzi (972) 523-0907

Heather Bell Richardson (972) 542-6330

James Paul Sparkman (214) 704-6014

Brad Horne (717) 802-4776

Christopher Thompson (727) 688-8819

Tim Hegwood (2148) 367-8363

John Hamilton (972) 672-0217

Linda Cochran (909) 217-4124

Ed Singer (1972) 345-8799

Cheryl Farmer (580) 656-4680
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Patricia Standish (214) 732-6667

Stephanie  Perkins (214) 457-7562

Erick Marquez (469) 867-2850

Cindy Schneible (972) 547-7653

Steve Covin (214) 448-9486

Erica Mallow (214) 893-6672

Jeff Zimmerman 602-708-0706

Nathan Horn

Suzy Sumrall (214) 592-9372

Laziza Nurhan (818) 926-0656

David Vidusek (469) 252-7012

Jodi Hodges (817) 205-2569

Dennis DeMattei (408) 427-2485

Fabian Lorenz

Brooke Sanders (214) 901-8706

Janet Gagnon 469-343-8585

Michaela Roberts (561) 214-3374

Mike Grimes (972) 369-7321

Rachel Thompson

Robert Dorazil (214) 533-5225

Jan Seward 972-347-3419

Amy Bartley 972-658-5165

Robyn Battle (972) 569-1011

John Gillum (731) 609-0530

Loa Ledbetter 972-316-3663

Brent Hickenbotham (469) 319-2545

Angela Jennings (321) 917-9121

David Bond (972) 422-0077

Cheryl Farmer 580-656-4680

Carol Bridge King (214) 578-6152

Current Resident 

Zach Rosen (713) 325-7219

Brittany Redwine (1580) 775-1643

Jodi Hodges

Laziza Nurhan

Earamichia Brown

Danelle Ericson (972) 322-3450

Jackson Hurst (1678) 628-4232

Tommy Van Wolfe 

Ryan Basgall (314) 277-8850

Mike Acquisto (214) 334-8171

Tommy Van Wolfe (254) 760-6926
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Carol Hendrix 214-578-1866

Stephanie Weyenberg 972-890-1493

Mahdi Grace (405) 334-8220

Mahdi Grace (405) 334-8220

Tricia  Pacinelli (714) 457-7199

Delores Morgan (915) 276-6358

Venkata Mettu (818) 312-5912

Jackson Hurst (678) 628-4232

Kevin Smith N/A

Ken Silver Thai N/A
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Public Hearing: February 21, 2023
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From: 

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 11:41 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: No To Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Thank you, 

 

 

Aaron Parkins  

 



From: Abhi R 

Sent: Thursday, March 30, 2023 5:41 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Comment on 380 Highway bypass project 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Texas Department of Transportation 

 

I am writing to express my concerns about the proposed 380 Bypass highway project, specifically with 

regards to the portion that will span the cities of McKinney and Prosper, known as Route A and Route B. 

While the TX DOT has stated that the purpose of this project is to manage congestion, improve traffic 

flow, and enhance safety, it has come to my attention that there are two plans for the end of the 

highway, and that Plan A is not the best option for taxpayers and residents. 

 

Plan A is problematic as it would require the highway to go through just one city, at a higher expense to 

the taxpayer, and would not bypass as much of the major roadway. This plan would force the road to 

run from north to south, which is not ideal for alleviating traffic from east to west. In contrast, Plan B is 

the most cost-effective option, as it would go mostly through McKinney and run through Plano for about 

a mile. Plan B would bypass Highway 380, avoid cutting off the entire community of Tucker Hill from the 

city, and displace only an additional 3 residences, a horse farm, and "planned" communities, a minimal 

impact considering the scope of the project and future implications for efficiency and safety. 

 

I am concerned that special interests in Prosper are putting pressure on the government to build the 

more expensive and inefficient highway, despite the fact that its residents will also benefit from the 

bypass. It is unethical for Prosper to insist that it does not bear any land annexation when its residents 

will enjoy traffic relief as well. 

 

Plan A reduces the efficacy of every major stated goal of the DOT. As taxpayers and residents, we must 

look at the long-term benefits and costs of each plan. Plan B is the best option as it is more cost-

effective and better meets the need for bypassing Highway 380, improving east-west traffic flow, and 

enhancing safety. We must consider the impact that the project will have on the community and the 

environment for decades to come. 

 

Therefore, I urge the Texas Department of Transportation, McKinney, and Prosper to build Plan B. 

 

Thank you for considering my concerns. 



From: Abhi R 

Sent: Friday, March 31, 2023 10:04 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Request to Build Plan B- Proposed 380 Bypass Highway Project advantages 

and disadvantages 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Texas DOT, 

 

I am writing to express my concerns about the proposed 380 Bypass highway project, specifically the 

portion that will span the cities of McKinney and Prosper known as Route A and Route B. While I 

understand that the purpose of this project is to manage congestion, improve traffic flow, and enhance 

safety, I would like to bring to your attention the issues with Plan A and the advantages of Plan B. 

 

Firstly, Plan A would not provide a direct route from east to west, which is the main problem that this 

highway is trying to solve. Instead, it would only provide a route from north to south, which would not 

effectively reduce traffic congestion for the majority of the people living in the area. 

 

Secondly, Plan A would cost significantly more than Plan B due to the additional land acquisition costs 

and construction expenses. This is not a cost-effective solution, especially when Plan B is available and 

meets the needs of the community at a lower cost. 

 

Furthermore, Plan A would require a significantly larger amount of land acquisition, which would result 

in the displacement of more people and properties. This would be detrimental to the affected 

individuals and the surrounding community. 

 

On the other hand, Plan B would provide a direct route from east to west, which would effectively 

reduce traffic congestion and improve traffic flow. It would also have a lower environmental impact 

since it would bypass highway 380, reducing air pollution and noise pollution for the community. 

 

Lastly, Plan B would be more beneficial for the community in the long term as it would not require as 

much maintenance as Plan A. This is because Plan B would bypass the existing highways, reducing the 

wear and tear on them and resulting in a longer lifespan for the new highway. 

 

In conclusion, I urge the Texas Department of Transportation, McKinney, and Prosper to carefully 

consider the advantages and disadvantages of both Plan A and Plan B. Based on the available evidence, 

Plan B is the most cost-effective and environmentally friendly solution that would effectively alleviate 

traffic congestion and improve traffic flow. Therefore, I strongly recommend that you proceed with Plan 

B and ensure that the taxpayers' money is spent wisely. 

 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

 

Sincerely, 

Abhin 



From: Abisola Ogunseinde

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 4:05 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 8:58 AM
To: Adam Gilbert
Subject: RE: Opposition to the 380 bypass (route C)
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 
 

From: Adam Gilbert
Sent: Friday, February 17, 2023 2:02 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: Opposition to the 380 bypass (route C)
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Hello,
 
My name is Adam Gilbert and I would like to voice my opposition to the 380 bypass (route C). The
bypass would destroy the property owned by a good friend. This property serves as a place for
therapeutic horse riding, community rides, events, and church services. The bypass would go directly
through the riding arena and honey bee area on the property, and the noise from the highway
would be incredibly detrimental to the animals.
 
I would instead like to voice support of route D. It crosses through the flood plain, and would only
disrupt 7 homes instead of 29.
 
Thank you for listening, and I hope you will consider the impact of route C on the people and animals
that call the area home.
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From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Friday, February 17, 2023 8:33 AM
To: Adele Ichilian 
Subject: RE: Proposed bypass
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 

From: Adele Ichilian
Sent: Thursday, February 16, 2023 3:28 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: Proposed bypass
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Mr. Endres:      I am a 77 year old (recently) retired Equestrian who loves horses and wildlife.  Although I
live in Dallas, I have always spent a good amount of time in Collin County.
 
I am concerned about the proposed bypass to 1827. The Blue Alternative with segments A+E+C is not a
good idea. 
 
Segment C is going to affect many people's homes and businesses, including horse barns, not to mention
the habitats for wildlife which is also important to me (as I am a volunteer Keeper Aide at the Dallas Zoo). 
It is my understanding that Segment D is a much better alternative.
 
It would destroy acres and acres of natural habitats of wildlife including woods and wetlands in Collin
County.  It's my understanding that Texas Parks and Wildlife also opposes Segment C.  
 
Please consider these problems more seriously and please do not move forward in Segment C.
 
Thank you.

A. Adele Ichilian
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From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 8:50 AM
To: Alee Ladd
Subject: RE: Please read!
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 
 

From: Alee Ladd
Sent: Sunday, February 19, 2023 10:30 AM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Cc:
Subject: Please read!
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Stephen,
 
My name is Alee Ladd. My mother-in-law, Debi Ladd, owns Avalon Legacy Ranch. We’re on 25 acres
located on FM 2933 and Wayside Trail in McKinney, TX. Our ranch hosts weddings, corporate events,
church day retreats and celebrations. On average, we host over 100 weddings a year, each wedding
brings in an average of 150 guests. These guests book hotels in McKinney, spend money at local
restaurants, book Ubers/Lyfts, purchase clothing and trinkets from shops in Downtown- the list is
endless. Our brides and grooms spend thousands of dollars each wedding on McKinney caterers,
florists, DJs and planners. The average wedding costs around $30,000+ in DFW according to research
reports done by The Knot and Wedding Wire (https://www.theknot.com/content/average-wedding-
cost). We love McKinney, we love our couples and they show their love by pouring money into our
wonderful little city and the locals who live there and work as hard as we do to make their wedding
dreams turn into reality.
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We are one family owned business. The proposed bypass will greatly harm us- the loss of land, the
noise pollution, the length of construction all will be incredibly detrimental to our livelihood here.
 
I urge you to consider option D. Option C is truly catastrophic. Please allow us to continue making
dreams come true. Option C truly will turn a dream wedding into a nightmare.
 
Feel free to call me with any questions or concerns, my cell is 817-223-2992.
 
Thank you for your consideration for what is best for the majority and not the minority.

Alee Ladd
Avalon Legacy Ranch
Operations Manager | Wedding Alchemist 
2022 Wayside Trail McKinney, TX 75071

2020 - 2023 The Knot Hall Of Fame
2015 - 2023 Best Of The Knot
2017 - 2023 Wedding Wire Couple’s Choice 
2017 - 2023 Best Small Business 

*Please note that we are out of office Mondays & Wednesdays
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From: Alessia Essig

Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2023 3:16 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: NO to Segment A

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass 

from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, 

reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption 

to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to 

implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Best Regards,  

 

Alessia Essig 

(469) 781-0510 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 4:35 PM 

To: Alexander Milano 

Cc: Dan Perge; John Hudspeth; Travis Campbell; Ashton Strong; Grace Lo; Melissa 

Meyer; Tony Hartzel; Madison Schein; Christine Polito; Ceason Clemens 

Subject: RE: 380 Bypass 

 

We received your request to extend the comment period for the US 380 EIS project. 

 

The Notice of Availability (NOA) for Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was posted on January 

20, 2023. 

The public hearing was held on February 16th and 21st. 

The original comment period ended on March 21, 2023. 

 

TxDOT will extend the comment period 15 days one time only to April 5, 2023. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Alexander Milano 

Sent: Sunday, March 12, 2023 9:06 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>; Ceason Clemens <Ceason.Clemens@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

I would like to formally request an extension of the comment period as we need more time to fully 

evaluate the impacts and possible mitigation measures that can be taken to protect Tucker Hill as well as 

the other communities and businesses affected by Option A. 

 

 

Regards, 

 

Alex Milano 



From: Milano, Alexander  

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 12:30 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Cc: 

Subject: 380 Segment A Comments and Questions - 2604 Addison St., Mckinney, TX 

75071 

Attachments: ATM - US 380 Segement A Comments.pdf 

 

Importance: High 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres, 

 

Please see attached.  Thank you. 

 

Regards,  

 
Alex T. Milano | Major Case Specialist | Strategic Resolution Group 
Travelers  
PO Box 2902 
Hartford, CT 06104-2902 
W: 214.570.6144   F: 877.817.8748    

 

 
 

 
This message (including any attachments) may contain confidential, proprietary, privileged and/or private information. The information is 
intended to be for the use of the individual or entity designated above. If you are not the intended recipient of this message, please notify the 
sender immediately, and delete the message and any attachments. Any disclosure, reproduction, distribution or other use of this message or 
any attachments by an individual or entity other than the intended recipient is prohibited. 
 
TRVDiscDefault::1201  



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 4:15 PM
To: Alex W Toskovich 
Subject: RE: 380 expansion / reroute Stonebridge Ranch Concerned Citizen
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 
 

From: Alex W Toskovich
Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 3:10 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: 380 expansion / reroute Stonebridge Ranch Concerned Citizen
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

What is the noise impact to the Stonebridge Ranch community from 380 going south  on
Stonebridge Ranch Rd every 1000 ft up to 1 mile. ?
 
Fill in the blanks 1000ft___; 2000ft___: 3000ft____; 4000ft____; 5000ft    (increase in db)  -  ps.
negligible is not an answer.
 
Also,  what is the expected estimated increase in traffic on Stonebridge ranch rd after completion. ?
 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows
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From: Alfred Goh

Sent: Thursday, April 6, 2023 10:51 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: TxDot Row Protest 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Stephen, 
 
 
I am writing to express my opposition to the Texas Department of Transportation's (TxDOT) 
plans to acquire my business and other properties for bypass road construction. 
 
This plan will disrupt the lives of countless small businesses and their employees in the state of 
Texas. Not only will these businesses have to relocate, but also their customers and employees 
will be impacted to some degree, as well. 
 
Furthermore, the value of these properties is typically much lower than their actual worth, which 
means that the businesses will not receive a fair compensation for the property acquired. This 
could lead to financial hardship for many business owners as well as my property. 
 
I urge TxDOT to reconsider their plans to acquire business properties for their projects. I believe 
there are other ways(Segment B) to achieve the same or better goals without negatively 
impacting the livelihoods of so many Texans. 

I strongly oppose acquiring my property because it will lead to hardship to my family.  
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. 

 

Sincerely 

 

Alfred Goh, MBA  

Principal   

380 Century Star LLC 

(972) 489 - 3880 

  

The linked image cannot be displayed.  The file may have been moved,  
renamed, or deleted. Verify that the link points to the correct file and location.



TXDOT I support segment B 
And strongly oppose segment A 
 
As a resident of Wren Creek on Harvest Hill Ln, I am very concerned about the construction of segment 
A and the potential impact it would have on our lifestyle.   Currently we hear much noise from 380—as 
the breaks in the current sound wall (at either end of my street) are letting a tremendous amount of 
sound in, which filters down to the middle areas on my street as well.  It is mostly noticeable during the 
day when the trucks are out in force.  I would not want to remain in my home if the super-highway is 
built and the noise were to double or worse.  The added pollution is also a huge concern.   
 
But why is segment A the chosen option?  Here is your slide from the most recent presentation to the 
public. Why are planned future/proposed residences considered more important than actual existing 
residences?  Plans can change.  They change all the time.  Future residents are not yet vested.  This 
project has a huge potential impact on so many families in at least 5 neighborhoods that border 380.  
Families that do not want added pollution, noise, or construction noise/detours/headaches disturbing 
their everyday lives for months -years.   Families who have invested their life-savings already into the 
their homes.  Totally vested.   
 

 
It makes no sense to uproot so many businesses and impact the lives of so many established family 
residences when Segment B costs so much less and will not go through an established area.  Your own 
data supports Segment B.  Segment A does a huge disservice to the city of McKinney.  We want to 
continue to enjoy our life here in Wren Creek.  The construction noise and detours would be 
devastating—even windows would not keep out that kind of noise.  Our neighborhood has many retired 
folks like myself who are home during the day.  Segment B is a much more practical solution that would 
not affect near the number of ALREADY ESTABLISHED families and businesses.  And it’s so much less 
expensive.   
 
If these reasons aren’t compelling enough, there is a huge tax burden placed on the city of McKinney of 
$120+ million dollars that will be handed off to taxpayers. And WE DON’T WANT IT!  Choose wisely, 
TxDOT.  We do not want a giant super-highway going through West McKinney!   
 
Sincerely, 
 
Alice & Ken Halsor 
Wren Creek Residents 
 



From: Alice Halsor

Sent: Saturday, April 1, 2023 12:41 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Support Segment B 

Attachments: 380 round 2 letter.pdf 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

TXDOT I support segment B 
And strongly oppose segment A 
  
See pdf attachment below 
 
 
 
 
Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Foverview.mail.yahoo.com%2F%3F.src%3DiOS&data=05%7C01%7Cstephen.endres%40txdot.gov%7Cfb9d9f64f3f34fb1432408db3273b2b8%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638159244885231736%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C2000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Y37rKVsvHxjrsp7QyiRU0GOhzec50UAePeujOYr%2BmEM%3D&reserved=0


From: AJ Halsor  

Sent: Monday, March 27, 2023 8:29 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner on Harvest Hill in Ween Creek in McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of 

Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an 

existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 

fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents 

and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the 

preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

���� Alice Halsor 

281-413-3844 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Alison Rackler Lewis  

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 4:36 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sincerely 

 

Alison Lewis 

McKinney Stonebridge Ranch resident 



From: Alison Ritterbusch  

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 1:55 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of 

Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

  

Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, 

reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and 

result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

  

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 

Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

  

Sincerely, 

Alison Ritterbusch 

  

  



From: Clay Carr

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 3:16 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Highway 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

I am opposed to Segment A as the current route preferred by TxDOT.  Nothing about the selection of 

Segment A, instead of Segment B, makes any sense.  I am a resident of Tucker Hill  neighborhood and 

don’t want all that traffic dumped out on to 380 right in front of our entrance.  Everyone has personnel 

reasons for not wanting either segment coming through or near their property.  Personal reasons aside, 

I believe TxDOT is not being fiscally responsible with selection of Segment A.  By your own estimates, it 

will cost around 200 million more to build A than B.  It will displace 15 functioning businesses whereas B 

would displace none.  There are at least 7 major utility conflicts and B has only 2.  Segment A crosses 

more wetlands with more potential destruction of said wetlands. 

Your presentation indicated that part of the reason for  selecting A, not B, was due to future 

developments in Segment B (not under construction yet) being impacted.  How about the impact on 

developments already here and under construction! 

ManeGait was also listed as a reason for selecting A over B, due to public concern.  If I understand what I 

have read and heard, ManeGait should and would not be affected by being in close proximity to the 380 

Bypass.  I believe TxDOT investigated other similar facilities  near such roadways and found no issues.  I 

believe these concerns have been fabricated and promoted by interested parties (Darling/Prosper). 

Please reconsider what you are proposing and change the preferred route to Segment B.   How about 

saving some tax payer dollars, 15 businesses, and affecting fewer current residents/homeowners. 

Thank you, 

Allen Carr 

2309 Tremont Blvd 

McKinney, Tx. 

 

Sent from my iPad 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 10:00 AM 

To: Allison Sohmer 

Subject: RE: Oppose C and support D 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Allison Sohmer 

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 2:41 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Oppose C and support D 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Hi there, 

I am reaching out to support route D rather than C for the 8 lane highway 380 bypass. 

 

My close friend lives in the zone that would be affected by route C and would cut right through her front 

pasture where she and friends ride their horses, including my horse who lives there as well. 

 

I’ve spent years riding with this friend at her beautiful ranch, it has the most peaceful view and vibe, all 

which would be destroyed by route C. This friend is such a gift to the community, offering horse riding 

opportunities to underprivileged kids who desperately need connection and the healing of horses. 

She also is an avid beekeeper and route C would go right through her bee hives. We all know how 

important bees are to our ecosystem. 

 

Please reconsider this decision and know that it would be a major loss to the community and natural 

beauty of McKinney. Don’t let the city overrun every bit of nature we have left. ���� 

 

Thank you, 



Allison Sohmer 

 

Sent from my iPhone 

 

[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) 

message]<https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsa

fety%2Ftraffic-safety-

campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C7e57d943e3594

818460308db19a63f73%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C63813197403387143

7%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6

Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=0iN3RJ8GJPJHHcAjnlyJDnIdnXHwf5DSA21ZFcfxf%2FE%3D&reser

ved=0> 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 8:48 AM 

To: Alyson Brubaker Johnson 

Subject: RE:  

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Alyson Brubaker Johnson   

Sent: Monday, February 27, 2023 5:13 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject:  

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

I am writing to you to let you know that I oppose Segment A as it will be very detrimental to my 

property and it's value.  

 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827. 

 

Regards, 

 

Alyson Johnson  

832-317-2156  

1400 Roxboro Lane  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cfa8dc14a6e9f4505087008db199bd5f5%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131929314270710%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=ueDCcroK%2B0HOcB74ZFyvJz%2FyB4o8ea%2BNVDzBYLzr6Qc%3D&reserved=0


From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Friday, March 3, 2023 1:52 PM 

To: Amanda Batson 

Subject: RE: Blue Alternative: No to Segment A, Yes to Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Amanda Batson

Sent: Wednesday, March 1, 2023 2:38 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Blue Alternative: No to Segment A, Yes to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

NO to A, YES to B 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the use of Segment A and support 

Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  

My opposition to the use of Segment A could appear simply as NIMBY (not in my back yard), however, my 

concerns have only grown with the details published via the US 380 Environmental Impact Study: 

Costs to Taxpayers — Any way the data are diced, Segment A is more expensive.  With the citizens of 

McKinney on the hook for at least $120 million — even if/when state/federal funds arrive to 

reimburse — we are facing extraordinary unplanned expenses. With Segment B construction, the 

costs to taxpayers will be reduced and shared between McKinney and Prosper residents and 

potentially other Collin County partners. 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C11127b7273d14356641d08db1c226542%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638134706273252665%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=g0PQefEwLY%2F87cbHF5QkxWN1dMAZoZeag83%2FfXSv59o%3D&reserved=0


Property Takings — The numbers of business and residential properties either taken or displaced are 

strikingly greater in Segment A than Segment B.  Such destruction is definitely reduced with 

construction of Segment B. 

Human Impact —  Construction of Segment A impacts thousands of people not just during years of 

construction but literally forever as the Segment A traffic ensues.  The health, environmental, and 

safety damages will never be fully known, but what we will realize is unrelenting noise pollution, 

diminished air quality, and increased arterial traffic through well-established communities.  With the 

undeveloped land available in Segment B, the human impact will be significantly reduced. 

 

TxDOT is responsible to current and future Texas citizens.  That responsibility includes wise use of all 

resources for safety and health.  The responsible decision for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827 is 

construction of Segment B in the Blue Alternative.  

 

No to Segment A, Yes to Segment B  

 

Sincerely, 

 

Amanda Batson 

 

Amanda D. Batson, PhD 

8400 Craftsbury Lane 
McKinney, TX 75071 
214-842-8667  

 

  

 

 



From: Amanda Batson

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 7:18 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  

Amanda Batson 
8400 Craftsbury Lane 
McKinney, TX 75071 



From: Amanda Batson

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 2:13 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Cc: Jon Dell'Antonia; US EPA Region 6 

Subject: US380 Bypass -- NO to Segment A 

Attachments: SRCA_Lakes-Report_Feb-2021_v1.pdf 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

CWA 404 and Protected Species 

Dear Mr. Endres, 

Regarding the TxDOT decision to construct Segment A as part of the US380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827 and as a resident of Stonebridge Ranch and member of the SRCA Board of Directors, I 

continue my strong opposition to construction of Segment A.  The TxDOT selection of Segment A 

based on the posted Environmental Impact Study apparently did not consider the following:   

EIS -- Appendix N, Water Resources -- Section 404, Clean Water Act -- Be aware that Stonebridge 

Ranch has extensive waters and wetlands protected under USACE Section 404.  These protected 

areas include Lake La Cima, its related wetlands, and habitats which are adjacent to the proposed 

US380 Bypass Segment A.   For reference, I am attaching the SRCA Lakes Report which provides an 

overview of 21 lakes and bodies of water in Stonebridge Ranch.  

Migratory Bird Treaty Act - EIS -- Appendix N, Water Resources -- Section 404, Clean Water Act - 

EIS Figures 8-3, 9-3, 10-3, 11-3, 12-3 -- Although these are consistent overlays, the articulated 

Segment A construction in this area does not reflect the impact on all of the waters flowing in 

Stonebridge Ranch via section 404 properties.  These waters, wetlands, habitats, and species that 

inhabit these environments are part of an entire eco-system that does not stop at the TxDOT 

expansion of US380 Bypass. McKinney is located in a migratory path for birds that travel between 

South America and central/northern North America, twice a year.  Heron and egret migrations 

include birds seeking nesting areas.  Stonebridge Ranch waters are chosen by these birds, and once 

nested, nothing can be done to disperse the birds because they are protected under the Migratory 

Bird Treaty Act.   It is unlawful to kill, move, or disturb these birds once they have established a 

nest.   

Segment A v Segment B Comparison presents a Concerning Lack of Data-Driven Decision-Making in 

the selection of Segment A -- Using the TxDOT February 16, 2023, Virtual Meeting, Segment 

Analysis Matrix, the data below were reported.  Additionally, a local resident counted upwards of 

30 business displacements along Segment A, almost twice the TxDOT count.   In every TxDOT 

category below except one, Segment B is less impactful and costs taxpayers less:       

 

TxDOT Category Segment A Segment B 



Major Utility Conflicts 7 2 

Residential Displacements 2 5 

Business Displacements 15  0 

ROW Required/Cost 180 acres/$248 million 191 acres/$153 million 

Wetlands total acres 1.04 acre 0.46 acre 

Rivers/streams total linear ft. 5,161 linear feet 2,759 linear feet 

Forests/Prairies & Grasslands 

total acres 

67 acres/41 acres 35 acres/67 acres 

Hazardous Materials 2 moderate risk/2 high risk 0 sites 

Estimated Total Cost $958 million $766 million  

    

I urge you and TxDOT to seriously reconsider and reject the selection of Segment A in the 

recommended Blue Alternative for US380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely,  

 

Amanda Batson  

 

Amanda D. Batson, PhD 

8400 Craftsbury Lane 
McKinney, TX 75071 
214-842-8667  

 

 



From: Amanda McCaffrey

Sent: Tuesday, March 21, 2023 9:42 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US 380 - Coit Road to FM 1827, Collin County, Texas CSJs 0135-02-065, 0135-

03-053, & 0135-15-002 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Dear Mr. Endres - 

 

My name is Amanda Shaw-McCaffrey, I am a Whitley Place resident in Prosper, 

TX and join my neighbors in the following comments regarding the recent EIS for 

the 380 bypass plan 

 

Environment Justice- Low Income and MinorityPopulations  

Section 2.3.2 Comparison of Reasonable Alternative does not consider the 

Americans with Disabilities Act, Amended 2008 (ADAA) (42 U.S.C. 12101), in its 

environmental justice assessment.  

It is unfortunate that TxDOT did not consider the ADAA and the minority 

population of people with disabilities in the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement (DEIS). Minority populations are normally identified with census 

trackdata. However, populations of persons with disabilities are very diverse 

and dispersed throughout the community and region, which makes it 

impossible to use census track data to identify people with disabilities as a 

minority population. People with disabilities are also protected by HIPAA, which 

restricts accessto individuals’ heath information.  

The ADAA was passed by congress 14 years after President Clintonissued 

Environmental Justice Executive Order (EO) 12898. The EO’s purpose is to 

achieve environmental protection for all communities, which today, by way of 

the ADAA, includes the minority populations of people with disabilities.  



TxDOT, in its Community Impacts Assessment Technical Report (DEIS - Appendix 

K), acknowledges, “Vulnerable populations (e.g., people with disabilities and 

children), duringthe US 380 Feasibility Study.” However, a meaningful 

assessment would have includedthe ADAA in the DEIS’s environmental 

assessment. EO12898 (Environmental Justice) directs federal agencies to 

“identify and address the disproportionately high and adverse human health or 

environmental effects of their actionson minority and low-income populations, 

to the greatestextent practicable and permitted by law.”  

Unfortunately, while TxDOT continued in the process of selecting a preferred 

route for U.S. 380 none of the reports, including US 380 Feasibility Study, 

Community Impacts Assessment Technical Report, and the DEIS, considered 

the ADAA or the purposesof the Act.  

 

 

The purposes of the ADAA are “to carry out the ADA's objectives of providing ‘a 

clear and comprehensive national mandate for the elimination of 

discrimination’ and ‘clear, strong, consistent, enforceable standards addressing 

discrimination’ by reinstating a broad scope of protection to be available under 

the ADA.” The ADAA reinforces the right of people with disabilities to fully 

participate in all aspects of society, because “people with physical or mental 

disabilities are frequently precluded from doing so because of prejudice, 

antiquated attitudes, or the failure to remove societal and institutional 

barriers.”  

The Environmental Justice (EO 12898) assessment should consider the ADAA 

and the minority community of people with disabilities. The community cannot 

be determined by census track data, but the DEIS Study Area’s population 

benefiting from needed therapeutic and other services, in all fairness, 

represents a minority community of people with disabilities. The assessment 

should give weightto public commentssupporting ManeGait’s community of 



people with disabilities and the therapeutic services they receive, because a 

majority of the people with disabilities may not be able to speak for 

themselves.  

RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO FINAL EIS  

DEISUS 380McKinney, Coit Road toFM 1827,Collin County,Texas; CSJ 

0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, & 0135-15-002 (December2022)  

2.3.2 Comparison of Reasonable Alternatives (PAGE 2-30)  

  
Community Facilities (PAGE 2-31) - Should identify ManeGait as a facility 

providing essential therapeutic and other services to a minority population 

ofpeople with disabilities as recounted in the ADAA.  

Figure 2-15 Continued: Alternatives Comparison Matrix (PAGE 2-34)  

  

The line in the matrix referring to Low-Income and Minority Populations & the 

columns for Brown and Gold Alternatives, requires revision. “Are there EJ 

communities that will suffer disproportionately high or adverse impacts - yes or 

no?” The answer is YES!  



YES - 1: A minority population of people with disabilities, as recounted in the 

ADAA, may suffer disproportionately high or adverse impacts. The minority 

community cannot be determined by census track data, but the DEIS Study Area 

recognizes the minority population of people with disabilities that are 

benefiting from therapeutic and other essential services provided by ManeGait.  

  

3.6.3.4 Neighborhood Access and Travel Patterns  

  
Purple Alternative (A+E+D) (PAGE 3-53)  

  
I support the traditional alternative design for the N. Custer Road and US 380 

interchange which TxDOT presented at the DEIS public meetings. It is debatable 

whether the diverging diamond interchange (DDI) will improve safety. In fact, 

it may create an unsafe interchange.  

The Missouri Department of Transportation (MoDOT)published a 

TechnicalReport (Missouri’s Experience with a Diverging Diamond Interchange) 

in May 2010. The report points out the advantages of DDI as well as the 

disadvantages, which suggests the design may not be applicable for N. Custer 

Road with its 50 mph speedlimit. The firstdisadvantage identified in the 

technical report is the speed of through traffic. "MoDOT’s experience is that, 

for through traffic, it is desirable for regular passenger vehicles to be able to 

proceed through a DDI at 20-30 mph without encroaching upon an adjacent 

lane. MoDOT’s past and current designs are allowing speeds of about 25 mph.”  

  

3.6.5 Environmental Justice  

  
Build Alternatives (PAGE3-61)  

  
The third paragraph requires changes to recognize that the ADAA provides 

people with disabilities the right to fully participate in all aspects of society, yet 

the DEIS may be precluding this minority population ofpeople with disabilities 

from participating in therapeutic and other essential services necessary to 



ensure equality of opportunity and full participation in American society. 

Although people with disabilities are not specifically defined in EO 12898 or 

USDOT Order 5610.2c, the environmental justice assessment should consider 

the ADAA which was passed by Congress 14 years after President Clinton 

issued EO 12898 to “provide a clear and comprehensive national mandate for 

the elimination of discrimination against individuals with disabilities” .  

The Segment B’s environmental impactassessment should recognize the ADAA 

and the minority community of people with disabilities benefiting from 

therapeutic and other essential services. The assessment should also designate 

ManeGait as an essential service provider for the community of people with 

disabilities, which is comparatively more essential than service suppliers 

supporting other minority groups. ManeGait is a PATH Premier Accredited 

Center providing essential services to people with disabilities including: Autism 

Spectrum Disorder, Cerebral Palsy, Intellectual Disability, Developmental Delay, 

Down Syndrome, ADD/ADHD, Sensory Processing Disorder, Traumatic Brain 

Injury, Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder, among many other disabilities defined in 

the ADAA.  

The final sentence of the paragraph refers the reader to Appendix K for 

additional information about ManeGait and its services. Appendix K will also 

require changes noted below.  

  

3.9 Protected Lands (PAGE 3-77)  

  
3.9.1.1 Public ParklandRecreational Facilities Protected by Section 4(f)  

  

The selection of the DEIS needs to expand on Section 4(f) protections for the 

Brown or Gold Alternatives (Segment B). Selection of Segment B would have a 

devastating impact on the Town of Prosper’s Parks, Recreation, and Open Space 

Master Plan and Hike and the Bike Trail Master Plan.  



Segment B would render Rutherford Park and the Prosper Independent School 

District’s planned Nature Center, along with Ladera and Wandering Creek Parks 

and and the trail system within the Rutherford Creek Greenbelt useless or 

unusable.  

  
As a resident of Whitley Place, I STRONGLY oppose 

Segment B. I support retaining the Section 4(f) protection 

for Rutherford, Ladera and Wandering Creek Parks, 

along with the trail system connecting the parks.  



DEIS - APPENDIX K - Community Impacts Assessment Technical Report 

(July 2022)  

1. Community Facilities (by Segment Focus Area)  

  

1. Segments A-B (PAGE 13)  

  

The paragraph at the bottom of page 13 requires changes to properly identify 

ManeGait as an essential service provider, and properly define“vulnerable 

populations” as a minoritycommunity of people with disabilities as recounted 

in the ADAA.  

“Vulnerable populations” are, in fact, a minoritycommunity of peoplewith 

disabilities recounted in the ADAA, and entitled to an environmental justice 

assessment of the potential negative environmental impacts introduced by 

Segment B.  

ManeGait is a PATH Premier Accredited Center providing essential services to a 

minority population of people with disabilities including: Autism Spectrum 

Disorder, Cerebral Palsy, Intellectual Disability, Developmental Delay, Down 

Syndrome, ADD/ADHD, Sensory Processing Disorder, Traumatic Brain Injury, 

Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder, among many other disabilities defined in the 

ADAA.  

Figure 4: (PAGE 13) Community Facilities Adjacentto Segments A and B. 

Line22, Additional Notes. Should be revised changing “community volunteer 

support” to - Equine-assisted therapy facility, providing therapeutic and other 

essential services to an ADAA community of Americans with Disabilities.  

  

DEIS - APPENDIX M - Protected Lands  

  



Appendix M does not include any information about the Section 4(f) protected 

parks in Prosper. The Appendices requires revision/updating to describe and 

illustrate the Section 4(f) protected parks and trail system.  

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

Amanda L Shaw-McCaffrey 

Whitley Place 

3440 Spicewood Drive 

Prosper, TX 75078 

 

 

 



-----Original Message----- 

From: Amber Block <adeeblock@gmail.com> 

Sent: Tuesday, February 7, 2023 4:23 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Txdot 380 route c&d 

 

This email originated from outside of the organiza1on. Do not click links or open a3achments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Good a6ernoon, 

I am a resident of McKinney, my address is 2548 FM 2933, McKinney Texas.  My husband and I have 

owned our 11 acre property since 2011.  We bought it from the original owners. 

We have come to learn that despite pe11ons, environmental studies and the subsequent environmental 

recommenda1ons, and the significantly higher amount of social impact, txdot has chosen route C over 

route D for the upcoming 380 bypass.  As a resident who lives on FM 2933 this will devastate our ranch 

and our way of life. 

We operate a community riding arena that is open and free for all of my neighbors to use.  I also have an 

unofficial horse therapy program which serves at risk youth and those with mental health needs.  I serve 

about 12 people per year.  It’s small, unofficial and private but my horses make a huge difference to 

many people.  We raise honey bees and harvest hay for our agriculture business.  If you were to take a 

look at route C you will see how this 

will demolish everything we have built up over the last 13 years. Route C will go right through my 

outdoor arena, and brush just past my barn. So technically, no buildings would need to be moved.  But 

my bees will be gone, my arena will be gone, my hay produc1on will be gone and my barn will hug an 

eight lane highway.  I’m not sure if you are familiar with horses and horse therapy but this will not work. 

Since the very beginning, we have tried to be as vocal as possible to express our preference of route D, 

which displaces substan1ally less people and homes, it has much less environmental impact (as 

confirmed by the impact studies), and is actually a more direct route to 380. This seems to be to no avail. 

Given these factors, can you help me understand why txdot would choose route C?  I’ve been told it has 

to do with spur 399, however it would be very easy to 1e route D into the spur.  Txdot would just have to 

curve it a bit.  Is it because they want to in effect condemn our land (no one is going to want to live by an 

8 lane freeway outside their bedroom window, which is where it would be for our house).  If they in 

effect condemn our land it will be 

worthless and up for grabs for development.  To me, the most obvious answer for why they would 

choose C is because they want our land for development.  My ranch, my neighbors ranches will all made 

effec1vely useless, unable to be used what they are intended for.  Is it really all about the money? 

Furthermore, we were told that txdot would be making their final Routes based on environmental 

impact studies.  Not only is Route C opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife, it damages or destroys one of 

the largest remaining forested areas containing cri1cal wetlands. I’m unfamiliar with any environmental 

impact study that would recommend to do this. 



Something that was probably not taken into account in the environmental risk assessment is that fact 

that many of my neighbors, including myself have developed bee yards over the years. Not only do bees 

not do well with 8 lane highways, they also don’t like being moved.  It’s highly likely that we will all loose 

our bees. This in itself would be an environmental catastrophe. 

I look forward to hearing your response. 

Sincerely, 

Amber Block 

214-551-3411 



From: Amber Petrik 

Sent: Friday, March 10, 2023 12:12 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Cc: Amber Petrik 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 
US 380 Bypass from Coit Rd to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 
Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer business and 
homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 
other citizens throughout McKinney.   
 
I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 
Road to FM 1827.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Amber Petrik 
Homeowner at Ridge & 380 
972-679-2666 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 10:06 AM 

To: Amber Jewel 

Subject: RE: NO to Segment A  

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Amber Jewel

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 10:09 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827. 

 

Amber Wax 

 

 

[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) 

message]<https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsa

fety%2Ftraffic-safety-

campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cb4472b126f0144

d1b15b08db19a68760%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131975238052647

%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6

Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=OLuFxryUqGZQqk2kciiuVoKFopp5xJmmOhC%2BlKJmPJA%3D&re

served=0> 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 9:49 AM 

To: Amber Wells 

Subject: RE: 380 Bypass - Choose Route D 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Amber Wells

Sent: Monday, February 27, 2023 8:17 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 Bypass - Choose Route D 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Good Morning, 

 

I am writing to voice my support for the Route D bypass, which will not affect nearly as many homes and 

community resources as Route C. Please consider Route D when choosing the 380 bypass. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Amber Wells 

 

[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) 

message]<https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsa

fety%2Ftraffic-safety-

campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cbac359bc09fc43

d3363508db19a5c192%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131971921251885

%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6



From: Amie Miller

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 7:41 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Good morning Stephen, 

Just wanted to send an email letting you know that I live in the Stonebridge community and this 380 

expansion/ segment A will absolutely decimate this community. The home values will plummet, the 

noise level will be off the charts, the business and homes that will be effected will be destroyed, 

elementary schools with children waking to and from school will be effected, the pollution it creates will 

cause issues, the list could go on and on. This beautiful community has been around a LONG time!! I’m 

having a hard time as to why Segment A is even an option when segment B cost less to do and it disrupts 

less and affects less already established residents and businesses. I also hear Prosper is making a ton of 

noise about it as well and maybe it’s the squeaky wheel gets the oil? McKinney needs to step up and 

fight for our community. Obviously no one wants this expansion in their backyard but with all of this 

growth we need it. With that said I say segment B is the best option b/c it cost less from what I’m 

hearing and it’s far less disruptive to this community and surrounding businesses for both McKinney and 

Prosper 

 

Thank you - 

Amie Miller 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



-----Original Message----- 

From: amina daar <aminadaar@gmail.com> 

Sent: Monday, January 23, 2023 1:23 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: US380 altera,on 

 

This email originated from outside of the organiza,on. Do not click links or open a1achments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

To whom it may concern, 

I am a resident of Willow Wood I would like to vote for the proposal of segment D Thank you, Amina M 

DAAR 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: 123amolw  

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 3:44 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Sefment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827 

 

Regards, 

Amol 

 

 

 
Sent via the Samsung Galaxy S22 Ultra 5G, an AT&T 5G smartphone 

 



From: Amy Limas

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 10:03 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: questions 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hi Stephen,  

 

Here are a few of my outstanding questions I would love to understand more about.  

 

On your presentation slide, one of the reasons for selecting A is because it doesn't disrupt ManeGait, 

however, on the FAQ it specifically states that the study found that ManeGait wouldn't be disrupted 

with either route. Why would public comments (which were solicited and paid for by Darling) be 

considered relevant if there are no disruptions? 

 

I would also like to know how you arrived at the 70% of comments being in favor of A. We've had so 

many discussions over the years about duplicate and paid advertising that included the link to the 

surveys. In addition to finding that Darling used 47 empty lots in Tucker Hill to submit comments in favor 

of A, and hundreds of businesses that weren't actually businesses submitting comments that skewed 

results. Please tell me how these comments were vetted, how you addressed the false and duplicate 

comments, and how your team evaluated comments that were paid for through advertising without 

proper context.  

 

In regard to noise air pollution, was there any study done to anticipate construction noise? Seeing as 

how it could go on for years, shouldn't this have been included, especially if Tucker Hill and Stonebrige 

residents will be significantly impacted? 

 

Lastly, for now, why did all of the districting maps and maps from the RTC show route B as early as 

2021? It appeared funding from the RTC was requested for route B originally as well. What changed so 

late in the decision phase?   

 

Thanks, 

Amy Limas 

 

  



From: Amy Limas   

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 10:03 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: questions 

  

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments 

unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hi Stephen,  

  

Here are a few of my outstanding questions I would love to understand more about.  

  

On your presentation slide, one of the reasons for selecting A is because it doesn't 

disrupt ManeGait, however, on the FAQ it specifically states that the study found that 

ManeGait wouldn't be disrupted with either route. Why would public comments (which 

were solicited and paid for by Darling) be considered relevant if there are no 

disruptions? 

  

I would also like to know how you arrived at the 70% of comments being in favor of A. 

We've had so many discussions over the years about duplicate and paid advertising that 

included the link to the surveys. In addition to finding that Darling used 47 empty lots in 

Tucker Hill to submit comments in favor of A, and hundreds of businesses that weren't 

actually businesses submitting comments that skewed results. Please tell me how these 

comments were vetted, how you addressed the false and duplicate comments, and how 

your team evaluated comments that were paid for through advertising without proper 

context.  

  

In regard to noise air pollution, was there any study done to anticipate construction 

noise? Seeing as how it could go on for years, shouldn't this have been included, 

especially if Tucker Hill and Stonebrige residents will be significantly impacted? 

  

Lastly, for now, why did all of the districting maps and maps from the RTC show route B 

as early as 2021? It appeared funding from the RTC was requested for route B originally 

as well. What changed so late in the decision phase?   

  

Thanks, 

Amy Limas 

  

  



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Monday, March 20, 2023 10:08 AM 

To: Amy Limas

Subject: RE: questions 

 

 Amy, 

Because we are in the public comment period and receiving numerous requests from the public hearing, 

TxDOT is now requesting the public to submit their input, comments and questions as discussed in the 

public hearing. 

We have received several requests to meet in person by various individuals and groups and we are 

replying in the same way. 

This is in an effort to ensure that all members of the public have an equal opportunity to express their 

input in the project. 

After the public comment period closes and TxDOT has had the opportunity to review all of the feedback, 

we would be happy to setup time to discuss the project with you. 

Please note that TxDOT has extended the comment period 15 days one time only to April 5, 2023. 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

From: Amy Limas

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 5:42 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Re: questions 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C22ec9418647d445bdb4708db295b5fbf%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638149244639381819%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=DTjPvxKb%2BkNU%2F0QedDc10kQtjAholEWlI%2BMok2ukhps%3D&reserved=0


This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Thanks Stephen. Can you also please provide an update on when we can possibly meet?   

 

Thank you, 

Amy 

 

On Wed, Mar 15, 2023 at 2:19 PM Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> wrote: 

We are working on answers to your questions. 

  

From: Amy Limas 

Sent: Friday, March 10, 2023 12:47 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Re: questions 

  

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless 

you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hi Stephen,  

They weren’t comments, they are questions. Can you please answer them?  

  

Thanks, 

Amy 

 

On Friday, March 10, 2023, Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> wrote: 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

  

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

  



  

From: Amy Limas   

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 10:03 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: questions 

  

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless 

you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hi Stephen,  

  

Here are a few of my outstanding questions I would love to understand more about.  

  

On your presentation slide, one of the reasons for selecting A is because it doesn't disrupt ManeGait, 

however, on the FAQ it specifically states that the study found that ManeGait wouldn't be disrupted 

with either route. Why would public comments (which were solicited and paid for by Darling) be 

considered relevant if there are no disruptions? 

  

I would also like to know how you arrived at the 70% of comments being in favor of A. We've had so 

many discussions over the years about duplicate and paid advertising that included the link to the 

surveys. In addition to finding that Darling used 47 empty lots in Tucker Hill to submit comments in 

favor of A, and hundreds of businesses that weren't actually businesses submitting comments that 

skewed results. Please tell me how these comments were vetted, how you addressed the false and 

duplicate comments, and how your team evaluated comments that were paid for through advertising 

without proper context.  

  

In regard to noise air pollution, was there any study done to anticipate construction noise? Seeing as 

how it could go on for years, shouldn't this have been included, especially if Tucker Hill and Stonebrige 

residents will be significantly impacted? 

  

Lastly, for now, why did all of the districting maps and maps from the RTC show route B as early as 

2021? It appeared funding from the RTC was requested for route B originally as well. What changed so 

late in the decision phase?   
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From: Amy Limas 

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 6:26 PM

To: Stephen Endres; Ceason Clemens

Subject: Comments for DEIS HWY 380

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

To whom it may it concern, 
While many points you will find below are shared amongst residents, I ask that you address the specific points 
for each and every comment and question individually, as there are stated differences that apply only to my 
family and me.  
 
 

I adamantly oppose TxDOT’s current preferred alignment (Segment A) because: 1) it is fiscally irresponsible to 
the taxpayers costing over $150 million more than the alternative B, 2) TxDOT applied criteria to support their 
decision inconsistently, and 3) TxDOT provided numerous omissions, biases, false, and inconsistent findings in 
their environmental study. Furthermore, there is objective evidence of political maneuvering, campaigning, and 
rezoning efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed TxDOT’s position, and I 
publicly condemn these actions as unethical and improper. 
  
I believe that by selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do harm to a significant percentage of 
McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant fiscal irresponsibility. This decision is made more 
egregious with the existence of a viable lower impact alternative. It appears irrefutable that Segment B is the 
better alternative and that there are serious flaws in the conclusions reached by TxDOT and in the underlying 
Environmental Impact Study (EIS). 
  
The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council on Environmental Quality 
(CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021), decisions on an alignment must be based on what is practical and feasible 
from a technical and economic standpoint, rather than what is desirable from the standpoint of the agency (i.e, 
TxDOT). 
Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all designs and pollutants that cause harm 
to humans and a rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current and future impacts. The pollution 
appendices are missing critical analyses and portions are invalid as presented. This project should not proceed 
until those egregious omissions and errors are corrected. 
There is unequivocal scientific evidence showing that highway design as well as traffic air, noise, and other 
pollutants are associated with human harm. Because current environmental and related laws may not require 
TxDOT to complete certain analyses DOES NOT remove TxDOT's moral culpability from making decisions 
that may put humans in harm’s way.  
 

I reside in Tucker Hill with my husband and our son, who has disabilities, that will be impacted by the 
construction of the 380 bypass, option A. My son, along with many special needs residents, were not identified 
in the study, while great significance was given to the demographic ManeGait serves periodically, and by 
choice, since their services are paid. My son and neighbors will be forced to live their everyday lives with 
significant impacts to their health and safety. In the EIS, the demographics for Tucker Hill were not identified 
nor studied. This shows bias towards one organization (ManeGait) that was studied in great detail versus the 
well-established Tucker Hill Community that was not studied to the same degree and will be much more 
significantly impacted on both the south and east sides by both noise and air pollution than ManeGait.    
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The following comments and concerns support the above assertions.  These comments are not a complete list 
of errors or omissions in the EIS study, but they are those that I had time to uncover given time restraints and 
without extensive expert consultation. 
  
Per the required processes, I respectfully request that TxDOT address each individual comment, concern, 
issue and request mentioned below, which are organized and embedded within 14 main topics.  In addition, 
please answer each specific question posed under each main topic. 
  
I. The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A 

Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes 2 versus 5. However, segment A is one mile longer, has 6 new 
interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential major utility conflicts versus just two for Segment B and 
displaces 15 businesses versus zero businesses for Segment B. 
Segment B would have less of an environmental impact. Segment A would encroach on twice the wetland 
acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and streams and more acreage of forests, prairies and grasslands 
than Segment B. Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged over 150 years. Finally, 
there would be no hazardous material sites impacted on Segment B and TXDOT has identified 2 with Segment 
A. 
Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to the taxpayers is that the 
estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M more than Segment B. 
Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 Highway increasing the risk of work 
zone accidents and disrupting existing traffic patterns. Additionally, the requirement to lower the existing grade 
in bedrock and cantilever local lanes in a restricted ROW width, while preferred for the long-term, will 
significantly increase the construction time, safety risk and disruption compared to route B. Priority has not 
been given to safety and the increased risk of fatal accidents, including those induced by a change in grade 
and, not one, but two 90 degree turns. 
TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned future residential homes. It 
appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of unidentified future residents, property investors or developers 
over the impact of existing McKinney residents. The voices of the current residents should be a priority over 
unidentified future residents. 
TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction 
west of Custer Road. Once again, this appears to accrue to the benefit of future residents or current investors, 
not the current residents of McKinney. 
TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the 
subject of substantial public concern”. In fact, there is no great “public concern” over ManeGait. The facility 
does serve a noble purpose, but that purpose is nowhere near the public concern of the impact to the existing 
residents of Tucker Hill who include retired veterans, disabled residents (both young and old), seniors 55+ and 
countless children. More concerning to members of Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney community is 
that TxDOT calls out the impact of the ROW to the property belonging to the founder of ManeGait. The founder 
of ManeGait is no ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill Darling, a former real estate developer and home builder 
who stands to gain personally by the selection of Segment A over B. In particular, Bill Darling and/or other 
associates of the Darling company, leveraged ownership of 43 Tucker Hill lots to submit comments against 
Segment B in favor of Segment A – essentially impersonated residents of Tucker Hill. TxDOT’s own findings 
indicate that the continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and has stated Segment B “would not make 
the ManeGait inaccessible to persons with disabilities and would not violate the Americans with Disabilities 
Act.”  Furthermore and perhaps most egregious is that ManeGait stated and TxDOT perpetuated the false 
claim that ManeGait provides “essential” services to protected citizens, which was a misrepresentation and 
may have swayed public opinion. I personally addressed this issue in writing and in person with TxDOT and 
requested that TxDOT make a public statement correcting the misleading information about the protected 
groups of individuals.  To date, I am not aware of any corrective measures.   
  
Based on the facts above and in direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT still concluded Segment A was 
the preferred route option. 
  
Questions: 



3

·      Explain in detail, based on the above and in layman’s terms, how TxDOT concluded segment A is the 
optimal choice.  If factors other than those listed here and in the matrix were used in the decision, please list 
them, including political persuasion.  
·      Explain why TxDOT did not publicly correct any public statements that could have misled the public in 
thinking that ManeGait provides “essential” services to individuals with special needs.  
·      Explain why there are discrepancies in the use of the criteria used to choose segment C vs D compared to 
segment A vs B. Noted differences C mentions the cost being less than D, but the cost of B being less 
expensive than A is not considered. Segment B also affects less major utilities (2)  than A (7) but was provided 
as a rationale for choosing C (2) over D (6). The same is true for residential impacts. It states that B  impacts 
more homes (2) than A (5), yet C impacts 10 homes and D, 7. Additionally, throughout the entire study bias is 
shown toward future development over existing development.   
 

“The Gold Alternative (B+E+D) results in substantial impacts to existing and planned infrastructure including 
major utilities, and planned developments; creates a more substantial physical and visual barrier between 
neighborhoods already separated by existing US 380 and Bloomdale Road; potentially displaces 22 
residences (W/Spur and W/O Spur) and 20 businesses (22 businesses W/Spur); permanently impacts 1.36 
acres of wetlands and 6,167 LF of streams W/O Spur (1.36 acres and 6,783 LF W/Spur); temporarily impacts 
14.95 acres of wetlands and 9,010 LF of streams W/O and W/Spur; crosses 267 acres of 100-year floodplain 
W/O Spur (273 acres W/Spur); and results in 395 receptors impacted by traffic noise (includes future 
residences to be constructed and occupied before the ROD) and with 303 of the receptors experiencing a 
substantial increase in noise. The Gold Alternative would include construction of six noise barriers.” 
.  Simply stating that “many factors” are used or referring me back to documents to read is 
unacceptable.  Provide explanations in layman’s terms.   
  
II. Noise Pollution 

The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased. The importance of this is underscored by the 
existing scientific literature showing the association between traffic and related noise on physical and mental 
health. The study evaluated only a single barrier south of the community. It appears the study was biased 
toward providing more data around ManeGait, a facility with transient guests, then Tucker Hill, a community of 
over 380 homes with plans for over 600. Additionally, it appears that there has been no regard taken to Tucker 
Hill’s numerous veteran residents, elderly residents or our residents with disabilities – collectively, who likely 
outnumber ManeGait’s transient guests. In fact, Tucker Hill was classified, by TxDOT, as a standard residential 
area with an acceptable NAC level of 67 and precluded from participating in any future noise studies. This is 
both incorrect and unacceptable. Tucker Hill is a “front porch” community and every home is designed with a 
front porch that encourages outdoor activities and interactions between neighbors. Tucker Hill should be 
reclassified as Category A to preserve the essence of the neighborhood and the neighborhood should be 
included in any future noise abatement studies. 
  
The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise on the community. Yet, 
TxDOT, while proposing to surround the neighborhood on both the south and east side with a highway, 
believes the noise impact to be acceptable. TxDOT has not met their burden in any way, and moving forward 
with flawed data will cause irreparable harm to the residents of Tucker Hill, especially the young, elderly and 
disabled who do not regularly leave the neighborhood. A new noise study must be conducted with more 
receptors and sound barriers across both the south and east side of the neighborhood must be included in any 
Segment A option. Finally, it appears untenable that TxDOT could make any conclusion about the noise impact 
on Tucker Hill without fully understanding the impact of their proposed Segment A shift on the east side of the 
neighborhood. 
 

Noise Pollution 

 

Facts:  

•  
•  
• Only one barrier on the south side (west of the entrance) of Tucker 
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•  Hill was evaluated and the cost was deemed too high (Barrier A03). Barriers were not studied on the 
East side or Loop North of Tucker Hill.  

•  
•  
•  
• Studies performed around ManeGait seem to demonstrate bias compared 
•  to those around Tucker Hill given the proximities. 
•  
•  
•  
• Tucker Hill - Not properly addressed in the study nor invited to 
•  future noise studies by TxDOT per the Noise Barrier Analysis slide, although Tucker Hill is surrounded 

on both the south and east side by option A.  
•  
•  
•  
• Tucker Hill was labeled as standard residential with an acceptable 
•  NAC level of 67. Tucker Hill is not a standard residential community by design.  
•  
•  
•  

• Special Needs children and adults, veterans, and elderly living 

•  in Tucker Hill were not considered impacted in the study 

•  

Evidence: 
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1vV7NCKGdaKaBcbhbvd02LKuKzMMmrKRkk3y0UIuyeiE/edit?usp=shari
ng 

Barrier Info: 
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1MtUwXw4JSixnNIL9xAE6sfzCy6YfjDwPj0l272DEFjM/edit?usp=sharing 

Video from our resident noise expert : https://youtu.be/rdXIXvtXVA4 

Questions: 
·      In layman’s terms explain the methods and result of the noise study, including weakness of the study. 
·      Where were the sound receptors placed in the original noise study. 
·      Was the proposed highway along the south and east of Tucker Hill assessed and used in the predictive 
sound models models? 

·      Were the demographics (e.g., age, disabilities) of residents potentially susceptible to noise in Tucker Hill 
and Stonebridge Ranch identified / studied?  If so, please provide that data.  If not assessed explain why not. 
·      Explain in layman’s terms the validation study used within the noise study. 
·      Why was only 1 day of data used to validate the noise study predictions?  What time of day was the data 
for the validation study collected and what was the time frame of sampling (e.g., 10 minutes, 60 minutes)? 

·      Why wasn’t Tucker Hill classified as a Category A community? 

·      Explain how potential harm to a human outweighs the costs of sound barriers. 
·      What are the possible harms associated with traffic noise as outlined in the current scientific literature? 

·      Did the DEIS noise study take into account the shift of the alignment closer to Tucker Hill on the east side 
of Tucker Hill? 

·      What is the rational for making the alignment shift closer to Tucker Hill and away from Billingsley’s 
property? 

  
III.  Community Impacts 
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TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park and the Tucker Hill Community Center in their community 
impact study as the only community spaces and without identifying the population they serve. First, Tucker Hill 
houses a community center, two town squares, two community parks, a community pool, a dog park, two fire 
pits, an amphitheater and a rooftop event space in the Harvard Park commercial area. The community spaces 
can be found filled with residents on almost any sunny day. 
  
Tucker Hill hosts many little league practices from Prosper and McKinney in our neighborhood parks and is a 
Christmas Holiday destination for people all across the region to visit our lighted homes. Large groups of High 
School students regularly come to take photos in our parks during special events (e.g., prom, homecoming). 
Furthermore, the community has a long history of events supporting organizations like Ethan for Autism, 29 
Acres and the Down Syndrome Guild of Dallas. TxDOT has not demonstrated that they have completed any 
research into the impacted population (including children of all ages, elderly, seniors 55+, veterans and 
residents with disabilities) that use these facilities. Once again, this is an egregious omission and appears to 
show substantial bias for ManeGait, not yet built parks in Prosper, and other facilities that serve guests as 
opposed to residents. 
 

Evidence -  Page 12 https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/APPENDIX%20K%20-
%20Community%20Impacts_0.pdf 
 

Tucker Hill - Community Spaces and Ammenities https://tuckerhilltx.com/parks-trails-open-spaces/ 
 

Turkey Trot - https://tuckerhilltx.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/2017-Turkey-Trot.2.jpg 

 

Questions: 
Were the demographics (e.g., age, disabilities) of residents and community visitors who use tucker Hill facilities 
and participate in events been identified / studied?  If so, please provide that data.  If not assessed explain why 
not. 
  
IV.  Aesthetic Impacts 

TxDOT has not completed the required aesthetic impact analysis for the whole project including portions of the 
preferred alignment that surround Tucker Hill on the South and East sides as well as other neighborhoods. 
  
Questions: 
·      Why was the aesthetic impact around Tucker Hill, Billingsley property, and the West Grove retail and 
cultural development not assessed? 

·      What are the aesthetic impacts (positive and negative) of the A alignment noted above. 
  
V.  Traffic Analysis 

TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed. TxDOT’s original traffic projection methodology was deemed to be 
incomplete and inconsistent by the Texas A&M Transportation Institute (TTI) in September of 2020. In March 
2021, TTI noted that they still had not been provided traffic data for the “No Build vs Build scenarios”. At that 
time, TTI deemed that the growth rates used in the revised study were acceptable for “short-term growth (from 
2020 to the pivot year of 2040)”. Unfortunately, TxDOT has not addressed how their growth rate calculation 
using linear regression analyses could be acceptable if the baseline year for traffic growth is 2020. In every 
commercial or municipal environment, 2020 is seen as a data anomaly because of the impact of the pandemic 
and an unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes of any kind. TxDOT’s traffic analysis continues to be 
flawed and incomplete. 
  
Questions:   
·      Has an updated traffic analysis been completed using a valid baseline year?  If so, present the results 
including a side by side comparison of the original results using the invalid year with results from the updated 
model. 
·      Are TxDOT’s population growth estimates consistent with other government agencies? If not, why 
not.  Please validate your population estimates and report validation methodologies and results. 
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VI.  Two 90 degree curves 

More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a horizontal curve, and the average crash rate for 
horizontal curves is about three times that of other types of highway segments 
(https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/). In 2022 the United States 
Department of Transportation released their National Roadway Safety Strategy, which endorsed zero fatalities 
as the national goal and promotes building safety into the design of roads. TxDOT did not compare the safety 
risks including injury and fatality based on the highway designs of alternatives A and B. Segment A (the current 
preferred alignment) has two 90 degree curves. It also does not appear that TxDOT considered this safety risk 
in their decision. 
  
As such, TxDOT must include an analysis that compares alternatives A and B on the probability of accidents, 
injury, and fatalities. In addition, TxDOT must justify why they would choose a more dangerous alignment and 
one that goes against the US Department of Transportation’s strategy. 
  
Questions:   
·      What is the increased risk of accidents for the two 90 degree curves designed into alignment A studied 
when compared to the risk of alignment B, which has no sharp curves? 

·      Why didn’t TxDOT study this issue? 

·      What is the expected speed decrease required for the 90 degree curves? 

·       What is the projected increase in noise and pollution impacts caused by rapid deceleration and 
acceleration caused by the two 90 degree curves? 

  
VII.  Community Cohesion 

TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to Tucker Hill with Segment A and 
that there appears to be existing cohesion between Whitley Place, Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper and 
Walnut Grove due to school districting once again is incorrect and appears to show a bias or, simply, a failure 
to conduct proper research. 
  
Segment A will effectively sever Tucker Hill on both the south and eastern sides of the neighborhood from 
McKinney. This is atypical and will leave Tucker Hill, established within the city limits of McKinney in 2008, as 
the only established subdivision completely blocked off from McKinney on two sides of the neighborhood.  In 
fact, the highway will sever Tucker Hill from the districted school, Reeves Elementary in Auburn Hills. It will 
also impact and, possibly, imperil the plans to connect Tucker Hill to both the school and the hike and bike trail 
system already in the city’s plans. The City of McKinney has noted in their planning documents and as Mayor 
Fuller reiterated in his email to Ceason Clemons and TxDOT staff dated February 26th, 2023, Tucker Hill is a 
significant asset to the city. 
  
What may be most troubling, though, is TxDOT’s conclusion that somehow there is no cohesion impact when 
cutting Tucker Hill off from Reeves Elementary, but there appears to be an impact to the Prosper 
neighborhoods due to school zoning. However, the Walnut Grove neighborhood is not districted for Prosper 
ISD. The Mansions of Prosper neighborhood and the Luxe Prosper neighborhood are districted for different 
elementary and high schools than the Whitley Place neighborhood. In fact, Mansions of Prosper and Luxe 
Prosper share school zoning with Tucker Hill. The correct conclusion here should have been that given the 
shared school zoning between these neighborhoods (Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper, Tucker Hill and 
Auburn Hills) and the fact that Tucker Hill would become the only established subdivision to be severed from 
McKinney by the highway on two sides, with respect to community cohesion, Segment B is clearly the better 
alternative. 
  
Concluding that the current HWY 380 is already a severing barrier; therefore, the new alignment will not have a 
negative community and cultural impact is incorrect.  Me, my family, and many residents cross Hwy 380 on 
bike or foot regularly to enjoy the Stonebridge Ranch trials or walk to restaurants and stores about a ½ mile 
away (e.g., Fuzzy’s Taco, EJ Willis Pub, Circle K).  We are also looking forward to the ability to walk to the new 
Whole Foods grocery store and entertainment and dining venues of West Grove less than a mile away.  This 
will be impossible for anyone living on the North side of alignment A if it is chosen. 
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Evidence: 3.6.4 Community Cohesion page 3-57 of the 
DEIS  https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/0135-02-
065%20APPROVED%20US380%20MCKINNEY%20DEIS%202023-01-02.pdf 
 

Prosper ISD Zoning Map https://www.prosper-
isd.net/cms/lib5/TX01918217/Centricity/ModuleInstance/60718/Attendance%20Zones%20Elementary%2022_
23.pdf 
https://www.prosper-
isd.net/cms/lib5/TX01918217/Centricity/ModuleInstance/60718/Attendance%20Zones%20High%2022_23.pdf 
 

McKinney GIS Subdivision Map - 
https://www.mckinneytexas.org/DocumentCenter/View/15198/Subdivisions?bidId= 

 

Email from Fuller to TxDOT 2/26/23 
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1_w3yY5eMwLdD8UVI1OPz7yTuxQu2PL6B33usLFGvqkE/edit?usp=sha
ring 

 

Questions: 
·      Explain how residents living north of 380 will be able to walk or bike across 380 to enjoy the walking paths, 
shops, restaurants, and stores if segment A is built? 

·      How is TxDOT going to address the school district issues as described above. 
  
VIII.  Construction and Noise Pollution 

TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to construction and noise pollution. According to the 
TxDOT handbook this is incorrect and TxDOT must also include: 
  
“Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This section of the EA must identify and explain any impacts 
associated with construction activities. This includes light pollution; impacts associated with physical 
construction activity, temporary lane, road or bridge closures (including detours); and other traffic disruptions. 
Include the expected duration of any construction impacts, and explain any BMPs or other strategies that will 
be used to mitigate such impacts.” 
  
TxDOT must outline and detail all potential impacts during construction for both proposed Segments A and B 
and appropriately evaluate those impacts as part of the study. Importantly, TxDOT should provide all impacts 
and mitigation strategies related to construction prior to proceeding. Critically, with respect to Tucker Hill and 
the surrounding neighborhoods, what are the plans for egress to the neighborhood during construction and 
how will those plans impact the response time of emergency vehicles to points within the neighborhood? 
Seconds matter in an emergency. 
  
Questions: 
· How much longer will it take for EMS to get into Tucker Hill and other neighborhoods and deliver someone to 
the Baylor Scott & White Hospital 1 mile away during construction and after the alignment A is built. 
· Will the noise and air pollution during construction put someone at risk for health problems?  If TxDOT’s 
positions is no, then please prove this position with valid data. 
· Was construction and noise pollution for both the south and east portions of the alignment that surround 
Tucker Hill considered?  If so, please describe in layman’s terms how it was analyzed and what the results 
were. 
· Did TxDOT assess the number of residents that would be affected by construction disruptions as well as 
delayed EMS services that have a pre-existing health condition?  If so, please present the data.  If not, why 
not? 

  
IX.  Shift Closer to Tucker Hill 
TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the already flawed analysis that 
produced a preference for Segment A creates an unfair burden on the residents of Tucker Hill. Once again, 
TxDOT appears to be showing a callous bias toward ‘future development’ rather than a commitment to current 
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residents. It is impossible to fully understand the additional noise pollution, air pollution and other effects 
without additional study. It’s important to note that even with this new shifted Segment A, the cost to construct 
Segment B would be $100M less than Segment A. TxDOT’s actions are placing the residents of Tucker Hill in 
an untenable position and are knowingly causing irreparable harm to the community in favor of future 
development. I strongly object to the proposed shift of the A alignment. 
  
Questions: 
·      Why was this shift made?  Include information about it’s impact on Billingsley’s property. 
·      Are the analyses in current DEIS based on this shift?  If so, list all analyses that took this shift into account 
(e.g., air & noise pollution, aesthetic impact, environmental impact). 
  
X.  Air Pollution 

Air pollution is a documented public health emergency, and can affect every organ in the body, including 
cognition. Children and the elderly are disproportionately vulnerable to air pollution, specifically PM2.5, and 
more so if they live in close proximity to a highway. Air pollution can cause a multitude of diseases in adults, 
including heart disease, and can breach the placental barrier during pregnancy, causing miscarriages and birth 
defects. These impacts are well documented in the scientific literature. TxDOT should not proceed with this 
project until they have conducted a full study of existing and future air pollution on this highway, both at the 
regional scale and immediately adjacent to the highway. TxDOT must be compliant with EPA’s health-based 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 
The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill neighborhood on the South and East sides. Winds in 
McKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-East meaning that for more days than not air pollution 
will be blown into and settle on the residents of Tucker Hill. 
It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT utilized an airspeed of 1 MPH. The average 
wind speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH, and the prevailing winds are from the south and south-east. It 
appears that an additional study must be completed to correctly understand what the adverse effects of air 
pollution would be on the Tucker Hill population. Additionally, if Segment A is selected, monitoring devices 
must be installed to monitor air quality before, during and after construction. 
  
The DEIS fails to address air pollution from traffic beyond tailpipe emissions. A growing body of academic 
research cites brake wear and tire friction as primary pollutants from traffic. The DEIS has not addressed either 
of these sources of pollutants, nor does it address benzene or Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs). We 
request that TxDOT complete detailed analyses of each of these pollutants, and compare pollutant levels on 
380 (for each pollutant) to expected levels during and after construction Segment A. 
  
The DEIS notes in several places that expected proliferation of electric vehicles (EVs) should improve air 
pollution in this corridor. This is not only abdicating responsibility for mitigating air pollution, but a 
misrepresentation of electric vehicles and their environmental benefits. While EVs do reduce tailpipe emissions 
from internal combustion engines (ICEs), they do nothing to reduce pollution from non-tailpipe sources 
including brake dust and tire friction. Pollution from tire friction may worsen in EVs due to increases in vehicle 
weight from electric batteries. Further, Texas’ electric grid is far from clean, and EVs that source their energy 
from unclean sources are, therefore, unclean themselves. 
The Mobile Source Air Toxins analysis in the DEIS is lacking and includes only a qualitative analysis. The 
DEIS claims that MSAT will decrease with time because of improved federal standards. We argue that this is 
an outsourcing of responsibility to mitigate air pollution in the 380 corridor, and request that TxDOT complete a 
quantitative MSAT analysis and a health impact assessment for all criteria pollutants. 
 

Questions: 
Even if not required to be measured by TxDOT, what are the currently known traffic air pollutants considered 
toxic that may pose a risk to humans? 

Why was 1 mile an hour wind used in the air pollution models versus the actual average wind speed in 
McKinney? 

Was air pollution modeled taking into account the south and east portions of the proposed Hwy that surrounds 
McKinney? 

Was wind direction taken into account in the predictive models?  If not, why not? 
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XII.  Quality of Comments Collected 

As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in soliciting comments. In 
addition to submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill residents, comments were solicited via Facebook 
with no links to the underlying studies or segment alternatives. TxDOT must vet all of the comments collected 
during the scoping project fully and determine that they were legitimately provided by residents. If the 
comments were not legitimate, they should be stricken from the project record. 
  
Questions: 
·  Did TxDOT vet comments for validity? 

·  Why were invalid comments not stricken from the record and the public was not made aware? 

Why was the evidence submitted to TXDOT not considered?  
 

Evidence - From Zach Schnider’s - Darling’s son in law’s IP address 

https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1f0Jo01FNsV7a1xBHJhWYLlSwmES6oRBdUZJ4DRjAya4/edit?usp=
sharing 

 

  
XIII.  NEPA 

Paraphrasing from The Council on Environmental Quality (2021), TxDOT is obligated to evaluate feasible 
alternatives in enough detail so that a reader can compare and contrast the environmental effects of the 
various alternatives. Of note, NEPA reasonable alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from the 
technical and economic standpoint, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of TxDOT. 
  
“NEPA is About People and Places” 
  
"Impacts include ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health impacts, whether adverse 
or beneficial. It is important to note that human beings are part of the environment (indeed, that is why 
Congress used the phrase “human environment” in NEPA), so when an EIS is prepared and economic or 
social and natural or physical environmental effects are interrelated, the EIS should discuss all of these 
effects." 
  
It is clear that TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst, unsavory. I ask that TxDOT 
respond to each of the issues discussed.  As it stands, if TxDOT proceeds with their preferred Segment A they 
will be irreparably harming the residents of Tucker Hill, unfairly seizing the residents’ ability to enjoy their 
neighborhood, severing them from their broader community and, potentially, justifying it with a fatally flawed 
Environmental Impact Study. 
  
XIV.  In order to ensure resolution and the creation of the best project possible, I request that: 
TxDOT issue a second draft of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in the current draft EIS. 
Ensure that any Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) has a 90-day review period, with an official 
public comment period, and that the FEIS be unbundled from the Record of Decision 

  
It was brought to my attention that the water supply cannot meet the growth demand projected in this study. 
Why are you not taking the water supply into account when planning to build a highway for unsustainable 
demand.  
 
 

 

Sincerely, 
Amy Limas 

 
 

See attached link for more details and evidence  
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From: Amy Miller 

Sent: Tuesday, April 18, 2023 7:00 AM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: US 380 Bypass

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

  

NO to Segment A 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass 

from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, 

reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption 

to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Sincerely, 

Amy Miller 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:41 PM 

To: Amy Randall

Subject: RE: Comment on proposed construction//McKinney 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Amy Randall 

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 8:39 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Comment on proposed construction//McKinney 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B  

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment 
A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass 
from Coit Road to FM 1827.  

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C115fa4eb95f04fcf0aa908db19e0eea1%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638132226089036495%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=fOxNcM%2Bks7lbAXNsugBCkOf%2FdmUwhjIKyxr9ILgsUzw%3D&reserved=0


From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 8:48 AM 

To: Amy Thompson 

Subject: RE: US380 Bypass NE McKinney: Oppose C, Support D 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Amy Thompson

Sent: Monday, February 27, 2023 4:55 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: US380 Bypass NE McKinney: Oppose C, Support D 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres,  

 

I am writing to express my strong preference for Segment D for the US380 Bypass targeted for NE 

McKinney. 

 

I am a resident of Collin County and live in Allen, but my in-laws live in McKinney and are one of the at 

least 29 private residences that will be directly impacted if Segment C is chosen. Segment C would result 

in a 6 lane highway 200 feet from their house. Their land is a working farm, with cattle and horses, hay 

and pecan harvesting, and is a frequent gathering spot for our family, including my 3 boys. I know it's 

easy to look at the numbers and see just that - numbers. But their land is their home - it is a peaceful 

and beautiful retreat, which will be completely ruined if Segment C is chosen. 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cba43604956e24738254e08db199bd70c%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131929332562302%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Cj1fBUnBmggMRAmQawNFxyCGUzu2JzS0sazedkxTIaI%3D&reserved=0


Based on everything I have seen and read, Segment D is by far the logical choice for the bypass, as it will 

have significantly less impact on residences and businesses. I urge you to consider the following points 

as this decision is reached: 

• Segment C affects and displaces significantly more homes, businesses and community 

resources: 

o Segment D will only impact 7 private residences, while Segment C will impact 29 private 

residences. 

o Segment D will only impact 4 businesses, while Segment C will impact 15 businesses. 

o Segment D will impact 0 community resources, while Segment C will impact 7 

community resources. 

• Segment C would divide residential and farming/ranching communities.  

• Segment C would severely damage one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin 

County. 

• Segment C would destroy 71% more acres of forests and woodlands, and 141% more acres of 

grassland and prairie. 

• Segment C would disturb wetlands and suitable habitats for threatened species, and wildlife 

including beavers, river otters, turtles, migratory and non-migratory birds and frogs. 

• Segment C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. 

• Segment C would have worse traffic performance, including lower traffic capacity, longer travel 

times, slower travel speeds and more elevation changes. 

Segment D is clearly the best option. I question why C is even being considered given all of the above. 

Please do the right and logical thing, and support Segment D. 

 

Thank you, 

Amy Thompson 
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From: Andrea 

Sent: Monday, April 17, 2023 4:58 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: NO to Segment A

This email originated from outside of the organiza�on. Do not click links or open a�achments unless you recognize the 

sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and ci�zen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construc�on of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass 

from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an exis�ng op�on, Segment B, that will cost less, 

reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disrup�on 

to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of ci�zens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred op�on for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Andrea Davila 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Andrea & Jason Erter  

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 12:13 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to 380 Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Hello, 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Andrea Erter 

 

 

 

 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Monday, March 6, 2023 11:17 AM 

To: andrea vega

Subject: RE: 380 Bypass NE McKinney: Oppose C, Support D 380 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: andrea vega 

Sent: Monday, March 6, 2023 9:56 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 Bypass NE McKinney: Oppose C, Support D 380 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

 * C severely damages one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin County. 

* C destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodlands and 141% more acres of grassland and prairie. 

* C disturbs the wetlands that serve as a refuge for wildlife, including beavers, river otters, turtles, 

migratory and non-migratory water and forest birds, frogs, etc. 

* C eliminates a large area of suitable habitat for endangered/threatened species. 

* C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife (prefers Segment D). 

* C divides residential and farming/ranching communities. 

* C affects and displaces significantly more homes, businesses, and community resources. 

* C has worse traffic performance (lower traffic capacity, slower travel speeds, and more elevation 

changes). 

 

Sent from my iPhone 

 

[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) 

message]<https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsa

fety%2Ftraffic-safety-



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:40 PM 

To: Andrew B 

Subject: RE: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Andrew B

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 7:42 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction 
of Segment A and support Segment B. 
 

 

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C5ec088ed19634170ac3c08db19e11279%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638132226680568312%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=PU0COk%2B0zWS%2FywFFEgPpYa0%2BBM16PCYlw1VIyEk8nac%3D&reserved=0


From: Andy Martin

Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2023 10:12 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: No to Segment A, Hwy 380 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Andrew Martin 

1512 Canyon Wren Dr 

Mckinney 

 



Andrew McCaffrey
Whitley Place
3440 Spicewood Drive
Prosper, TX 75078

US 380 - Coit Road to FM 1827, Collin County, Texas
CSJs 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, & 0135-15-002

Comments on Draft EIS (2023-01-02)

My name is Andrew McCaffrey, I join the comments provided by some of my neighbors in
Whitley Place by providing the following comment:

Environment Justice - Low Income and Minority Populations

Section 2.3.2 Comparison of Reasonable Alternative does not consider the Americans with

Disabilities Act, Amended 2008 (ADAA) (42 U.S.C. 12101), in its environmental justice

assessment.

It is unfortunate that TxDOT did not consider the ADAA and the minority population of people

with disabilities in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). Minority populations are

normally identified with census track data. However, populations of persons with disabilities are

very diverse and dispersed throughout the community and region, which makes it impossible to

use census track data to identify people with disabilities as a minority population. People with

disabilities are also protected by HIPAA, which restricts access to individuals’ heath information.

The ADAA was passed by congress 14 years after President Clinton issued Environmental

Justice Executive Order (EO) 12898. The EO’s purpose is to achieve environmental protection

for all communities, which today, by way of the ADAA, includes the minority populations of

people with disabilities.

TxDOT, in its Community Impacts Assessment Technical Report (DEIS - Appendix K),

acknowledges, “Vulnerable populations (e.g., people with disabilities and children), during the

US 380 Feasibility Study.” However, a meaningful assessment would have included the ADAA

in the DEIS’s environmental assessment. EO12898 (Environmental Justice) directs federal

agencies to “identify and address the disproportionately high and adverse human health or

environmental effects of their actions on minority and low-income populations, to the greatest

extent practicable and permitted by law.”



Unfortunately, while TxDOT continued in the process of selecting a preferred route for U.S. 380

none of the reports, including US 380 Feasibility Study, Community Impacts Assessment

Technical Report, and the DEIS, considered the ADAA or the purposes of the Act. The



purposes of the ADAA are “to carry out the ADA's objectives of providing ‘a clear and

comprehensive national mandate for the elimination of discrimination’ and ‘clear, strong,

consistent, enforceable standards addressing discrimination’ by reinstating a broad scope of

protection to be available under the ADA.” The ADAA reinforces the right of people with

disabilities to fully participate in all aspects of society, because “people with physical or mental

disabilities are frequently precluded from doing so because of prejudice, antiquated attitudes, or

the failure to remove societal and institutional barriers.”

The Environmental Justice (EO 12898) assessment should consider the ADAA and the minority

community of people with disabilities. The community cannot be determined by census track

data, but the DEIS Study Area’s population benefiting from needed therapeutic and other

services, in all fairness, represents a minority community of people with disabilities. The

assessment should give weight to public comments supporting ManeGait’s community of people

with disabilities and the therapeutic services they receive, because a majority of the people with

disabilities may not be able to speak for themselves.

RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO FINAL EIS

DEIS US 380 McKinney, Coit Road to FM 1827, Collin County, Texas; CSJ

0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, & 0135-15-002 (December 2022)

2.3.2 Comparison of Reasonable Alternatives (PAGE 2-30)

Community Facilities (PAGE 2-31) - Should identify ManeGait as a facility providing

essential therapeutic and other services to a minority population of people with disabilities as

recounted in the ADAA.

Figure 2-15 Continued: Alternatives Comparison Matrix (PAGE 2-34)

The line in the matrix referring to Low-Income and Minority Populations & the columns for

Brown and Gold Alternatives, requires revision. “Are there EJ communities that will suffer

disproportionately high or adverse impacts - yes or no?” The answer is YES!



YES - 1: A minority population of people with disabilities, as recounted in the ADAA, may

suffer disproportionately high or adverse impacts. The minority community cannot be

determined by census track data, but the DEIS Study Area recognizes the minority population of

people with disabilities that are benefiting from therapeutic and other essential services provided

by ManeGait.

3.6.3.4 Neighborhood Access and Travel Patterns

Purple Alternative (A+E+D) (PAGE 3-53)

I support the traditional alternative design for the N. Custer Road and US 380 interchange which

TxDOT presented at the DEIS public meetings. It is debatable whether the diverging diamond

interchange (DDI) will improve safety. In fact, it may create an unsafe interchange.

The Missouri Department of Transportation (MoDOT) published a Technical Report (Missouri’s

Experience with a Diverging Diamond Interchange) in May 2010. The report points out the

advantages of DDI as well as the disadvantages, which suggests the design may not be

applicable for N. Custer Road with its 50 mph speed limit. The first disadvantage identified in

the technical report is the speed of through traffic. "MoDOT’s experience is that, for through

traffic, it is desirable for regular passenger vehicles to be able to proceed through a DDI at 20-30

mph without encroaching upon an adjacent lane. MoDOT’s past and current designs are allowing

speeds of about 25 mph.”

3.6.5 Environmental Justice

Build Alternatives (PAGE 3-61)

The third paragraph requires changes to recognize that the ADAA provides people with

disabilities the right to fully participate in all aspects of society, yet the DEIS may be precluding

this minority population of people with disabilities from participating in therapeutic and other

essential services necessary to ensure equality of opportunity and full participation in American

society. Although people with disabilities are not specifically defined in EO 12898 or USDOT

Order 5610.2c, the environmental justice assessment should consider the ADAA which was



passed by Congress 14 years after President Clinton issued EO 12898 to “provide a clear and

comprehensive national mandate for the elimination of discrimination against individuals with

disabilities” .

The Segment B’s environmental impact assessment should recognize the ADAA and the

minority community of people with disabilities benefiting from therapeutic and other essential

services. The assessment should also designate ManeGait as an essential service provider for the

community of people with disabilities, which is comparatively more essential than service

suppliers supporting other minority groups. ManeGait is a PATH Premier Accredited Center

providing essential services to people with disabilities including: Autism Spectrum Disorder,

Cerebral Palsy, Intellectual Disability, Developmental Delay, Down Syndrome, ADD/ADHD,

Sensory Processing Disorder, Traumatic Brain Injury, Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder, among

many other disabilities defined in the ADAA.

The final sentence of the paragraph refers the reader to Appendix K for additional information

about ManeGait and its services. Appendix K will also require changes noted below.

3.9 Protected Lands (PAGE 3-77)

3.9.1.1 Public Parkland Recreational Facilities Protected by Section 4(f)

The selection of the DEIS needs to expand on Section 4(f) protections for the Brown or Gold

Alternatives (Segment B). Selection of Segment B would have a devastating impact on the Town

of Prosper’s Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Master Plan and Hike and the Bike Trail Master

Plan.

Segment B would render Rutherford Park and the Prosper Independent School District’s planned

Nature Center, along with Ladera and Wandering Creek Parks and and the trail system within the

Rutherford Creek Greenbelt useless or unusable.

As a resident of Whitley Place, I STRONGLY oppose Segment B. I

support retaining the Section 4(f) protection for Rutherford, Ladera

and Wandering Creek Parks, along with the trail system connecting

the parks.



DEIS - APPENDIX K - Community Impacts Assessment Technical Report (July

2022)

3.4 Community Facilities (by Segment Focus Area)

3.4.1 Segments A-B (PAGE 13)

The paragraph at the bottom of page 13 requires changes to properly identify ManeGait as an

essential service provider, and properly define “vulnerable populations” as a minority

community of people with disabilities as recounted in the ADAA.

“Vulnerable populations” are, in fact, a minority community of people with disabilities recounted

in the ADAA, and entitled to an environmental justice assessment of the potential negative

environmental impacts introduced by Segment B.

ManeGait is a PATH Premier Accredited Center providing essential services to a minority

population of people with disabilities including: Autism Spectrum Disorder, Cerebral Palsy,

Intellectual Disability, Developmental Delay, Down Syndrome, ADD/ADHD, Sensory

Processing Disorder, Traumatic Brain Injury, Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder, among many other

disabilities defined in the ADAA.

Figure 4: (PAGE 13) Community Facilities Adjacent to Segments A and B. Line 22,

Additional Notes. Should be revised changing “community volunteer support” to -

Equine-assisted therapy facility, providing therapeutic and other essential services to an ADAA

community of Americans with Disabilities.

DEIS - APPENDIX M - Protected Lands

Appendix M does not include any information about the Section 4(f) protected parks in Prosper.

The Appendices requires revision/updating to describe and illustrate the Section 4(f) protected

parks and trail system.



From: Andy Baragona

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 8:06 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   

 

Andy Baragona  



From: Angee Webb 

Sent: Friday, March 10, 2023 8:18 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 bypass  

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Hello, 

I am a resident of Tucker Hill, live on Grassmere, and back up to the land that the bypass will encroach 

on. I have recently found out it may be pushed even closer to me to avoid the construction that 

Billingsley is about to start. I am a single mom and my home is the biggest investment I have. I am 

staying here forever. Tucker Hill is magical and has been a safe haven for me and my son.  This will not 

only ruin our paradise but also affect my real estate value. I’m begging you all to reconsider this plan. 

�������� 

Thank you, 

Angee Webb 

2304 Grassmere Lane 

Mckinney 
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From: Angee Webb 

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 8:54 AM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: 380 bypass Segment A concerns 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

To whom it may concern: 
  
I am a resident in Tucker Hill live at 2304 Grassmere Lane. I have a 10 year old son and 
am extremely concerned with the choice of segment A vs. B for numerous reasons. 
Thank you for your time and consideration with my concerns below.  
 

As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of 
Segment A over Segment B is fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150 
million more, applies criteria to support their decision inconsistently, and provides 
numerous biased, false, and inconsistent findings in their environmental study. 
Furthermore, there is objective evidence of politicalmaneuvering, campaigning, and 
rezoning efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed 
TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn these actions as unethical and improper. 

  
The preferred segment should be chosen based on thefacts and what the Council on 
Environmental Quality(CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021), decisions on an alignment must 
be based on what is practical and feasible from a technical and economic 
standpoint, rather than what is desirable from the standpoint of the agency 
(i.e, TxDOT). 

  
As a McKinney homeowner, I believe a bypass may berequired to support growth in the 
northern corridor.However, in selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do 
harm to a significant percentage of McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant 
fiscal irresponsibility. This decision is made more egregious with the existence of a viable 
lower impact alternative. It appears irrefutable that Segment B is the better 
alternativeand that there are serious flaws in the conclusionsreached by TxDOT and in 
the underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS). 

  
Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants that 
cause harm to humans and arigorous health impact analysis to understand both current 
and future impacts. If TxDOT will not mitigate these harms, then TxDOT should at the 
very least do a rigorous analysis of these harms and explicitly note the opportunities we 
forgo with the current preferred alignment. The pollution appendices are missing critical 
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analyses and portions are invalid as presented. This project should not proceed until 
those egregious omissions and errors are corrected. 

  
In order to ensure resolution and the creation of the bestproject possible, we request that
: 

  
● TxDOT issue a second draft of the EIS to correctsignificant deficiencies in the 

current draft EIS. 
● Any Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS)have a 90-day review period, 

with an official publiccomment period, and that the FEIS be unbundledfrom the 
Record of Decision 

  
  

The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A: 
  

● Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes 2versus 5. However, segment A is 
one mile longer, has 6 new interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential major 
utility conflicts versus just two for Segment B and displaces 15 businesses versus 
zero businesses for Segment B. 

● Segment B would have less of an environmental impact. Segment A would 
encroach on twice the wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and 
streams and more acreage of forests, prairies and grasslands than Segment B. 
Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged over 150 
years. Finally, there would be no hazardousmaterial sites impacted on Segment B 
and TXDOT has identified 2 with Segment A. 

● Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to 
the taxpayers is thatthe estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly$200M 
more than Segment B. 

● Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 
Highway increasing the risk ofwork zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic 
patterns. Additionally, the requirement to lower the existing grade in bedrock and 
cantilever local lanes in a restricted ROW width, while preferred for the longterm, will 
significantly increase the construction time, safety risk and disruption 
compared to route B.Priority has not been given to safety and theincreased risk 
of fatal accidents, including thoseinduced by a change in grade and, not one, but 
two 90 degree turns. 

● TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lowerpotential impacts to planned 
future residential homes.It appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of 
unidentified future residents, property investors or developers over the impact of 
existing McKinney residents. The voices of the current residents should be a priority 
over unidentified future residents. 

● TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed 
residences underconstruction west of Custer Road. Once again, thisappears to 
accrue to the benefit of future residents or current investors, not the current 
residents of McKinney. 
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● TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic 
Horsemanship property, the subject of substantial public concern”. In fact, there is 
no great “public concern” over MainGait. The facility does serve a noble 
purpose, but that purpose isnowhere near the public concern of the impact to the 
existing residents of Tucker Hill who include retired veterans, disabled residents 
(both young and old), seniors 55+ and countless children. More concerning to 

  

members of Tucker Hill and the surroundingMcKinney community is that TxDOT 
calls out the impact of the ROW to the property belonging to the founder of 
MainGait. The founder of MainGait is noordinary philanthropist, but, Bill Darling, a 
former real estate developer and home builder who stands to gain personally by the 
selection of Segment A over B.In particular, Bill Darling and/or other associates of 
the Darling company, leveraged ownership of 43 Tucker Hill lots to submit 
comments against Segment B in favor of Segment A – essentially impersonated 
residents of Tucker Hill. TxDOT’s own findings indicate that the continued emphasis 
on ManeGait is unwarranted and has stated Segment B “would not make the 
ManeGait inaccessible to persons with disabilities and would not violate the 
Americans with Disabilities Act.” Furthermore and perhaps most egregious is that 
ManeGait stated and TxDOT perpetuated the false claim that ManeGait provides 
“essential” services to protected citizens, which was a misrepresentation and may 
have swayed public opinion. 

  
In direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT stillconcluded Segment A was the 
preferred route option. 

  
TxDOT relied on the EIS to support their conclusion. Of critical concern to Tucker Hill 
and the greater McKinney community is what appears to be flaws in the underlying 
TxDOT analysis and interpretation of the EIS. I will attempt to detail each of my 
concerns individually. My commentshowever, are not meant to be a complete listing of 
the errors or omissions in the study, but simply those that this compressed timeframe 
has allowed me to identify. 

  
Noise Pollution 

The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased. The importance of this is 
underscored by the existing scientific literature showing the association between traffic 
and related noise on physical and mental health. The study evaluated only a 
single barrier south ofthe community. It appears the study was biased towardproviding 
more data around MainGait, a facility with transient guests, then Tucker Hill, a 
community of over 380 homes with plans for over 600. Additionally, it appears that there 
has been no regard taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous veteran residents, elderly residents 
or our residents with disabilities – collectively, who likely outnumber MainGait’s transient 
guests. In fact, Tucker Hill was classified, by TxDOT, as a standard residential area with 
an acceptable NAC level of 67 and precluded from participating in any future noise 
studies. This is both incorrect and unacceptable. 
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Tucker Hill is a “front porch” community and every home isdesigned with a front porch 
that encourages outdoor activities and interactions between neighbors. Tucker Hill 

should be reclassified as Category A to preserve theessence of the neighborhood and the 
neighborhood should be included in any future noise abatement studies. 

  
The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise on 
the community. Yet,TxDOT, while proposing to surround the neighborhood onboth the 
south and east side with a highway, believes thenoise impact to be acceptable. TxDOT 
has not met their burden in any way, and moving forward with flawed data will cause 
irreparable harm to the residents of Tucker Hill, especially the young, elderly and 
disabled who do not regularly leave the neighborhood. A new noise study must be 
conducted with more receptors and sound barriers across both the south and east side 
of the neighborhood must be included in any Segment A option. Finally, it appears 
untenable that TxDOT could make anyconclusion about the noise impact on Tucker Hill 
without fully understanding the impact of their proposed Segment A shift on the east side 
of the neighborhood. 

  
Community Impacts 

TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park and the Tucker Hill Community 
Center in their community impact study as the only community spaces without 
identifying the population they serve. First, Tucker Hillhouses a community center, two 
town squares, two community parks, a community pool, a dog park, two fire pits, an 
amphitheater and a rooftop event space in the Harvard Park commercial area. The 
community spaces can be found filled with residents on almost any sunny day. Tucker 
Hill hosts many little league practices from Prosper and McKinney in our neighborhood 
parks and is aChristmas Holiday destination for people all across theregion to visit our 
lighted homes. Furthermore, the community has a long history of events supporting 
organizations like Ethan for Autism, 29 Acres and the Down Syndrome Guild of Dallas. 
TxDOT has notdemonstrated that they have completed any research intothe impacted 
population (including children of all ages, elderly, seniors 55+, veterans and residents 
with disabilities) of these facilities. Once again, this is an egregious omission and 
appears to show substantial bias for MainGait and other facilities that serve guests as 
opposed to residents. 

  
Aesthetic Impacts 

TxDOT has not completed the required aesthetic impact analysis for the whole project. 
  
Traffic Analysis 

TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed. TxDOT’s original traffic projection methodology 
was deemed to be incomplete and inconsistent by the Texas A&M Transportation 
Institute (TTI) in September of 2020. In March 2021, TTI noted that they still had not 
beenprovided traffic data for the “No Build vs Build scenarios”. At that time 

, TTI deemed that the growth rates used in the revised study were acceptable for 
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“short-term growth (from 2020 to the pivot year of 2040)”.Unfortunately, TxDOT has not 
addressed how their growth rate calculation using a linear regression could be 
acceptable if the baseline year for traffic growth is 2020. In every commercial or 
municipal environment, 2020 is seen as a data anomaly because of the impact of the 
pandemic and an unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes of any kind. 
TxDOT’s traffic analysis continues to be flawed andincomplete. 

  
Two 90 degree curves 

More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a horizontal curve, and the 
average crash rate for horizontal curves is about three times that of other types of 
highway segments 
(https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/). In 2022 the 
United States Department of Transportation released their National Roadway Safety 
Strategy, which endorsed zero fatalities as the national goal and promotes building 
safety into the design ofroads. TxDOT did not compare the safety risks includinginjury 
and fatality based on the highway designs of alternatives A and B. Segment A (the 
current preferred alignment) has two 90 degree curves. It also does not appear that 
TxDOT considered this safety risk in their decision. 

  
As such, TxDOT must include an analysis that compares alternatives A and B on the 
probability of accidents, injury,and fatalities. In addition, TxDOT must justify why they 
would choose a more dangerous alignment and one that goes against the US 
Department of Transportation’s strategy. 

  
Community Cohesion 

TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to Tucker Hill 
with Segment A and that there appears to be existing cohesion between Whitley 
Place, Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper and WalnutGrove due to school districting 
once again is incorrect and appears to show a bias or, simply, a failure to conduct proper 
research. 

  
Segment A will effectively sever Tucker Hill on both the south and eastern sides of the 
neighborhood from McKinney. This is atypical and will leave Tucker Hill, established 
within the city limits of McKinney in 2008, asthe only established subdivision completely 
blocked off from McKinney on two sides of the neighborhood. In fact, the highway will 
sever Tucker Hill from the districted school, Reeves Elementary in Auburn Hills. It will 
alsoimpact and, possibly, imperil the plans to connect TuckerHill to both the school and 
the hike and bike trail system already in the city’s plans. The City of McKinney has noted 
in their planning documents and as Mayor Fuller reiterated in his email to Ceason 

Clemons and TxDOT staff dated February 26th, 2023,Tucker Hill is a significant asset to 
the city. 

  
What may be most troubling, though, is TxDOT’s conclusion that somehow there is no 
cohesion impact when cutting Tucker Hill off from Reeves Elementary, but there appears 
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to be an impact to the Prosper neighborhoods due to school zoning. However, the 
Walnut Grove neighborhood is not districted for Prosper ISD. The Mansions of Prosper 
neighborhood and the Luxe Prosper neighborhood are districted for different 
elementary andhigh schools than the Whitley Place neighborhood. In fact,Mansions of 
Prosper and Luxe Prosper share school zoning with Tucker Hill. The correct conclusion 
here should have been that given the shared school zoning between these 
neighborhoods (Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper, Tucker Hill and Auburn Hills) and 
the fact that Tucker Hill would become the only established subdivision to be severed 
from McKinney by the highway on two sides, with respect to community cohesion, 
Segment B is clearly the better alternative. 

  
Construction and Noise Pollution 

TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to construction and noise 
pollution. According to the TxDOThandbook this is incorrect and TxDOT must also includ
e: 

  
“Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This section of the EA must 
identify and explain any impacts associated with construction activities. This 
includes light pollution; impacts associated withphysical construction activity, 
temporary lane, road or bridge closures (including detours); and other traffic 
disruptions. Include the expected duration of any construction impacts, and explain 
any BMPs or other strategies that will be used to mitigate such impacts.” 

  
TxDOT must outline and detail all potential impacts during construction for both 
proposed Segments A and B and appropriately evaluate those impacts as part of the 
study.Importantly, TxDOT should provide all impacts andmitigation strategies related to 
construction prior to proceeding. Critically, with respect to Tucker Hill and the 
surrounding neighborhoods, what are the plans for egress to the neighborhood during 
construction and how willthose plans impact the response time of emergencyvehicles to 
points within the neighborhood? 

  
Shift Closer to Tucker Hill 

TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the 
already flawed analysis thatproduced a preference for Segment A creates an unfair 

burden on the residents of Tucker Hill. Once again, TxDOT appears to be showing a 
callous bias toward‘future development’ rather than a commitment to currentresidents. It 
is impossible to fully understand the additional noise pollution, air pollution and other 
effects without additional study. It’s important to note that even with this new shifted 
Segment A, the cost to construct Segment B would be $100M less than Segment A. 
TxDOT’s actions are placing the residents of Tucker Hill in an untenable position and are 
knowingly causing irreparable harm to the community in favor of future development. I 
strongly object to the proposed shift of the A alignment. 

  
Air Pollution 
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Air pollution is a documented public health emergency,and can affect every organ in the 
body, including cognition. Children and the elderly are disproportionately vulnerable to air 
pollution, specifically PM2.5, and more so if they live in close proximity to a highway. Air 
pollution can cause a multitude of diseases in adults, including heart disease, and can 
breach the placental barrier during pregnancy, causing miscarriages and birth defects. 
These impacts are well documented and have been noted in academic studies for over a 
decade. TxDOT should not proceed with this project until they have conducted a full 
study of existing and future air pollution on this highway, both at the 
regional scale and immediately adjacent to the highway.TxDOT must be compliant with 
EPA’s health-based National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

  
The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill neighborhood on the South 
and East sides. Winds inMcKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-East 
meaning that for more days than not air pollution will be blown and settled on the 
residents of Tucker Hill. 

  
  
It appears that the model for the air pollution study usedby TxDOT utilized an airspeed of 
1 MPH. The average wind speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the prevailing 
winds are from the south and south-east. It appears that additional study must be 
completed tocorrectly understand what the adverse effects of airpollution would be on 
the Tucker Hill population.Additionally, if Segment A is selected, monitoring devices must 
be installed to monitor air quality before, during and after construction. 

  
  
The DEIS fails to address air pollution from traffic beyondtailpipe emissions. A growing 
body of academic research cites brake wear and tire friction as primary pollutants from 
traffic. The DEIS has not addressed either of these sources of pollutants, nor does it 
address benzene or Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs). We request that TxDOT 
complete detailed analyses of each of thesepollutants, and compare pollutant levels on 
380 (for each pollutant) to expected levels during and after construction Segment A. 

The DEIS notes in several places that expected proliferation of electric vehicles (EVs) 
should improve airpollution in this corridor. This is not only abdicatingresponsibility for 
mitigating air pollution, but a misrepresentation of electric vehicles and their 
environmental benefits. While EVs do reduce tailpipe emissions from internal 
combustion engines (ICEs), they do nothing to reduce pollution from non-tailpipe 
sources including brake dust and tire friction. Pollution from tire friction may worsen in 
EVs due to increases in vehicle weight from electric batteries. Further, Texas’ electric 
grid is far from clean, and EVs that source their energy from unclean sources are, 
therefore, unclean themselves. 

  
  
The Mobile Source Air Toxins analysis in the DEIS is lacking and includes only a 
qualitative analysis. The DEIS claims that MSAT will decrease with time because of 
improved federal standards. We argue that this is an outsourcing of responsibility to 
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mitigate air pollution in the 380 corridor, and request that TxDOT complete a 
quantitative MSAT analysis and a health impactassessment for all criteria pollutants. 

  
  
  
  
  
Quality of Comments Collected 

As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in 
soliciting comments. In addition to submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill 
residents, comments were solicited via Facebook with nolinks to the underlying studies 
or segment alternatives.TxDOT must vet all of the comments collected during the 
scoping project fully and determine that they were legitimately provided by residents. If 
the comments were not legitimate, they should be stricken from the project record. 

  
NEPA 

Paraphrasing from The Council on Environmental Quality (2021), TxDOT is obligated to 
evaluate feasible alternatives in enough detail so that a reader can compare and 
contrast the environmental effects of the variousalternatives. Of note, NEPA reasonable 
alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from the technical and economic 
standpoint, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of TxDOT. 

  
“NEPA is About People and Places” 

  
"Impacts include ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health 
impacts, whether adverse orbeneficial. It is important to note that human beings are part 
of the environment (indeed, that is why Congress used the phrase “human 

environment” in NEPA), so when an EIS is prepared andeconomic or social and natural 
or physical environmental effects are interrelated, the EIS should discuss all of 
these effects." 

  
  
It is clear that TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst, 
unsavory. I ask that TxDOT respond to each of the issues discussed. As it stands, if 
TxDOT proceeds with their preferred Segment A they will be irreparably harming the 
residents of Tucker Hill, unfairly seizing the residents’ ability to enjoy their 
neighborhood, severing them from their broadercommunity and, potentially, justifying it 
with a fatally flawed Environmental Impact Study. 

  
  
Regards, 
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Induced Demand 

1. RMI SHIFT Calculator 
2. RMI_SHIFT (STATE HIGHWAY INDUCED FREQUENCE OF TRAVEL) 
CALCULATOR_About the methodology 

3. American Economic Review_2011_TheFundamental Law of Road Congestion: Evi
dence from US Cities 

4. California EPA Air Resources Board_2014_PolicyBrief_Impact of Highway Capacity and
 Induced Travel on Passenger Vehicle Use and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

5. UC Davis_2015_Policy Brief_Increasing HighwayCapacity Unlikely to Relieve Traffic 
Congestion 

  
  
Case Studies & TxDOT Publications 

1. Air Alliance Houston_2019_Health Impact Assessmentof the North Houston Highway I
mprovement Project 

2. Air Alliance Houston_2022_Why are we still buildinghighways? 
3. TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS 
4. TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS Appendix P Air Quality 
5. TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS Appendix V GreenhouseGas and Climate Change 

6. Thomson Reuters Foundation_2022_In 'world's mostpolluted city', Indian workers u
naware of toxic air 

7. Reuters_2021_Pollution likely to cut 9 years of lifeexpectancy of 40% of Indians 
8. The Guardian_2022_‘It’s just more and more lanes’ theTexan revolt against giant new 

highways 
  

9. The New York Times_2022_Can Portland Be aClimate Leader Without Reducing D
riving? 

10. TxDOT_2023_TxDOT Statewide On-
RoadGreenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis and Climate Change Assessment Update 
Summer 2023 

11. TxDOT_2018_Technical Report_Statewide On-
RoadGreenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis and Climate Change Assessment 

  
  
Tailpipe Emissions vs. Tire Friction Pollution 

1. The Guardian_2022_Car Tyres Produce Vastly MoreParticle Pollution Than Exhausts, 
Tests Show 

2. Jalopnik_2022_Emissions from Tire Wear Are a Whole LotWorse Than We Thought 
  
  
Congestion vs. Idling Emissions 

1. City Observatory_2017_Urban Myth Busting: Congestion,Idling, and Carbon Emissions 
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2. Transportation Research_2012_Congestion andemissions mitigation: A comparison of 
capacity, demand, and vehicle based strategies 

  
  
Policy vs. Behavior Changes 

1. Transportation Research InterdisciplinaryPerspectives_2023_Driven by head or heart? 
Testing the effect of rational and emotional anti-speeding messages on self-
reported speeding intentions 

  
  
Effects on Human Health 

1. The Guardian_2019_Revealed: air pollution may bedamaging ‘every organ in the body’ 
2. Chest_2019_Air Pollution and Noncommunicable Diseases 

3. PNAS_2018_Global estimates of mortalityassociated with long-
term exposure to outdoor fine particulate matter 

4. Environmental Pollution_2008_Human health effects of airpollution 
5. Environmental Health Perspectives_2007_Short-

TermEffects of Carbon Monoxide on Mortality: An Analysis within the APHEA Project 
6. Respiratory Medicine_2015_Allergy and asthma: Effectsof the exposure to particulate 

matter and biological allergens 
7. American Journal of Physiology_2008_Particulatematter exposure induces persistent l

ung inflammation and endothelial dysfunction 
8. Environmental Health Perspectives_2016_Prenatal AirPollution Exposures, DNA Methyl 

TransferaseGenotypes, and Associations with Newborn LINE1 andAlu Methylation and 
Childhood Blood Pressure and Carotid Intima-Media Thickness in the Children’s 
HealthStudy 

9. Environmental HealthPerspectives_2010_Childhood Incident Asthmaand Traffi
c-Related Air Pollution at Home and School 

  

10. Environmental Pollution_2017_Maternal exposureto air pollutants during the first tri
mester and foetal growth in Japanese term infants 

11. Environmental Health Perspectives_2009_Associationbetween Local Traffic-
Generated Air Pollution and Preeclampsia and Preterm Delivery in the South Coast Air 
Basin of California 

12. Obesity_2016_Residential proximity to majorroadways, fine particulate matter, and 
adiposity: The framingham heart study 

13. Environmental Health Perspectives_2006_Separate and Unequal: 
Residential Segregation and EstimatedCancer Risks Associated with Ambient Air To
xics inU.S. Metropolitan Areas 

14. The Guardian_2019_Air pollution deaths are double previousestimates, finds research 
15. European Heart Journal_2019_Cardiovascular diseaseburden from ambient air pollutio

n in Europe reassessed using novel hazard ratio functions 
16. The Guardian_2019_Air pollution 'as bad as smoking inincreasing risk of miscarriage' 

17. Fertility and Sterility_2019_Acute effects of airpollutants on spontaneous pregnancy l
oss: a case-crossover study 
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18. Fertility and Sterility_2018_Ambient air pollution andthe risk of pregnancy loss: a p
rospective cohort study 

19. The Guardian_2018_Air pollution particles found in mothers'placentas 
20. The Guardian_2018_Air pollution causes ‘huge’ reduction inintelligence, study reveals 
21. PNAS_2018_The impact of exposure to air pollution oncognitive performance 

22. The Guardian_2017_Air pollution harm to unbornbabies may be global health ca
tastrophe, warn doctors 

23. BMJ_2017_Impact of London's road traffic air andnoise pollution on birth weight: r
etrospective population based cohort study 

24. The Guardian_2017_Global pollution kills 9m a yearand threatens 'survival of human 
societies' 

25. The Guardian_2018_Diesel pollution stunts children’s lunggrowth, major study shows 
26. The Lancet_2019_Impact of London's low emissionzone on air quality and children's 

respiratory health: a sequential annual cross-sectional study 
27. The Guardian_2017_How conniving carmakers caused thediesel air pollution crisis 
28. The Guardian_2018_Childhood obesity linked to air pollutionfrom vehicles 

29. Environmental Health_2018_Longitudinalassociations of in utero and early life ne
ar-roadway air pollution with trajectories of childhood body mass index 

30. Preventive Medicine_2010_Automobile traffic aroundthe home and attained body mass
 index: a longitudinal cohort study of children aged 10-18 years 

31. The Guardian_2016_Air pollution linked to increased mentalillness in children 
32. BMJ_2016_Association between neighbourhood air pollution concentrations 

and dispensed medication forpsychiatric disorders in a large longitudinal cohort ofSwe
dish children and adolescents 

33. The Guardian_2018_Air pollution: everything youshould know about a public health 
emergency 

34. The Guardian_2017_Electric cars are not theanswer to air pollution, says top UK a
dviser 

  

35. The New York Times_2022_Enough About ClimateChange. Air Pollution Is Killing Us
 Now. 

36. Air Alliance Houston_No Safe Level of TransportationEmissions 
37. Elsevier_2017_Increased air pollution cuts victims' lifespanby a decade, costing billions 
38. Harvard_2016_Air pollution below EPA standards linked withhigher death rates 

39. Environmental Health Perspectives_2016_Low-
Concentration PM2.5 and Mortality: Estimating Acute and Chronic Effects in a 
Population-Based Study 

40. Texas Pedestrian Safety Coalition_2023_ExploringTransportation-
Related Air Quality Impacts on Pedestrians in Disadvantaged Communities_Video 

41. Texas Pedestrian Safety Coalition_2023_ExploringTransportation-
Related Air Quality Impacts on Pedestrians in Disadvantaged Communities_Slides 

42. Texas Pedestrian Safety Coalition_2023_ExploringTransportation-
Related Air Quality Impacts on Pedestrians in Disadvantaged Communities_HBW 
Notes.docx 

43. University of British Columbia_2023_Traffic pollution impairsbrain function 
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44. Environmental Health_2023_Brief diesel exhaustexposure acutely impairs functional 
brain connectivity in humans: a randomized controlled crossover study 

45. Dezeen_2023_MIT study finds huge carbon cost to self-driving cars 
46. Journal of the American HeartAssociation_2022_Pandemic‐

Related Pollution Declineand ST‐Segment‒Elevation Myocardial Infarctions 
47. American Lung Association_2022_Living Near Highwaysand Air Pollution 

48. Environmental Health Perspectives_2011_Traffic-
related air pollution and cognitive function in a cohort of older men 

49. The Lancet_2017_Living near major roads and theincidence of dementia, Parkinson's
 disease, and multiple sclerosis: a population-based cohort study 

50. Environmental HealthPerspectives_2008_Association between traffic-
related black carbon exposure and lung function among urban women 

51. The New England Journal ofMedicine_2004_Exposure to Traffic and the Onset ofM
yocardial Infarction 

52. The Lancet_2002_Association between mortality andindicators of traffic-
related air pollution in the Netherlands: a cohort study 

53. American Journal of Respiratory and Critical CareMedicine_2010_Chronic Obstructive
 Pulmonary Disease and Long-Term Exposure to Traffic-related Air Pollution_A 
Cohort Study 

54. The Urban Institute_2022_The Polluted Life Near theHighway 
  
  
Expert Publications & Guidelines 

1. Planetizen_2022_The Urgent Need for Climate ActionIncludes Land Use Reforms, I
PCC Report Says 

2. IPCC_2022_Chapter 8 Transport 
3. WHO_2021_Global Air Quality Guidelines 
4. USPIRG_2021_Transform Transportation_Strategies For AHealthier Future 
5. The World Bank and IHME_2016_The Cost of Air Pollution 
6. Transportation for America_Driving Down Emissions 
  
  
  
Induced Demand 

1. Journal of Transport Economics and Policy 2002Induced Travel Demand and Induced 
Road Investment: A Simultaneous Equation Analysis 

  
Tailpipe Emissions vs. Tire Friction Pollution/ Brake DustPollution/ Electric Vehicle Pollution 

1. Int J Environ Res Public Health 2017 Wear and Tearof Tyres: A Stealthy Source of 
Microplastics in the Environment 

2. Report EUR 2014 Non-exhaust traffic related emissions.Brake and tyre wear PM 
3. Atmospheric Environment 2011 Investigation on thepotential generation of ultrafine p

articles from the tire–road interface 
4. Journal of Environmental Protection 2013 Dust Resultingfrom Tire Wear and the Risk of 

Health Hazards 
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5. Environmental Science & Technology 2004 Tire-
WearParticles as a Source of Zinc to the Environment 

6. Environmental Science and Pollution Research 2015Brake wear particle emissions: a r
eview 

7. Science of the Total Environment 2008 Sourcesand properties of non-
exhaust particulate matter from road traffic: A review 

8. Science of the Total Environment 2020 Tyre and roadwear particles (TRWP) - A review
 of generation, properties, emissions, human health risk, ecotoxicity, and fate in 
the environment 

9. Science of the Total Environment 2022 Tire wear particleemissions: Measurement data
 where are you? 

10. Science of the Total Environment 2022 Effect oftreadwear grade on the generation of
 tire PM emissions in laboratory and real-world driving conditions 

11. Emission Control Science and Technology 2021Development of Tire-
Wear Particle Emission Measurements for Passenger Vehicles 

12. Wear 2018 Investigation of ultra fine particulate matteremission of rubber tires 
13. Bloomberg 2022 New Tech Aims to Capture Electric VehicleTire Emissions 

14. Arizona Department of Transportation 2006 Tire WearEmissions for Asphalt Rubber an
d Portland Cement Concrete Pavement Surfaces 

15. The Conversation 2020 Air pollution from brake dustmay be as harmful as diesel e
xhaust on immune cells – new study 

16. UK Research and Innovation 2020 Brake dust airpollution may have same harmful 
effects on immune cells as diesel exhaust 

17. U.S. Department of Energy Alternative Fuels DataCenter Emissions from Electric V
ehicles 

18. U.S. Department of Energy Argonne Laboratory 2009Well-to-
Wheels Energy Use and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis of Plug-in Hybrid 
Electric Vehicles 

  

19. National Renewable Energy Laboratory 2016 EmissionsAssociated with Electric Vehicl
e Charging: Impact of Electricity Generation Mix, Charging Infrastructure Availability, 
and Vehicle Type 

20. US News 2020 Brake Dust Another Driver of Air Pollution 
21. The New York Times 2021 How Green Are Electric Vehicles? 
22. Scientific American 2016 Electric Cars Are Not NecessarilyClean 
23. The Guardian 2016 Why electric cars are only as clean astheir power supply 
24. Biofriendly Planet 2022 Electric Vehicles and Their Impact onthe Environment 

25. California Air Resources Board 2022 Californiamoves to accelerate to 100% new z
ero-emission vehicle sales by 2035 

26. CNN 2022 Car tires are disastrous for theenvironment. This startup wants to be a d
riving force in fixing the problem. 

  
VOCs/ PM2.5/ Greenhouse Gases 

1. World Health Organization 2019 Exposure to benzene: amajor public health concern 
2. American Lung Association 2022 Volatile OrganicCompounds 
3. National Cancer Institute 2022 Benzene 
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4. Environmental Research 2020 Characteristics ofvolatile organic compounds from ve
hicle emissions through on-road test in Wuhan, China. 

5. Aerosol and Air Quality Research 2018 EmissionCharacteristics of VOCs from On-
Road Vehicles in an Urban Tunnel in Eastern China and Predictions for 2017–2026 

6. Atmospheric Environment 2017 Characteristics ofvolatile organic compounds (VOCs) f
rom the evaporative emissions of modern passenger cars 

7. Atmospheric Environment 2012 Volatile organiccompounds from the exhaust of lig
ht-duty diesel vehicles 

8. Analytical Sciences 2012 Measurement of volatile organiccompounds in vehicle exhaust
 using single-photon ionization time-of-flight mass spectrometry 

9. PubMed 2001 Exposure to volatile organic compoundsfor individuals with occupations 
associated with potential exposure to motor vehicle exhaust and/or gasoline 
vapor emissions 

10. Environmental Research 1999 Assessment ofbenzene and toluene emissions from 
automobile exhaust in Bangkok 

11. Atmospheric Environment 1967 Benzene, tolueneand xylene concentrations in car 
exhausts and in city air 

12. Environmental Science and Technology 1992 On-
linemeasurement of benzene and toluene in dilute vehicle exhaust by mass 
spectrometry 

13. Iowa State University 2015 Quantification of benzene,toluene, ethylbenzene and 
o-xylene in internal combustion engine exhaust with time-
weighted average solid phase microextraction and gas chromatography mass 
spectrometry 

14. Journal of Exposure Science & EnvironmentalEpidemiology 2003 Measurement of v
olatile organic compounds inside automobiles 

15. Chronic Diseases and Translational Medicine 2018 Fineparticulate matter (PM2.5): Th
e culprit for chronic lung diseases in China. 

16. Journal of Thoracic Disease 2016 The impact of PM2.5 onthe human respiratory system 
  
17. US EPA 2022 Health and Environmental Effects ofParticulate Matter (PM) 
18. Harvard School of Public Health 2011 Greenhouse gasespose threat to public health 

19. CDC 2022 Climate Effects on Health. 
20. NAQTS, Emissions Analytics, Lancaster University2018 Vehicle Interior Air Quality: 

Volatile Organic Compounds 
  
Congestion vs. Idling Emissions (Traffic Emissions) 

1. Transportation Research Record Comparison ofVehicular Emissions in Free-
Flow and Congestion Using MOBILE4 and Highway Performance Monitoring System 

2. Atmospheric Environment 2011 Vehicle emissions incongestion: Comparison of work 
zone, rush hour and free-flow conditions 

3. Institute for Transport and Economics 2007 How Muchdoes Traffic Congestion Increase
 Fuel Consumption and Emissions? Applying a Fuel Consumption Model to the 
NGSIM Trajectory Data 

4. Science of The Total Environment 2013 Air pollutionand health risks due to vehicle tr
affic 

5. USA Today 2011 Study blames 2,200 deaths on trafficemissions 



From: Angela Lamb

Sent: Friday, March 24, 2023 2:51 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Thank you, 

Angela Lamb 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Angie Ahrens

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 12:12 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Cc: Sean Ahrens 

Subject: I oppose Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Sir,  

 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. I have many concerns about the area between Ridge and 

Stonebridge being used as a merging point for the 380 bypass and University.  I have reviewed the slides 

and info presented by TXDOT at length. I see that the TxDOT existing option, Segment B, will cost less, 

reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, be more 

environmentally friendly and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and 

thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. Another concern is the number of student or young drivers 

who use that stretch of road to get to high school. I foresee more traffic accidents than current due to 

merging, turning and speed changes in the area.  Loss of life is obviously a huge concern in traffic 

accidents on highways and must be considered.  Segment B removes the extra risk caused by changing 

traffic patterns. Given the evidence presented thus far, I don’t see a good reason to consider Segment A 

as an option.   

 

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Angie Ahrens  

 

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Foverview.mail.yahoo.com%2F%3F.src%3DiOS&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C62ae683cdffa4761c7b208db24af371d%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638144107204237332%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=dM4HqM8S%2B936cYUvqe80WINLrK6aAnkKsfewlU4hdG0%3D&reserved=0


From: Ann Carrell  

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 10:03 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Dear Mr. Endres, 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Ann Carrell 



From: Ann Lunsford 

Sent: Sunday, March 12, 2023 7:57 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPad 



From: Ann Olsen

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 9:11 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hello,  

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment 

A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an 

existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, 

destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 

Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from 

Coit Road to FM 1827. Staying with Option will negatively impact existing and future 

businesses (that drive revenue to the County and State), housing (also drives significant tax 

revenue) and families (many many many will leave the City they have come to love). 

Sincerely, 

Ann Olsen 

1200 Peacham Court  

McKinney TX 
 



From: Anna Block 

Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2023 3:58 PM 

To: ; Stephen 

Endres 

Subject: Change 380 bypass from route C to D 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

I am writing to express my opposition to Route C on the TX-DOT Spur 399 extension project. 

 

Route C affects and displaces significantly more homes, businesses, and community resources than 

route D. It also divides the residential and farming/ranching communities that make this area of Collin 

County unique. Perhaps even more concerning, Route C severely damages one of the largest remaining 

forests in central Collin County. It destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodland and 141% more 

acres of grassland and prairie than Route D. Not surprisingly, Route C is also strongly opposed by Texas 

Parks and Wildlife. 

 

While Route C may be the more economical option in the short-term, Route D will preserve more 

developable land for future growth in Collin County by making use of flood plain space that is otherwise 

unusable. 

 

Sincerely, 

Anna Block 





From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 9:01 AM
To: April Williams 
Subject: RE: 380 Bypass Object to Route C
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 
 

From: April Williams
Sent: Friday, February 17, 2023 12:22 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: 380 Bypass Object to Route C
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

I strongly object to route C it make zero sense to distrupt that many homes when Route D does not.
Even looking at the map the proposed Route C makes zero sense to me.
April Williams 

 

mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
mailto:sbagwellrudy@burnsmcd.com
mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7C2a77994f2384456838fb08db1357183b%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638125037001574011%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=exG7l6kYNECDjSlEFSOfnlJWBkTE2DDF4%2F2%2BlVt9elA%3D&reserved=0
mailto:aprilawill@gmail.com
mailto:Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov
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From: Arnab arnab 

Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2023 12:26 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: TxDot Row

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

Dear Stephen,   

 

I am writing to express my strong opposition to TxDOT's plans to acquire my commercial property on the NEQ of US 

Highway 380 and Walnut Grove Road in McKinney. As per our lease contract, we are about to begin construction of a 

multi-tenant building for my tenants, and the proposed acquisition will significantly disrupt their lives, as well as those of 

countless small businesses and their employees across Texas.  

 

Relocating businesses, customers, and employees will cause considerable inconvenience, not to mention the fact that 

the acquisition of land for the bypass will undermine the property rights of local landowners. Additionally, I am 

concerned that the proposed compensation for the acquisition of these properties is much lower than their actual 

worth, leading to financial hardship for many business owners, including myself.  

 

In contrast, I believe that the city of McKinney's resolution for an alternative route (Segment B) is a much better option. 

Therefore, I urge you to reconsider the proposed ROW bypass (Segment A) and find alternative solutions that do not 

require the acquisition of land. Our community deserves better, and it is crucial that we work together to find a solution 

that benefits all stakeholders.  

 

Finally, I want to emphasize that I strongly oppose the acquisition of my property, as it will cause significant hardship for 

my family. Thank you for your time and consideration.  

 

Best regards, 

Arnab Paul 



From: Ashley Hack

Sent: Friday, March 10, 2023 10:48 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Re: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Thank you, my children attend McClure elementary school, and there are many concerns with the 

current proposal. 

 

On Fri, Mar 10, 2023 at 12:04 AM Ashley Hack > wrote: 

Stephen, please hear us out… 

 

Comment: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827. 

 

Ash Hack 

469-410-2635 

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C40fda2aeff5f4226d54108db218ccb0b%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638140660800408561%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Hd%2B1XQN5tvnYqfErRqDKGaDsGDl3JJx3QmUBO229B%2B8%3D&reserved=0


From: Ashley Hack

Sent: Friday, March 10, 2023 12:04 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Stephen, please hear us out… 

 

Comment: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827. 

 

Ash Hack 

469-410-2635 



From: ashley holley

Sent: Friday, March 24, 2023 9:00 PM 

To: ; Stephen Endres; 

 

Subject: US 380 Bypass  

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

US 380 Bypass NE McKinney 

 

Oppose C (Catastrophe) and Support D (Decent) 

 

Reasons 

• C severely damages one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin County • C destroys 71% 

more acres of forests and woodlands and 141% more acres of grassland and prairie. 

• C disturbs the wetland that serve as refuge for wildlife, including beavers, river otters, turtles, 

migratory and non-migratory water and forest birds, frogs, etc. 

• C eliminates a large area of suitable habitat for endangered/ threatened species. 

• C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife (prefers Segment D). 

• C affects and displaces 383% more homes (29 vs. 6), 300% more businesses (16 vs. 4), and more 

community resources. 

• Most importantly, this will ruin our family home, our family property where we have multiple rescue 

horses, cows, donkeys, chickens, dogs, and cats. The property that my kids get to grow up spending time 

with their grandparents. All the memories we’ve made and want to continue making. This is the 

property where we spend EVERY holiday together with the whole family. It’s not right that you can take 

that from us. How much blood, sweat, and tears went into creating and building our family home, taking 

care of all these animals. Option D just makes the most sense. Less families will be destroyed by this 

plan. Thank you for taking the time to read this, God bless. 

 

-Ashley 

 

Sent from my iPhone 





From: Ashok Ramasamy

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 4:58 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Ashok Ramasamy 



From: Athena Smith  

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 7:33 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Hello, 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Athena Thomas 

 



From:  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 4:50 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 



From: 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 4:51 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:40 PM 

To: Barbie Andrews 

Subject: RE: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Barbie Andrews 

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 7:46 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Dear Mr. Endres: 
 
 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction 
of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT 
for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   

 
Sincerely, 
 
Barbara Andrews 
 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cf0578193335d41ba555708db19e111fb%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638132226673382247%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=qzF0Xw%2FLpcoHHTJlD8dLhoxcJy6E4hBXIZYTUVGW4oM%3D&reserved=0
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From: Barbara Dailey 

Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2023 12:22 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: No to segment A 

This email originated from outside of the organiza�on. Do not click links or open a�achments unless you recognize the 

sender and know the content is safe. 

 

I oppose segment A - it costs more money and will displace more businesses and established homes. 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Maggie Bahe  

Sent: Wednesday, March 29, 2023 8:01 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Barbara Glass 

 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Monday, March 6, 2023 11:17 AM 

To: Barbara Holden 

Subject: RE: 380 Bypass NE McKinney: “Oppose C, Support D 380 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Barbara Holden

Sent: Monday, March 6, 2023 9:56 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 Bypass NE McKinney: “Oppose C, Support D 380 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Stephen, 

 

C severely damages one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin County. 

 

C destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodlands and 141% more acres of 

grassland and prairie. 

 

C disturbs the wetlands that serve as a refuge for wildlife, including beavers, river otters, turtles, 

migratory and non-migratory water and forest birds, frogs, etc. 

 

C eliminates a large area of suitable habitat for endangered/threatened species. 

 

C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife (prefers Segment D). 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C52d43a9a9a1e4fe7f1ca08db1e718190%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638137245065231936%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=M%2B9Z58avQ%2B8dpGWUWMFgk50xgbFDryZNZzyl4Kt%2FBsw%3D&reserved=0


 

C divides residential and farming/ranching communities. 

 

C affects and displaces significantly more homes, businesses, and community resources. 

  

C has worse traffic performance (lower traffic capacity, slower travel speeds, and more elevation 

changes). 

 

Please oppose Segment C and make Segment D the preferred route. 

 

Signed,  

 

A very concerned resident, 

Barbara Holden 

 

  

 

 



From: Barbara Sandt 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 6:46 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Barbara Sano

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 11:08 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Cc: Barbara Sano 

Subject: TXDOT's Preference Regarding 380 Expansion/Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

April 20, 2023 

 

To Whom It May Concern: 

 

As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of Segment A over 

Segment B is fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150 MILLION more, applies criteria to 

support their decision inconsistently, and provides numerous biased, false, and inconsistent findings in 

their environmental study. Furthermore, there is objective evidence of political maneuvering, 

campaigning, and rezoning efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that has swayed TXDOT’s 

position, and I condemn these actions as unethical and improper.   

 

The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council on Environmental 

Quality (CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021), decisions on an alignment must be based on what is practical 

and feasible from a technical and economic standpoint, RATHER THAN WHAT IS DESIRABLE FROM THE 

STANDPOINT OF THE AGENCY (TXDOT). 

 

THE FACTS AS TXDOT PRESENTS THEM APPEAR TO SUPPORT SEGMENT B OVER SEGMENT A: 

• Segment B displaces fewer homes (2 vs 5) 

• Segment A is one mile longer 

• Segment A has 6 new interchanges, rather than 5 in Segment B 

• Segment A has 7 potenHal major uHlity conflicts, versus 2 for Segment B 

• Segment A displaces 15 businesses, versus zero businesses for Segment B 

• Segment B has less of an environmental impact, as Segment A would encroach on twice the 

wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and streams and more acres of forests, 

prairies and grasslands.  Also, Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage trees, 

aged over 150 years.   

• Segment B will not impact any hazardous material sites, and TXDOT has idenHfied 2 with 

Segment A 

• Segment A involves reconstrucHng an addiHonal 3.8 miles of exisHng 380 Highway and there will 

be TWO (2) 90 DEGREE CURVES very close to two subdivisions (Tucker Hill and Auburn 

Hills).  This makes no sense to me at all!  This will increase the safety risk of drivers greatly.  

• TXDOT appears to be prioriHzing the impact of unidenHfied future residents, developers, etc. 

over the impact to exisHng McKinney residents.  We built our home in Tucker Hill in 2014 and 

that feels like a slap in the face to me. 

• And the ManeGait issue, which has been portrayed as a great “public concern”.  We are in no 

way diminishing the value of ManeGait to the people it serves.  But what about the neighbors 



we have in Tucker Hill, along with other McKinney residents who will be greatly impacted by 

Segment A … senior ciHzens (as I am), veterans, many children, neighbors with disabiliHes, 

neighbors fighHng cancer and other diseases, children with auHsm, learning disabiliHes, etc.  It’s 

no secret to anyone that Bill Darling pulls a lot of weight in McKinney and Prosper, and this 

decision has made it even more apparent.  

 

Many of us feel that there are flaws in the underlying TXDOT analysis and interpretation of the EIS.  Here 

are some of my main concerns, but this is by no means all of them: 

 

NOISE POLLUTION: 

The TXDOT study was flawed and biased.  I have researched and found so much literature showing the 

association between traffic and related noise on physical and mental health. The study evaluated only a 

single barrier south of the community (unbelievable). One of the reasons we were drawn to Tucker Hill 

is because of the ‘’front porch community” it marketed.  And now TXDOT wants to build an enlarged 

highway to our SOUTH and EAST! 

A new noise study must be done with more receptors, and sound barriers across both the south and 

east side of the neighborhood must be included in any Segment A option. 

 

COMMUNITY IMPACTS: 

I believe someone from TXDOT needs to actually come visit our neighborhood and actually talk to 

residents, because the community impact study was extremely flawed. 

 

TWO 90 DEGREE CURVES: 

More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a horizontal curve, and the average crash rate 

for horizontal curves is about three times that of other types of highway segments. Can you actually 

stand back and look at Segment A and feel good about building these two curves, and so close together? 

How many accidents, injuries, and even deaths will be caused by this poor design. 

 

COMMUNITY COHESION: 

As a resident of Tucker Hill, I already feel like we are separated from McKinney because of the school 

district Tucker Hill’s children attend.  Now you are wanting to separate our kids (with a major highway) 

from the elementary school that they attend, which is Reeves Elementary in Auburn Hills.  We will also 

be separated from our neighbors on the south and east of us, so we will basically be completely 

separated from McKinney. 

 

CONSTRUCTION: 

I would like to know all the potential impacts during construction for both proposed Segments A and B. 

Also, how can we safely access our neighborhood during construction if you go with Segment A.  And 

what about emergency vehicles, etc.?  I would really like to have answers to these two questions. 

 

SHIFT CLOSER TO TUCKER HILL: 

This came as a huge surprise to many of us, and I can’t believe it’s even been suggested, or considered!! 

FUTURE DEVELOPMENT SHOULD NEVER COME BEFORE ESTABLISHED NEIGHBORHOODS, ETC. WHEN 

MAKING DECISIONS THAT WILL IMPACT CURRENT RESIDENTS. 

 

AIR POLLUTION: 

I also did a lot of research on this and came away very concerned about having a highway so close to 

us.  Winds in McKinney predominantly blow from the South and Southeast, which will greatly affect 



Tucker Hill. It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by TXDOT utilized an airspeed of 1 

MPH??  I decided to check the airspeed a couple of days last week. On a beautiful morning with hardly 

any breeze, the airspeed was 7 MPH. On a fairly windy afternoon, the airspeed was 18 MPH in our 

courtyard (and this is not unusual at all).  Air pollution is a documented public health emergency and can 

affect every organ in the body.  This is also another major concern of mine and would like it addressed. 

 

I strongly disagree with the conclusions that TXDOT came up with, and am requesting that: 

 

• TXDOT issue a second draS of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in the current draS EIS. 

• Any Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) have a 90-day review period, with an official 

public comment period, and that the FEIS be unbundled from the Record of Decision. 

 

Thank you for your consideration. 

 

Barbara Sano 

7421 Ardmore Street 

McKinney, TX 75071 

210.860.0745 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

Sent from Mail for Windows 
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From: Barna Paul

Sent: Thursday, April 6, 2023 10:31 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: TXDOT Row bypass protest: reconsider to alternative Segment “B” 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Stephen, 

I am writing to express my opposition to the TxDOT plans to acquire my commercial property 
that is located on NEC of US Highway 380 and Walnut Grove Road, McKinney. 
We’re about to start the construction to build a multi-tenant building that must be delivered to my 

tenants as per lease contract.  

The TXDOT plan will disrupt the lives of countless small businesses and their employees in the 
state of Texas. Not only will these businesses have to relocate, but also their customers and 
employees will be impacted to some degree, as well. 
 
Furthermore, the value of these properties is typically much lower than their actual worth, which 
means that the businesses will not receive a fair compensation for the property acquired. This 
could lead to financial hardship for many business owners as well as my property. 

I believe the city of McKinney has passed the resolution alternative route(Segment B) which will 
be the best option in my opinion. 
 
I urge TxDOT to reconsider their plans to acquire business properties for their projects. I believe 
there are other ways(Segment B) to achieve the same or better goals without negatively 
impacting the livelihoods of so many Texans. 

I strongly oppose acquiring my property because it will lead to hardship to my family.  
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely 

Barnalee Paul  
214-9863967 
 
Sent from my iPhone 



From: Barry Rhoads 

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 3:10 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Fwd: NO to segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Sent from my iPhone 

 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Barry Rhoads 

Date: March 14, 2023 at 2:59:21 PM CDT 

To: Endres@txdot.gov 

Subject: NO to segment A 

 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of 

Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I 

understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax 

burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less 

overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens 

throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 

Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Seems like politics has raised its ugly head as usual. Appears the City of McKinney is 

most affected from this project and has proven the case for B instead of Segment 

A.  Less costly and least impact on businesses and residential. I KNOW YOU CAN SEE 

THAT!!  BY THE WAY, thanks for destroying our CVS on ridge for a gravel dump or 

whatever! Smooth move Steve! SO DISGUSTED! 

 

Sincerely, 

Barry and Gale Rhoads 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Bdn Dogs 

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 10:08 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Change 380 bypass from Rout c to Rout d 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Subject: Change 380 bypass from route C to D 

I am writing to express my opposition to Route C on the TX-DOT Spur 399 extension project. 

Route C affects and displaces significantly more homes, businesses, and community resources 

than route D. It also divides the residential and farming/ranching communities that make this 

area of Collin County unique. Perhaps even more concerning, Route C severely damages one of 

the largest remaining forests in central Collin County. It destroys 71% more acres of forests 

and woodland and 141% more acres of grassland and prairie than Route D. Not surprisingly, 

Route C is also strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. 

Personally, Route C will destroy an area that I have known and loved as a long-time resident of 

Collin County. If Route C is imposed, we will lose access to community riding arenas, wooded 

trails, and outdoor pursuits. 

While Route C may be the more economical option in the short-term, Route D will preserve 

more developable land for future growth in Collin County by making use of flood plain space 

that is otherwise unusable. 

 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 8:49 AM
To: Becky Hilton 
Subject: RE: 380 Bypass/Spur 399 Extension - Choose Option D!
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 
 

From: Becky Hilton 
Sent: Sunday, February 19, 2023 1:02 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: 380 Bypass/Spur 399 Extension - Choose Option D!
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Mr. Endres,
 
I am writing to strongly urge you to choose Option D as the plan for the 380
Bypass/Spur 399 Extension. Too many of our small, invaluable Texas ranches would
be destroyed by Option C. I know that Texas continues to grow by leaps and bounds
and additional roadways are inevitable, but if we do not preserve these iconic areas
and ranches when we can, very soon Texas will be unrecognizable. Option C would
be a devastating choice given its negative impact to the environment, residents and
future development potential.
 
Please do all you can to protect Texas and this rural part of McKinney!
 
Thank you,
 
Becky Hilton
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https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7Ca61f423029c3482fa36b08db135269e0%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638125016898901127%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=eNY7kb0qyHsvmDM5yXsX1brTOY8KaCzWea1FK8anyMQ%3D&reserved=0
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From: Becky Kron  

Sent: Friday, March 31, 2023 12:46 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: ON THE ISSUE OF 380 BYPASS ROUTE C & D;  PLEASE OPPOSE ROUTE 

C100%  !!! 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

  

  

Here is why: 

  

1. Severely damages one of the largest 

remaining forests in central Collin County 

2. Destroy 71% more acres of forests and 

woodlands 

3. Destroys 141% more acres of grassland and 

prairie 

4. Disturbs the wetland that serve as refuge 

for wildlife including beavers, river otters, 

turtles, migratory and non-migratory water 

and forest birds, frogs, etc. 

5. Eliminates a large area of suitable habitat 

for endangered/threatened species. 

6. Affects and displaces 383% more of homes ( 

29 versus 6) 

7. Affects and displaces 300% more businesses 

( 16 versus 4) 

8. Affects and displaces more community 

resources 

9. Strongly opposed by Texas Parks and 

Wildlife 

  

Please OPPOSE 380 BYPASS ROUTE 

C!                                                                     

  

Clearly, ROUTE C SHOULD NOT BE CONSIDERED,  

 





-----Original Message----- 

From: Becky Roper <beckyroper.landmark@gmail.com> 

Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 6:17 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Amber Block’s property and support of route D 

 

This email originated from outside of the organiza3on. Do not click links or open a4achments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Hello Stephen, 

I am wri3ng about my experiences at Amber Block’s property at 2548 FM 2933 and the affect of loosing 

that to route C. 

I am Amber’s horse trainer and have ridden mul3ple horses and given lessons on her property. Many of 

my clients have come over for trail rides and arena work. We have had par3es, bonfires, pool par3es, so 

many gatherings. This would be catastrophic to loose this home and land. The contribu3on she has 

provided for my business has been invaluable. 

Thank you for reading this email. 

 

Becky Roper 

USEA ECP Cer3fied Instructor, Trainer, and Coach in Area 5  

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Ben Hart 

Sent: Friday, March 10, 2023 6:16 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely concerned Stonebridge Ranch Resident, 

 

Ben Hart 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Ben Portis 

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 12:51 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US 380 Bypass project - NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Good Afternoon Mr. Stephen Endres, 
 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 
US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 
Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 
and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 
citizens throughout McKinney. 
 
I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 
Road to FM 1827. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Ben Portis 



From: Benita Elias 

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 1:18 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 380 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of 

Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand 

TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on 

McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall 

disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 

McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass 

from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Benita Elias 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, February 22, 2023 1:05 PM
To: Bernard J. Noel 
Subject: US 380 EIS
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
Transportation Engineer
 

Dallas District  |  Texas Department of Transportation
O: 214-320-4469  |  www.txdot.gov
 
 

 
Name : B
Email : 
Phone : 
Requested Contact Method : Email
Reason for Contact : Customer Service
Comment : Sir,
 
As a resident of Stonebridge, in McKinney, TX, I am writing to you today to 
express my total opposition to have the new 308 "by pass" use segment "A":
 
Inline image
 
Building a new freeway on segment "A" is a non-sense, it will cost more than 
using segment "B", and it will affect thousands of residents, versus one 
wealthy lady with horses who might have to relocate if segment "B" is chosen!
 
You can go with B-E-D or B-E-C, but not F (total non-sense!) nor A-E-D or A-
E-C (also total non-sense!!!!!)
 
Thank you for your common sense and cooperation, Sir, and for NOT choosing 
segment "A".
 
V/r,
 
Bernard Noel
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From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, February 22, 2023 1:36 PM
To: Bernard J. Noel
Subject: RE: 308
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 
 

From: Bernard J. Noe
Sent: Tuesday, February 21, 2023 7:58 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Cc: B N
Subject: 308
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Sir,
 
As a resident of Stonebridge, in McKinney, TX, I am writing to you today to express my total opposition to have the new 308 "by pass" use segment "A":
 

Building a new freeway on segment "A" is a non-sense, it will cost more than using segment "B", and it will affect thousands of residents, versus one wealthy lady with horses
who might have to relocate if segment "B" is chosen!
 
You can go with B-E-D or B-E-C, but not F (total non-sense!) nor A-E-D or A-E-C (also total non-sense!!!!!)
 
Thank you for your common sense and cooperation, Sir, and for NOT choosing segment "A".
 
V/r,
 
Bernard Noel
 
6504 Alderbrook Place
McKinney, TX 75071
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https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsafety%2Ftraffic-safety-campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7C65e78188cc01475259c308db151f3802%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638126996042506809%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=agJAsRXSjrLhdayA0ayvrhizU8r%2BSCNIYfNiyJckJbU%3D&reserved=0


From: Noel, Bernard J - OSHA

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 10:03 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 - NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Sir: 
 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380 
Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will 
cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less 
overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 
 
I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Bernard J. Noel 

Investigator 

U.S. Dept. of Labor- Occupational Safety & Health Administration (OSHA)  

Office of the Whistleblower Protection Program 

525 South Griffin St., Suite 602 

Dallas, Texas 75202 

Office: 972-850-4162 

Cell: 405-850-7910 

Email:

 

 

 

 
 

Title 18, United States Code, Section 1001 makes it a crime to: 1) 

knowingly and willfully; 2) make any materially false, fictitious or 

fraudulent statement or representation; 3) in any matter within the 

jurisdiction of the executive, legislative or judicial branch of the 

United States. 
 

NOTICE: This e-mail message and any attachments to it may contain confidential information. The 

information contained in this transmission is intended solely for the use of the individual(s) or entities to 

which the e-mail is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient, or an employee or agent responsible 



From: Beth Cromwell 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 4:47 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Friday, February 17, 2023 11:34 AM
To: bgiles rangertechnologysolutions.com <
Subject: RE: Route C
 
I will add to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 

From: bgiles rangertechnologysolutions.com
Sent: Friday, February 17, 2023 11:33 AM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: FW: Route C
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Stephen,
 
I oppose the proposed Route C for the 380 Bypass as it affects more homes than the proposed D. 
Many community resources and homes would be disrupted  with the proposed route C rather than
the Route D which is mostly flood plains and fewer homes.
 
 
Thank you for your consideration.
 
 
 
Beth Giles
Office:  888-854-8773
Cell:     214-632-9038

 

mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
mailto:sbagwellrudy@burnsmcd.com
mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7C01b10f08796340c54b7b08db112969d2%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638122641782655612%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Rm2gxh73yb7HGVOc55DmXGtBkypyxrKepxK%2FnJQ11JQ%3D&reserved=0
mailto:bgiles@rangertechnologysolutions.com
mailto:Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov
mailto:bgiles@rangertechnologysolutions.com


From: Beth Hall 

Sent: Wednesday, March 29, 2023 8:48 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A  

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Hi Stephen, 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Thank you, 

Beth Hall 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



1

From: Betty Prindle 

Sent: Monday, April 17, 2023 7:50 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: NO to Segment A

This email originated from outside of the organiza�on. Do not click links or open a�achments unless you recognize the 

sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and ci�zen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construc�on of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass 

from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an exis�ng op�on, Segment B, that will cost less, 

reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disrup�on 

to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of ci�zens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement 

Segment B as the preferred op�on for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 9:42 AM 

To: Stephen Beauchamp  

Subject: RE: 380 Bypass NE McKinney: Oppose C, Support D 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Stephen Beauchamp

Sent: Monday, February 27, 2023 12:37 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 Bypass NE McKinney: Oppose C, Support D 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Please support Plan D for the 380 bypass. Plan C destroys much more forest and wetlands and is 

opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. 

Beverly Beauchamp 

McKinney Tx 75071 

 

Sent from my iPad 

 

[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) 

message]<https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsa

fety%2Ftraffic-safety-

campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C5b5f186f5a334a

e3b82a08db19a5f6d7%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131972815299452

%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6

Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Zgf4LppAQnsCiHlAdcXxUltGFyi6cA0lSi52Bf5HJbQ%3D&reserved

=0> 



From: bill terrell

Sent: Tuesday, March 21, 2023 7:13 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 Bypass Segment A Routing 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Endres, 

I agree with the Segment A routing of the TxDot preferred alignment of the 

380 Bypass.   

 

Thanks, 

Bill Terrell 

8564 CR 858 

McKinney, TX 

75071 



From: Blake Hall  

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 6:22 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hi Stephen,  

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 
 

Blake Hall 
(214) 793-3051 

 

 

 



From: Bob Andrzejewski  

Sent: Friday, March 17, 2023 8:55 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  

 

Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the 

tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall 

disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from 

Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Bob Andrzejewski 

17-year McKinney resident 
 



From: Robert Benson  

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 9:59 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Extended Period for Comments; 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Stephen, 
 
As a concerned citizen of the area of discussion, I am completely "perplexed" as to this extension...an EIS 
has been completed, a DEIS has been created and according to process and protocols, as well as, 
precedence set in almost all "like projects", this one...for some reason continues. 
 
I applaud you and all that have diligently worked on this, and I trust that ALL aspects considered have 
shown proof that the proper route for the Bypass, just East of Tucker Hill will prevail. 
 
As has been studied and considered, the Parks and Recreation areas, School and Academic structures, 
amenities for the Disabled, existing housing for families and seniors, wildlife...all of the above have been 
"saved" based on the current position. 
 
SEGMENT A is truly the proper path... 
 
Thank you, 
 
Bob Benson 



From: Bob Botsford 

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 9:53 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: No To Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

Bypass of US 380 from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand that TXDOT has an existing 

option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer 

businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to the 36,000 residents of Stonebridge Ranch 

residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 

 

I strongly urge to Implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to 

FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Bob Botsford 

 

513 Creekside Dr. 

McKinney, TX 75071 

Cell 972-365-1955 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 4:35 PM 

To: Bob Clough 

Cc: Dan Perge; John Hudspeth; Travis Campbell; Ashton Strong; Grace Lo; Melissa 

Meyer; Tony Hartzel; Madison Schein; Christine Polito; Ceason Clemens 

Subject: RE: Highway 380 EIS comment period 

 

We received your request to extend the comment period for the US 380 EIS project. 

 

The Notice of Availability (NOA) for Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was posted on January 

20, 2023. 

The public hearing was held on February 16th and 21st. 

The original comment period ended on March 21, 2023. 

 

TxDOT will extend the comment period 15 days one time only to April 5, 2023. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Bob Clough   

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 8:33 AM 

To: Ceason Clemens <Ceason.Clemens@txdot.gov>; Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Highway 380 EIS comment period 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Good morning, I would like to formally request an extension of the comment period as we need more 

time to assess the impact and possible mitigation measures that can be taken to protect Tucker Hill, as 

well as, other neighborhoods and businesses affected by Segment A.  

 

Robert Clough 

7312 Easley Dr 

McKinney, TX 75071 

 

 

--  

Bob 





From: BOB THOMAS   

Sent: Tuesday, April 4, 2023 1:18 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Cc: Mark Rose ; Sardar Sharif 

Subject: Questions Regarding Property ID 10947 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Stephen, 

 

A few questions regarding the proposed schematics of the 380 bypass and how it affects our property located at the 

Northwest corner of Hwy 380 and FM 1827: 

1. Can you confirm the location of our property on the 380 flyover: 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C7481b5efd38a450da3d508db39e26b8a%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638167416855584918%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=%2BVBqVVVEfow8AirNMYb7wybqZ347r23%2Fj4jPqQbo1Ns%3D&reserved=0


2. Can you provide any illustrations reflecting where proposed street lights or stoplights will be located 

around our property? 

3. What access will be allowed to our property from 380 and FM 1827? 

4. Can you provide details of the proposed drainage shown on our property below: 



 

Thank you, 



From: BOBBI HOENIGMAN

Sent: Tuesday, March 21, 2023 3:38 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 Bypass Mckeinny tx 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Strongly urging TXDOT to pick Segment D for the 380 Bypass at mckinney……..Segment c is too harmful 

to too many residents. 

 

Bobbi Hoenigman 

MIniEncounters Mini Therapy Horses 

P.O. Box 342 

Melissa TX 75454 

214-707-2734 cell 

 

Take a look at what we do….https://fliphtml5.com/srbf/hiac 

 

Reviews and donate    

Thanks to our fans, we have won a 2022 Top-Rated Award from GreatNonprofits! Read 
inspiring stories about us and add your own! https://greatnonprofits.org/org/miniencounters-
inc 

 

We are a donation deductible non profit and welcome donations monetarily and in kind.  Please like our 

FACEBOOK page at https://www.facebook.com/Miniencounters/ 

 

If your company promotes volunteerism and corporate matching donations, please contact us.  We are 

also members of avid xchange and Benevity for ease of on line donating. 

 
 

 



From: Brad Shaw

Sent: Thursday, March 30, 2023 10:25 AM 

To:  

Stephen Endres 

Subject: Regarding the 380 Bypass, NE McKinney 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Senator Paxton, Representative Leach, and Mr. Endres: 

 

I oppose Segment C and support Segment D for several reasons. One is the lower environmental impact. 

I am very concerned about damaging the forest and wetlands. Segment C has a good number of 

threatened species living in it. One of the species is the alligator turtle.  It is a very unique looking turtle 

and I don’t want this habitat destroyed.  

 

When I compare Segment C and Segment D, it’s very obvious that there’s so many more homes and 

businesses affected on Segment C. There are small communities along C that would become divided. 

Farms and ranches would be cut in half. There’s horse rescue, llama rescue, bee keeping and high school 

scholarships, equestrian center, wedding venue, therapeutic riding, blacksmith shop, Boy Scout camp, 

Heron rookery, river otters, Air B&B, horse recuperation barn, running cattle, hay production, horse 

ranches, and a pecan farm, to name a few of the businesses and community services that will be gone.  

 

Additionally, the way the decision to move from Segment D to Segment C was a bit sketchy and last 

minute. That deserves an investigation into who influenced that last minute, uncommunicated change.  

 

Please help us by opposing Segment C and choosing the more favorable route for the environment and 

for business, Segment D.  

 

Thank you, 

Brad Shaw 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:40 PM 

To: Braden Morehead > 

Subject: RE: 380 Bypass 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Braden Morehead  

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 7:23 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Good morning Stephen, 

 

I wanted to reach out and voice my opinion as a homeowner that I believe we should vote NO to 

Segment A, and YES to Segment B. As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 

construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Thanks, 

Braden Morehead 

 

[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) 

message]<https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsa

fety%2Ftraffic-safety-

campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C735c31eb5a1f46

6bec6108db19e113d5%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638132226709627781

%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6



From: bgomez124 (null)

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 12:09 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Oppose 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Brandi Gomez 



From: Brandi Martin

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 11:10 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Brandi Martin 

 

Sent from iPhone 

 

 

Sent from iPhone 



From: stacy head

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 5:08 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Thank you, 

Brandon and Stacy Head 

 

 



From: Brandon  

Sent: Friday, March 24, 2023 11:50 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: No to segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A 

for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an 

existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, 

destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge 

Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney.  

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from 

Coit Road to FM 1827.  

 

Sincerely,  

Brandon Harmon  

La Cima Estates home owner 

 

Regards, Brandon 



From: Brandon Rojas 

Sent: Sunday, March 26, 2023 7:55 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US 380 EIS project from Coit Road to FM 1827 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hello Stephen,   

 

When this bypass was presented to us, Segment B affected the least amount of businesses, homes, the 

environment, reduced travel time, and most of all was the most cost effective. As a business owner in 

Mckinney I'm very disappointed that Segment A was chosen. This route is slower, will cost our city more, 

and ultimately affect our environment more than moving a business. Please reconsider all of the 

impacted homes and build Segment B. I appreciate your time!  

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

 

 

 

 M: 469-706-7812  |  P: 214-901-2311 

 
 3747 Grace Ranch Trl.  
 McKinney, TX 75071 

 

 
BOOK A TOUR | VIEW GALLERIES | INQUIRE NOW 

       

 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.dvinegrace.com%2Fbook-a-tour&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C664b056e23f64019430c08db2e5df0e4%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638154753241689824%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=qlWxYQPUp5L8A6N6UPnihzRxayi3D85IPumYiisV0vE%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.dvinegrace.com%2Fportfolio&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C664b056e23f64019430c08db2e5df0e4%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638154753241846062%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=i%2Bi%2FSDJM2cAoclYOF18k%2BS87bENzYhBeREzcFsBwqiU%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.dvinegrace.com%2Fcontact&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C664b056e23f64019430c08db2e5df0e4%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638154753241846062%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=PrrhL7AWmoSNmCrxTptnpAPhQiLiWWfoIogwNEi7Ze0%3D&reserved=0


To whom it may concern: 

 

I have added some of my own comments to an already terrific paper written by a group of my 

neighbors. 

 

Objectively, EVERYTHING about this shift to Segment A over Segment B stinks. And I do mean 

feels and smells suspicious in its numerous oversights and bias. 

 

In what world does TxDOT say ‘You know what? We’re going for the more expensive, 

problematic version that impacts real people, homes, businesses, and environment, but it’s 

going to be great!’ 

 

As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of 

Segment A over Segment B is: 

● Fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150 million more! 

● Applies criteria to support their decision inconsistently, and provides 

numerous biased, false, and inconsistent findings in their environmental study. 

● There is objective evidence of political maneuvering, campaigning, and 

rezoning efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed 

TxDOT’s position 

 

As noted below, against all odds and common sense, TxDOT is: 

● OPTING to inconvenience Existing homeowners over Future homeowners.  

● OPTING to destroy Existing business over potential Future businesses. 

● OPTING for the more environmentally destructive option (trees, wetlands, etc.) 

● OPTING for the more complicated and expensive Segment A. 

● OPTING to use incomplete and dated environmental studies. 

 

I stand with thousands who publicly condemn these actions as unethical and improper. 

 

The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council on 

Environmental Quality (CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021), decisions on an alignment 

must be based on what is practical and feasible from a technical and economic 

standpoint, rather than what is desirable from the standpoint of the agency (i.e, 

TxDOT). 

 

Most McKinney residents acknowledge the need to alleviate the current and future traffic burden 

along US 380, and can see how a bypass might be one solution to support growth in the 

northern corridor. However, in selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do 

harm to a significant percentage of McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant 

fiscal irresponsibility. This decision is made more egregious with the existence of a 

viable lower impact alternative.  

 



It appears irrefutable that Segment B is the better alternative and that there are serious flaws in 

the conclusions reached by TxDOT and in the underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS). 

 

Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants that 

cause harm to humans and a rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current 

and future impacts. If TxDOT will not mitigate these harms, then TxDOT should at the 

very least do a rigorous analysis of these harms and explicitly note the opportunities we 

forgo with the current preferred alignment. The pollution appendices are missing critical 

analyses and portions are invalid as presented. This project should not proceed until 

those egregious omissions and errors are corrected. 

 

In order to ensure resolution and the creation of the best project possible, we request 

that: 

● TxDOT issue a second draft of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in the 

current draft EIS. 

● Any Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) have a 90-day review period, 

with an official public comment period, and that the FEIS be unbundled from the 

Record of Decision 

 

The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A: 

 

● Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes 2 versus 5. However, segment A 

is one mile longer, has 6 new interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential 

major utility conflicts versus just two for Segment B and displaces 15 businesses 

versus zero businesses for Segment B. 

● Segment B would have less of an environmental impact. Segment A would 

encroach on twice the wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and 

streams and more acreage of forests, prairies and grasslands than Segment B. 

Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged over 150 

years. Finally, there would be no hazardous material sites impacted on Segment 

B and TXDOT has identified 2 with Segment A. 

● Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to 

the taxpayers is that the estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M 

more than Segment B. 

● Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 

Highway increasing the risk of work zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic 

patterns. Additionally, the requirement to lower the existing grade in bedrock and 

cantilever local lanes in a restricted ROW width, while preferred for the longterm, 

will significantly increase the construction time, safety risk and disruption 

compared to route B. Priority has not been given to safety and the increased risk 

of fatal accidents, including those induced by a change in grade and, not one, but 

two 90 degree turns. 

● TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned 

future residential homes. It appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of 



unidentified future residents, property investors or developers over the impact of 

existing McKinney residents. The voices of the current residents should be a 

priority over unidentified future residents. 

● TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed 

residences under construction west of Custer Road. Once again, this appears to 

accrue to the benefit of future residents or current investors, not the current 

residents of McKinney. 

● TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic 

Horsemanship property, the subject of substantial public concern”. In fact, there 

is no great “public concern” over MainGait. The facility does serve a noble 

purpose, but that purpose is nowhere near the public concern of the impact to the 

existing residents of Tucker Hill who include retired veterans, disabled residents 

(both young and old), seniors 55+ and countless children. More concerning to 

members of Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney community is that TxDOT 

calls out the impact of the ROW to the property belonging to the founder of 

MainGait. The founder of MainGait is no ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill Darling, 

a former real estate developer and home builder who stands to gain personally 

by the selection of Segment A over B. In particular, Bill Darling and/or other 

associates of the Darling company, leveraged ownership of 43 Tucker Hill lots to 

submit comments against Segment B in favor of Segment A – essentially 

impersonated residents of Tucker Hill. TxDOT’s own findings indicate that the 

continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and has stated Segment B 

“would not make the ManeGait inaccessible to persons with disabilities and 

would not violate the Americans with Disabilities Act.” Furthermore and perhaps 

most egregious is that ManeGait stated and TxDOT perpetuated the false claim 

that ManeGait provides “essential” services to protected citizens, which was a 

misrepresentation and may have swayed public opinion. 

 

In direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT still concluded Segment A was the 

preferred route option. TxDOT relied on the EIS to support their conclusion. Of critical concern 

to Tucker Hill and the greater McKinney community is what appears to be flaws in the 

underlying TxDOT analysis and interpretation of the EIS. I will attempt to detail each of my 

concerns individually. My comments however, are not meant to be a complete listing of 

the errors or omissions in the study, but simply those that this compressed timeframe 

has allowed me to identify. 

 

Noise Pollution 

The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased. The importance of this 

is underscored by the existing scientific literature showing the association between 

traffic and related noise on physical and mental health. The study evaluated only a 

single barrier south of the community. It appears the study was biased toward providing 

more data around MainGait, a facility with transient guests, than Tucker Hill, a 

community of over 380 homes with plans for over 600. Additionally, it appears that 

there has been no regard taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous veteran residents, elderly 



residents or our residents with disabilities – collectively, who likely outnumber 

MainGait’s transient guests. In fact, Tucker Hill was classified, by TxDOT, as a 

standard residential area with an acceptable NAC level of 67 and precluded from 

participating in any future noise studies. This is both incorrect and unacceptable. 

Tucker Hill is a “front porch” community and every home is designed with a front porch 

that encourages outdoor activities and interactions between neighbors. Tucker Hill 

should be reclassified as Category A to preserve the essence of the neighborhood and 

the neighborhood should be included in any future noise abatement studies. 

 

The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise on 

the community. Yet, TxDOT, while proposing to surround the neighborhood on both the 

south and east side with a highway, believes the noise impact to be acceptable. TxDOT 

has not met their burden in any way, and moving forward with flawed data will cause 

irreparable harm to the residents of Tucker Hill, especially the young, elderly and 

disabled who do not regularly leave the neighborhood. A new noise study must be 

conducted with more receptors and sound barriers across both the south and east side 

of the neighborhood must be included in any Segment A option. Finally, it appears 

untenable that TxDOT could make any conclusion about the noise impact on Tucker Hill 

without fully understanding the impact of their proposed Segment A shift on the east 

side of the neighborhood. 

 

Community Impacts 

TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park and the Tucker Hill Community 

Center in their community impact study as the only community spaces without 

identifying the population they serve. First, Tucker Hill houses a community center, two 

town squares, two community parks, a community pool, a dog park, two fire pits, an 

amphitheater and a rooftop event space in the Harvard Park commercial area. The 

community spaces can be found filled with residents on almost any sunny day. Tucker 

Hill hosts many little league practices from Prosper and McKinney in our neighborhood 

parks and is a Christmas Holiday destination for people all across the region to visit our 

lighted homes. Furthermore, the community has a long history of events supporting 

organizations like Ethan for Autism, 29 Acres and the Down Syndrome Guild of Dallas. 

 

TxDOT has not demonstrated that they have completed any research into the impacted 

population (including children of all ages, elderly, seniors 55+, veterans and residents 

with disabilities) of these facilities. Once again, this is an egregious omission and 

appears to show substantial bias for MainGait and other facilities that serve guests as 

opposed to residents. 

 

Aesthetic Impacts 

TxDOT has not completed the required aesthetic impact analysis for the whole project. 

Traffic Analysis TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed. TxDOT’s original traffic projection 

methodology was deemed to be incomplete and inconsistent by the Texas A&M 

Transportation Institute (TTI) in September of 2020. In March 2021, TTI noted that they 



still had not been provided traffic data for the “No Build vs Build scenarios”. At that time, TTI 

deemed that the growth rates used in the revised study were acceptable for 

“short-term growth (from 2020 to the pivot year of 2040)”. Unfortunately, TxDOT has not 

addressed how their growth rate calculation using a linear regression could be 

acceptable if the baseline year for traffic growth is 2020. In every commercial or 

municipal environment, 2020 is seen as a data anomaly because of the impact of the 

pandemic and an unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes of any kind. 

TxDOT’s traffic analysis continues to be flawed and incomplete. 

 

  



Two 90 degree curves 

More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a horizontal curve, and the 

average crash rate for horizontal curves is about three times that of other types of 

highway segments 

(https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/). In 2022 the 

United States Department of Transportation released their National Roadway Safety 

Strategy, which endorsed zero fatalities as the national goal and promotes building 

safety into the design of roads. TxDOT did not compare the safety risks including injury 

and fatality based on the highway designs of alternatives A and B. Segment A (the 

current preferred alignment) has two 90 degree curves. It also does not appear that 

TxDOT considered this safety risk in their decision. 

 

As such, TxDOT must include an analysis that compares alternatives A and B on the 

probability of accidents, injury, and fatalities. In addition, TxDOT must justify why they 

would choose a more dangerous alignment and one that goes against the US 

Department of Transportation’s strategy. 

 

Community Cohesion 

TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to Tucker 

Hill with Segment A and that there appears to be existing cohesion between Whitley 

Place, Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper and Walnut Grove due to school districting 

once again is incorrect and appears to show a bias or, simply, a failure to conduct 

proper research. 

 

Segment A will effectively sever Tucker Hill on both the south and eastern sides of the 

neighborhood from McKinney. This is atypical and will leave Tucker Hill, established 

within the city limits of McKinney in 2008, as the only established subdivision completely 

blocked off from McKinney on two sides of the neighborhood. In fact, the highway will 

sever Tucker Hill from the districted school, Reeves Elementary in Auburn Hills. It will 

also impact and, possibly, imperil the plans to connect Tucker Hill to both the school and 

the hike and bike trail system already in the city’s plans. The City of McKinney has 

noted in their planning documents and as Mayor Fuller reiterated in his email to Ceason 

Clemons and TxDOT staff dated February 26th, 2023, Tucker Hill is a significant asset to 

the city. 

 

What may be most troubling, though, is TxDOT’s conclusion that somehow there is no 

cohesion impact when cutting Tucker Hill off from Reeves Elementary, but there 

appears to be an impact to the Prosper neighborhoods due to school zoning. However, 

the Walnut Grove neighborhood is not districted for Prosper ISD. The Mansions of 

Prosper neighborhood and the Luxe Prosper neighborhood are districted for different 

elementary and high schools than the Whitley Place neighborhood. In fact, Mansions of 

Prosper and Luxe Prosper share school zoning with Tucker Hill. The correct 

conclusion here should have been that given the shared school zoning between these 

neighborhoods (Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper, Tucker Hill and Auburn Hills) and 



the fact that Tucker Hill would become the only established subdivision to be severed 

from McKinney by the highway on two sides, with respect to community cohesion, 

Segment B is clearly the better alternative. 

 

Construction and Noise Pollution 

TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to construction and noise 

pollution. According to the TxDOT handbook this is incorrect and TxDOT must also include: 

“Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This section of the EA must 

identify and explain any impacts associated with construction activities. This 

includes light pollution; impacts associated with physical construction activity, 

temporary lane, road or bridge closures (including detours); and other traffic 

disruptions. Include the expected duration of any construction impacts, and 

explain any BMPs or other strategies that will be used to mitigate such 

impacts.” 

 

TxDOT must outline and detail all potential impacts during construction for both 

proposed Segments A and B and appropriately evaluate those impacts as part of the 

study. Importantly, TxDOT should provide all impacts and mitigation strategies related 

to construction prior to proceeding. Critically, with respect to Tucker Hill and the 

surrounding neighborhoods, what are the plans for egress to the neighborhood during 

construction and how will those plans impact the response time of emergency vehicles 

to points within the neighborhood? 

 

Shift Closer to Tucker Hill 

TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the 

already flawed analysis that produced a preference for Segment A creates an unfair 

burden on the residents of Tucker Hill. Once again, TxDOT appears to be showing a 

callous bias toward ‘future development’ rather than a commitment to current residents. 

It is impossible to fully understand the additional noise pollution, air pollution and other 

effects without additional study. It’s important to note that even with this new shifted 

Segment A, the cost to construct Segment B would be $100M+ less than Segment A. 

TxDOT’s actions are placing the residents of Tucker Hill in an untenable position and 

are knowingly causing irreparable harm to the community in favor of future 

development. I strongly object to the proposed shift of the A alignment. 

 

Air Pollution 

Air pollution is a documented public health emergency, and can affect every organ in the 

body, including cognition. Children and the elderly are disproportionately vulnerable to 

air pollution, specifically PM2.5, and more so if they live in close proximity to a highway. 

Air pollution can cause a multitude of diseases in adults, including heart disease, and 

can breach the placental barrier during pregnancy, causing miscarriages and birth 

defects. These impacts are well documented and have been noted in academic studies 

for over a decade. TxDOT should not proceed with this project until they have 

conducted a full study of existing and future air pollution on this highway, both at the 



regional scale and immediately adjacent to the highway. TxDOT must be compliant with 

EPA’s health-based National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill neighborhood on the South 

and East sides. Winds in McKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-East 

meaning that for more days than not air pollution will be blown and settled on the 

residents of Tucker Hill. 

 

It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT utilized an airspeed 

of 1 MPH. The average wind speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the prevailing 

winds are from the south and south-east. It appears that additional study must be 

completed to correctly understand what the adverse effects of air pollution would be on 

the Tucker Hill population. Additionally, if Segment A is selected, monitoring devices 

must be installed to monitor air quality before, during and after construction. 

 

The DEIS fails to address air pollution from traffic beyond tailpipe emissions. A growing 

body of academic research cites brake wear and tire friction as primary pollutants from 

traffic. The DEIS has not addressed either of these sources of pollutants, nor does it 

address benzene or Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs). We request that TxDOT 

complete detailed analyses of each of these pollutants, and compare pollutant levels on 

380 (for each pollutant) to expected levels during and after construction Segment A. 

The DEIS notes in several places that expected proliferation of electric vehicles (EVs) 

should improve air pollution in this corridor. This is not only abdicating responsibility for 

mitigating air pollution, but a misrepresentation of electric vehicles and their 

environmental benefits. While EVs do reduce tailpipe emissions from internal 

combustion engines (ICEs), they do nothing to reduce pollution from non-tailpipe 

sources including brake dust and tire friction. Pollution from tire friction may worsen in 

EVs due to increases in vehicle weight from electric batteries. Further, Texas’ electric 

grid is far from clean, and EVs that source their energy from unclean sources are, 

therefore, unclean themselves. 

 

The Mobile Source Air Toxins analysis in the DEIS is lacking and includes only a 

qualitative analysis. The DEIS claims that MSAT will decrease with time because of 

improved federal standards. We argue that this is an outsourcing of responsibility to 

mitigate air pollution in the 380 corridor, and request that TxDOT complete a 

quantitative MSAT analysis and a health impact assessment for all criteria pollutants. 

 

Quality of Comments Collected 

As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in 

soliciting comments. In addition to submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill 

residents, comments were solicited via Facebook with no links to the underlying studies 

or segment alternatives. TxDOT must vet all of the comments collected during the 

scoping project fully and determine that they were legitimately provided by residents. If 

the comments were not legitimate, they should be stricken from the project record. 

 



NEPA 

Paraphrasing from The Council on Environmental Quality (2021), TxDOT is obligated to 

evaluate feasible alternatives in enough detail so that a reader can compare and 

contrast the environmental effects of the various alternatives. Of note, NEPA reasonable 

alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from the technical and economic 

standpoint, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of TxDOT. 

 

“NEPA is About People and Places” 

"Impacts include ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health 

impacts, whether adverse or beneficial. It is important to note that human beings are 

part of the environment (indeed, that is why Congress used the phrase “human 

environment” in NEPA), so when an EIS is prepared and economic or social and natural 

or physical environmental effects are interrelated, the EIS should discuss all of these 

effects." 

 

It is clear that TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst, 

unsavory. I ask that TxDOT respond to each of the issues discussed. As it stands, if 

TxDOT proceeds with their preferred Segment A they will be irreparably harming the 

residents of Tucker Hill, unfairly seizing the residents’ ability to enjoy their 

neighborhood, severing them from their broader community and, potentially, justifying it 

with a fatally flawed Environmental Impact Study. 

 

Regards, 

 

Graham and Jackie Weedon 

2313 Pearl Street 

Mckinney, TX 75071 

214-287-9270 

 

*The original document had tons of very thoughtful and thorough footnotes and references, but 

they didn’t transfer in the conversion to this document. Just in case you didn’t see them 

elsewhere… 

 

1. RMI SHIFT Calculator 

2. RMI_SHIFT (STATE HIGHWAY INDUCED FREQUENCE OF TRAVEL) 

CALCULATOR_About the methodology 

3. American Economic Review_2011_The Fundamental Law of Road Congestion: 

Evidence from US Cities 

4. California EPA Air Resources Board_2014_Policy Brief_Impact of Highway Capacity and 

Induced Travel on Passenger Vehicle Use and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

5. UC Davis_2015_Policy Brief_Increasing Highway Capacity Unlikely to Relieve Traffic 

Congestion 

Case Studies & TxDOT Publications 

1. Air Alliance Houston_2019_Health Impact Assessment of the North Houston Highway 



Improvement Project 

2. Air Alliance Houston_2022_Why are we still building highways? 

3. TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS 

4. TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS Appendix P Air Quality 

5. TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS Appendix V Greenhouse Gas and Climate Change 

6. Thomson Reuters Foundation_2022_In 'world's most polluted city', Indian workers 

unaware of toxic air 

7. Reuters_2021_Pollution likely to cut 9 years of life expectancy of 40% of Indians 

8. The Guardian_2022_‘It’s just more and more lanes’ the Texan revolt against giant new 

highways 

9. The New York Times_2022_Can Portland Be a Climate Leader Without Reducing 

Driving? 

10. TxDOT_2023_TxDOT Statewide On-Road Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis and 

Climate Change Assessment Update Summer 2023 

11. TxDOT_2018_Technical Report_Statewide On-Road Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Analysis and Climate Change Assessment 

Tailpipe Emissions vs. Tire Friction Pollution 

1. The Guardian_2022_Car Tyres Produce Vastly More Particle Pollution Than Exhausts, 

Tests Show 

2. Jalopnik_2022_Emissions from Tire Wear Are a Whole Lot Worse Than We Thought 

Congestion vs. Idling Emissions 

1. City Observatory_2017_Urban Myth Busting: Congestion, Idling, and Carbon Emissions 

2. Transportation Research_2012_Congestion and emissions mitigation: A comparison of 

capacity, demand, and vehicle based strategies 

Policy vs. Behavior Changes 

1. Transportation Research Interdisciplinary Perspectives_2023_Driven by head or heart? 

Testing the effect of rational and emotional anti-speeding messages on self-reported 

speeding intentions 

Effects on Human Health 

1. The Guardian_2019_Revealed: air pollution may be damaging ‘every organ in the body’ 

2. Chest_2019_Air Pollution and Noncommunicable Diseases 

3. PNAS_2018_Global estimates of mortality associated with long-term exposure to 

outdoor fine particulate matter 

4. Environmental Pollution_2008_Human health effects of air pollution 

5. Environmental Health Perspectives_2007_Short-Term Effects of Carbon Monoxide on 

Mortality: An Analysis within the APHEA Project 

6. Respiratory Medicine_2015_Allergy and asthma: Effects of the exposure to particulate 

matter and biological allergens 

7. American Journal of Physiology_2008_Particulate matter exposure induces persistent 

lung inflammation and endothelial dysfunction 

8. Environmental Health Perspectives_2016_Prenatal Air Pollution Exposures, DNA Methyl 

Transferase Genotypes, and Associations with Newborn LINE1 and Alu Methylation and 

Childhood Blood Pressure and Carotid Intima-Media Thickness in the Children’s Health 

Study 



9. Environmental Health Perspectives_2010_Childhood Incident Asthma and 

Traffic-Related Air Pollution at Home and School 

10. Environmental Pollution_2017_Maternal exposure to air pollutants during the first 

trimester and foetal growth in Japanese term infants 

11. Environmental Health Perspectives_2009_Association between Local Traffic-Generated 

Air Pollution and Preeclampsia and Preterm Delivery in the South Coast Air Basin of 

California 

12. Obesity_2016_Residential proximity to major roadways, fine particulate matter, and 

adiposity: The framingham heart study 

13. Environmental Health Perspectives_2006_Separate and Unequal: Residential 

Segregation and Estimated Cancer Risks Associated with Ambient Air Toxics in U.S. 

Metropolitan Areas 

14. The Guardian_2019_Air pollution deaths are double previous estimates, finds research 

15. European Heart Journal_2019_Cardiovascular disease burden from ambient air pollution 

in Europe reassessed using novel hazard ratio functions 

16. The Guardian_2019_Air pollution 'as bad as smoking in increasing risk of miscarriage' 

17. Fertility and Sterility_2019_Acute effects of air pollutants on spontaneous pregnancy 

loss: a case-crossover study 

18. Fertility and Sterility_2018_Ambient air pollution and the risk of pregnancy loss: a 

prospective cohort study 

19. The Guardian_2018_Air pollution particles found in mothers' placentas 

20. The Guardian_2018_Air pollution causes ‘huge’ reduction in intelligence, study reveals 

21. PNAS_2018_The impact of exposure to air pollution on cognitive performance 

22. The Guardian_2017_Air pollution harm to unborn babies may be global health 

catastrophe, warn doctors 

23. BMJ_2017_Impact of London's road traffic air and noise pollution on birth weight: 

retrospective population based cohort study 

24. The Guardian_2017_Global pollution kills 9m a year and threatens 'survival of human 

societies' 

25. The Guardian_2018_Diesel pollution stunts children’s lung growth, major study shows 

26. The Lancet_2019_Impact of London's low emission zone on air quality and children's 

respiratory health: a sequential annual cross-sectional study 

27. The Guardian_2017_How conniving carmakers caused the diesel air pollution crisis 

28. The Guardian_2018_Childhood obesity linked to air pollution from vehicles 

29. Environmental Health_2018_Longitudinal associations of in utero and early life 

near-roadway air pollution with trajectories of childhood body mass index 

30. Preventive Medicine_2010_Automobile traffic around the home and attained body mass 

index: a longitudinal cohort study of children aged 10-18 years 

31. The Guardian_2016_Air pollution linked to increased mental illness in children 

32. BMJ_2016_Association between neighbourhood air pollution concentrations and 

dispensed medication for psychiatric disorders in a large longitudinal cohort of Swedish 

children and adolescents 

33. The Guardian_2018_Air pollution: everything you should know about a public health 

emergency 



34. The Guardian_2017_Electric cars are not the answer to air pollution, says top UK 

adviser 

35. The New York Times_2022_Enough About Climate Change. Air Pollution Is Killing Us 

Now. 

36. Air Alliance Houston_No Safe Level of Transportation Emissions 

37. Elsevier_2017_Increased air pollution cuts victims' lifespan by a decade, costing billions 

38. Harvard_2016_Air pollution below EPA standards linked with higher death rates 

39. Environmental Health Perspectives_2016_Low-Concentration PM2.5 and Mortality: 

Estimating Acute and Chronic Effects in a Population-Based Study 

40. Texas Pedestrian Safety Coalition_2023_Exploring Transportation-Related Air Quality 

Impacts on Pedestrians in Disadvantaged Communities_Video 

41. Texas Pedestrian Safety Coalition_2023_Exploring Transportation-Related Air Quality 

Impacts on Pedestrians in Disadvantaged Communities_Slides 

42. Texas Pedestrian Safety Coalition_2023_Exploring Transportation-Related Air Quality 

Impacts on Pedestrians in Disadvantaged Communities_HBW Notes.docx 

43. University of British Columbia_2023_Traffic pollution impairs brain function 

44. Environmental Health_2023_Brief diesel exhaust exposure acutely impairs functional 

brain connectivity in humans: a randomized controlled crossover study 

45. Dezeen_2023_MIT study finds huge carbon cost to self-driving cars 

46. Journal of the American Heart Association_2022_Pandemic‐Related Pollution Decline 

and ST‐Segment‒Elevation Myocardial Infarctions 

47. American Lung Association_2022_Living Near Highways and Air Pollution 

48. Environmental Health Perspectives_2011_Traffic-related air pollution and cognitive 

function in a cohort of older men 

49. The Lancet_2017_Living near major roads and the incidence of dementia, Parkinson's 

disease, and multiple sclerosis: a population-based cohort study 

50. Environmental Health Perspectives_2008_Association between traffic-related black 

carbon exposure and lung function among urban women 

51. The New England Journal of Medicine_2004_Exposure to Traffic and the Onset of 

Myocardial Infarction 

52. The Lancet_2002_Association between mortality and indicators of traffic-related air 

pollution in the Netherlands: a cohort study 

53. American Journal of Respiratory and Critical Care Medicine_2010_Chronic Obstructive 

Pulmonary Disease and Long-Term Exposure to Traffic-related Air Pollution_A Cohort 

Study 

54. The Urban Institute_2022_The Polluted Life Near the Highway 

Expert Publications & Guidelines 

1. Planetizen_2022_The Urgent Need for Climate Action Includes Land Use Reforms, 

IPCC Report Says 

2. IPCC_2022_Chapter 8 Transport 

3. WHO_2021_Global Air Quality Guidelines 

4. USPIRG_2021_Transform Transportation_Strategies For A Healthier Future 

5. The World Bank and IHME_2016_The Cost of Air Pollution 

6. Transportation for America_Driving Down Emissions 



Induced Demand 

1. Journal of Transport Economics and Policy 2002 Induced Travel Demand and Induced 

Road Investment: A Simultaneous Equation Analysis 

Tailpipe Emissions vs. Tire Friction Pollution/ Brake Dust Pollution/ Electric Vehicle Pollution 

1. Int J Environ Res Public Health 2017 Wear and Tear of Tyres: A Stealthy Source of 

Microplastics in the Environment 

2. Report EUR 2014 Non-exhaust traffic related emissions. Brake and tyre wear PM 

3. Atmospheric Environment 2011 Investigation on the potential generation of ultrafine 

particles from the tire–road interface 

4. Journal of Environmental Protection 2013 Dust Resulting from Tire Wear and the Risk of 

Health Hazards 

5. Environmental Science & Technology 2004 Tire-Wear Particles as a Source of Zinc to 

the Environment 

6. Environmental Science and Pollution Research 2015 Brake wear particle emissions: a 

review 

7. Science of the Total Environment 2008 Sources and properties of non-exhaust 

particulate matter from road traffic: A review 

8. Science of the Total Environment 2020 Tyre and road wear particles (TRWP) - A review 

of generation, properties, emissions, human health risk, ecotoxicity, and fate in the 

environment 

9. Science of the Total Environment 2022 Tire wear particle emissions: Measurement data 

where are you? 

10. Science of the Total Environment 2022 Effect of treadwear grade on the generation of 

tire PM emissions in laboratory and real-world driving conditions 

11. Emission Control Science and Technology 2021 Development of Tire-Wear Particle 

Emission Measurements for Passenger Vehicles 

12. Wear 2018 Investigation of ultra fine particulate matter emission of rubber tires 

13. Bloomberg 2022 New Tech Aims to Capture Electric Vehicle Tire Emissions 

14. Arizona Department of Transportation 2006 Tire Wear Emissions for Asphalt Rubber and 

Portland Cement Concrete Pavement Surfaces 

15. The Conversation 2020 Air pollution from brake dust may be as harmful as diesel 

exhaust on immune cells – new study 

16. UK Research and Innovation 2020 Brake dust air pollution may have same harmful 

effects on immune cells as diesel exhaust 

17. U.S. Department of Energy Alternative Fuels Data Center Emissions from Electric 

Vehicles 

18. U.S. Department of Energy Argonne Laboratory 2009 Well-to-Wheels Energy Use and 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis of Plug-in Hybrid Electric Vehicles 

19. National Renewable Energy Laboratory 2016 Emissions Associated with Electric Vehicle 

Charging: Impact of Electricity Generation Mix, Charging Infrastructure Availability, and 

Vehicle Type 

20. US News 2020 Brake Dust Another Driver of Air Pollution 

21. The New York Times 2021 How Green Are Electric Vehicles? 

22. Scientific American 2016 Electric Cars Are Not Necessarily Clean 



23. The Guardian 2016 Why electric cars are only as clean as their power supply 

24. Biofriendly Planet 2022 Electric Vehicles and Their Impact on the Environment 

25. California Air Resources Board 2022 California moves to accelerate to 100% new 

zero-emission vehicle sales by 2035 

26. CNN 2022 Car tires are disastrous for the environment. This startup wants to be a 

driving force in fixing the problem. 

VOCs/ PM2.5/ Greenhouse Gases 

1. World Health Organization 2019 Exposure to benzene: a major public health concern 

2. American Lung Association 2022 Volatile Organic Compounds 

3. National Cancer Institute 2022 Benzene 

4. Environmental Research 2020 Characteristics of volatile organic compounds from 

vehicle emissions through on-road test in Wuhan, China. 

5. Aerosol and Air Quality Research 2018 Emission Characteristics of VOCs from On-Road 

Vehicles in an Urban Tunnel in Eastern China and Predictions for 2017–2026 

6. Atmospheric Environment 2017 Characteristics of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) 

from the evaporative emissions of modern passenger cars 

7. Atmospheric Environment 2012 Volatile organic compounds from the exhaust of 

light-duty diesel vehicles 

8. Analytical Sciences 2012 Measurement of volatile organic compounds in vehicle exhaust 

using single-photon ionization time-of-flight mass spectrometry 

9. PubMed 2001 Exposure to volatile organic compounds for individuals with occupations 

associated with potential exposure to motor vehicle exhaust and/or gasoline vapor 

emissions 

10. Environmental Research 1999 Assessment of benzene and toluene emissions from 

automobile exhaust in Bangkok 

11. Atmospheric Environment 1967 Benzene, toluene and xylene concentrations in car 

exhausts and in city air 

12. Environmental Science and Technology 1992 On-line measurement of benzene and 

toluene in dilute vehicle exhaust by mass spectrometry 

13. Iowa State University 2015 Quantification of benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene and 

o-xylene in internal combustion engine exhaust with time-weighted average solid phase 

microextraction and gas chromatography mass spectrometry 

14. Journal of Exposure Science & Environmental Epidemiology 2003 Measurement of 

volatile organic compounds inside automobiles 

15. Chronic Diseases and Translational Medicine 2018 Fine particulate matter (PM2.5): The 

culprit for chronic lung diseases in China. 

16. Journal of Thoracic Disease 2016 The impact of PM2.5 on the human respiratory system 

17. US EPA 2022 Health and Environmental Effects of Particulate Matter (PM) 

18. Harvard School of Public Health 2011 Greenhouse gases pose threat to public health 

19. CDC 2022 Climate Effects on Health. 

20. NAQTS, Emissions Analytics, Lancaster University 2018 Vehicle Interior Air Quality: 

Volatile Organic Compounds 

Congestion vs. Idling Emissions (Traffic Emissions) 

1. Transportation Research Record Comparison of Vehicular Emissions in Free-Flow and 



Congestion Using MOBILE4 and Highway Performance Monitoring System 

2. Atmospheric Environment 2011 Vehicle emissions in congestion: Comparison of work 

zone, rush hour and free-flow conditions 

3. Institute for Transport and Economics 2007 How Much does Traffic Congestion Increase 

Fuel Consumption and Emissions? Applying a Fuel Consumption Model to the NGSIM 

Trajectory Data 

4. Science of The Total Environment 2013 Air pollution and health risks due to vehicle 

traffic 

5. USA Today 2011 Study blames 2,200 deaths on traffic emissions 

Resources 

1. TxDOT 2022 DEIS 



From: Brenda Freund 

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 10:45 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US 380 Bypass Comments 

Attachments: US 380 Comments.docx 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hello Sir,  

 

My name is Brenda Freund and I moved into Tucker Hill in 2022. My son and his family, Graham and 

Jackie Weedon, also live here in Tucker Hill and have also written to you. 

 

As the first homeowner of a new construction home, I thought it important to be clear that at no time in 

the sale, construction, or closing did the possibility of a bypass come up. I'm deeply concerned because I 

live in the northeast corner of Tucker Hill which stands to lose the beautiful greenbelt ecosystem that 

separates Tucker Hill from Auburn Hills.  

 

I am also sharing the letter that my son and his wife sent you. I echo their comments, and stand behind 

the amazingly detailed and thoughtful letter that our neighbors have researched and written. With all 

the evidence that Segment B is the obvious superior choice, it begs the question what or who is 

influencing the decision to choose the more expensive and impactful Segment A.  

 

We're confident that if the authorities do their proper research and validation of all the factors, the only 

true, confident choice is Segment B. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Brenda Freund 

2713 Majestic Avenue 

Mckinney, Tx 75071 

337-485-9709 

 



From: Nicole  

Sent: Thursday, March 23, 2023 5:18 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: TXdot Bypass! 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Steven from TXDot, 

  

I thought they issued a resolution to expand 380 or build the bypass through Tucker Hill which is part of 

McKinney instead of a bypass running through Prosper and specifically the non-profit Main Gait. Main 

Gait has provided a resource for much needed therapy and volunteer opportunities for high school kids 

in the surrounding neighborhoods. 

 

Mayor Fuller is lobbying for the 380 business of McKinney, when they are the ones who benefit 

financially from the increase in traffic. We ask that TXdot hear our plight and not put the bypass through 

Prosper option B. It will most definitely cause a decrease in our home values, an increase in air pollution 

and noise pollution. It will negatively effect the existing schools and the new highschool going in off First 

street and the non-profit Main Gait. 

 

This is a McKinney issue, a result of poor planning and now they are trying to defer the negative results 

of this poor planning to Prosper! Many of the people of Prosper were not aware of this possibility when 

they purchased their homes. 

Please keep this highway bypass from going through the town of Prosper and ruining our community. 

 

Thank you, 

Whitley Place Prosper Resident 

Brent Hoeppner 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:40 PM 

To: Brett Guillory 

Subject: RE: NO to Project 380 Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Brett Guillory 

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 7:21 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: NO to Project 380 Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

NO to US380 Project Segment A, YES to Segment B 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction 
of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT 
for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   
 

Brett Guillory 

Stinebridge Ranch Residence 

 

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cad1de44b1f5941228d0108db19e135be%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638132227272974406%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=lUdxTU5FVnpK0%2BMqznOlQs6F6mq6RPIHbTdY5dErpv0%3D&reserved=0


From: Brett Lunde  

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 6:52 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   

 

Brett Lunde 



From: Brett Talbot 

Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2023 9:39 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US 380 By Pass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Stephen Endres,  

As a Stonebridge resident I strongly oppose Segment A.  TxDot has a different option in Segment 

B.  Segment B will cost less, reduce the tax burden, destroy fewer businesses and homes , and cause less 

disruption to thousands of Stonebridge Ranch residents and citizens of Mckinney.   

I STRONGLY support Segment B as the best option for US 380 Bypass from Coit Rd. to FM 1827.   

Thank you, 

Brett Talbot  

Stonebridge Ranch resident.   

 

 



From: Brian & Jennifer Watkins 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 4:47 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Brian Frank 

Sent: Sunday, March 12, 2023 9:25 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Mr. Endres, Txdot’s decision to build the 380 bypass using option A is a mistake that should be 

corrected. The option A is more destructive option and more costly that should be avoided. Option B is 

more optimal, less disruptive, less costly and better for the people living in our community of McKinney. 

Running the new highway from Custer to Ridge rd. along the current 380 corridor is avoidable and a 

disaster waiting to happen. The homes in this area are too close to what will be the new highway. The 

sounds from the road will be significant and oppressive to children living in this area. The potential for 

an event of an East Palestine train wreck type scenario would unnecessarily expose families to potential 

harm and txdot would forever be held accountable for not knowingly avoiding this situation. 

Brian, Kay, Sydney, Sylvia Frank 

7554 Hanover street McKinney 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Brian Drees <

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 10:37 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Brian&Linda Drees 

6825 Studebaker Drive 

McKinney, Texas 75071 

 

 

Sent from my iPad 



From: Aguilar, Brian  

Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2023 1:59 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Extended Comment Period:  US 380 from Coit Rd to FM 1827 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres, 

 

As a resident of the area under discussion, I am contacting you today to express my concern regarding 

the extension of the Comment Period.  As I understand, the DEIS was completed and approved in 

December 2022 and designated Segment A as the Recommended Alignment.  While I appreciate the 

thorough due diligence, precedent indicates that the standard for following process and protocols has 

been met.  As such, the continuation of the Comment Period is unnecessary and unwarranted.   

 

No amount of additional dialogue will alter the conclusions and recommendations detailed in the 

DEIS…of the four (4) reasonable alternatives evaluated, the proper route for the Bypass is Segment A.   

 

TxDot should close deliberations and proceed accordingly with the Recommended Alignment.  Segment 

A is, and will continue to be, the proper path forward.   

 

Respectfully, 

 

Brian A. Aguilar | Director of Corporate Accounts 

Philips Image Guided Therapy Devices 

 

214.970.8535  

 

 

 

 
The information contained in this message may be confidential and legally protected under applicable law. The message is intended solely 
for the addressee(s). If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, forwarding, dissemination, or reproduction of 
this message is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by return e-mail and 
destroy all copies of the original message. 



From: Brian de la Houssaye 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 1:00 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Endres, I am writing to ask you to review the decision process recently 

used by TXDOT to decide on Segment A versus Segment B for the proposed US380 

Bypass.  First and foremost, no one truly understands why it took TXDOT such a 

long time to decide on activity when 30 years ago it was evident DFW growth was 

northward and the ONLY potential east-west route to the far north was US380 

because of Lake Louisville.  After input from a number of parties TXDOT decided 

on Section A, which means virtually the entire bypass will go through McKinney, 

including much of McKinney that is already developed.   This means the citizens of 

McKinney will have to absorb millions of unbudgeted dollars for traffic, of which 

in excess of 90% originates and terminates elsewhere.  Instead of having a small 

portion of the bypass go through undeveloped sections of Prosper, virtually all of 

it will go through developed sections of McKinney.  By TXDOT's own admission 

Section A is more expensive, longer and constitutes a less timely commute time 

than Section B, which would run through largely undeveloped land in both 

Prosper and McKinney.  The disparity is even greater when taking into account 

TXDOT used very aggressive estimates for POTENTIAL relocation of major 

utilities.  A major note of exception listed by TXDOT is that Section B would have 

passed close to ManeGait, a therapeutic horse center for children run by the 

Darling family on property contiguous to their homestead.  Section B would 

require some of the Darling’s property so the Darlings made an issue, claiming the 

bypass would create a deteriorated atmosphere for children riding nearby.  I grew 

up on horses.  I rode everywhere.  Often on roadways.  Traffic noise is a constant 

of the modern world.  I am certain the Darling family is unhappy with Section B, 

but does that justify destroying businesses with Section A so they can preserve 

the peacefulness of their homestead?  Does the potential future development of 

Prosper property justify the destruction of existing developed property in 

McKinney?  Section A costs the taxpayers of McKinney and of Texas as a whole 

more than Section B.  There is simply no justification for this decision unless there 



were factors opaque to the general public.  Please reverse or investigate this 

decision. 



From: Brian Frank 

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 6:23 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 bypass  

 

This email originated from outside of the organiza+on. Do not click links or open a-achments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

I am wri+ng in regards to the 380 by pass route A and its implica+ons for our Tucker Hill family. We are a 

parent of a child who has been diagnosed 504 for learning issues etc. and is a young student at Reeves 

elementary in Auburn Hills. The 380 by pass would greatly affect the sensory issues she has with sound, 

and her respiratory problems related to air quality. Recently she has been riding a Prosper ISD school bus 

to Reeves every school day. The route A for the 380 by pass would run directly between our home and 

her elementary school. Therefore not only impac+ng her at home but also on her way to school and at 

the Reeves playground. Route A would be an unnecessary burden on her and students like her in our 

area. Route B is not only $200 million cheaper its impact is far less on families/businesses currently living 

here! 

Please reconsider your choices. Take a second look at your data and new data and make the right choice 

of route B. 

Thank you Brian Frank 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



1

From: Brian Habeck

Sent: Monday, April 17, 2023 7:03 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: 380 bypass

This email originated from outside of the organiza�on. Do not click links or open a�achments unless you recognize the 

sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and ci�zen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construc�on of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass 

from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an exis�ng op�on, Segment B, that will cost less, 

reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disrup�on 

to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of ci�zens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to 

implement Segment B as the preferred op�on for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

 

NO to Segment A 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Brian Holdrich

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 2:02 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner, in the Ridgecrest neighborhood, and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly 

OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, 

reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and 

result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass 

from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Sincerely, 

 

Brian Holdrich 

6708 Falcon Ridge Lane 

McKinney TX 



From: Brian Hunsaker

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 11:09 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Sent from Mail for Windows 

 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fgo.microsoft.com%2Ffwlink%2F%3FLinkId%3D550986&data=05%7C01%7Cstephen.endres%40txdot.gov%7C30022054209b414ab4b308db1f937440%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638138490405155762%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=9KZmR8RuLS8g%2BPZ6fkF7xSvjejPR%2F1t51nzrV5I8iEU%3D&reserved=0


From: Brian Hunsaker 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 11:09 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 
US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 
Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 
and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 
citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 
the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Thank you, 
Brian Hunsaker 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 10:06 AM 

To: Brian Monteiro 

Subject: RE: US380 Bypass/Oppose Segment A 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Brian Monteiro 

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 10:28 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Cc: Anne Aruiza-Monteiro 

Subject: US380 Bypass/Oppose Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Comment: 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

As a homeowner and citizen of Stonebridge Ranch, McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of 

Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass 

from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 
Thanks,  

 

\Brian Monteiro 

Stonebridge Ranch Resident 

Mckinney, TX 

 

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C1d08191fe4c84239f00f08db19a686d1%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131975228531875%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=JyXZA%2FNIeVihLt5sIWR7n3YGU4zZQtcgZ0tRV8cot9k%3D&reserved=0




From: The Allens 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 6:19 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax 

burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall 

disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Brooke Allen 

Sent from my iPhone 



-----Original Message----- 

From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Thursday, January 26, 2023 2:04 PM 

To: Brooke Carreker <brookecarreker@gmail.com> 

Subject: RE: 380 Bypass 

 

We will add and respond to your comments in public hearing summary. 

Stephen Endres 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Brooke Carreker <brookecarreker@gmail.com> 

Sent: Monday, January 16, 2023 9:14 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organiza6on. Do not click links or open a8achments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Brooke Carreker 

2705 Kennedy Drive 

Melissa, TX 75454 

- Pe66on FOR Segment D 

- Pe66on AGAINST Segment C 

I am personally against the development of Segment D, because my family has a long history of driving 

the peaceful roads to and from a couple of horse barns in the area. Segment C would cut literally across 

White Horse which would be devasta6ng to us and our community. 

Secondly - Segment D would be less disrup6ve to the residen6al communi6es in the area. 

My daughter went to Willow Wood. Segment D would be much be8er for our community. 

Thank you, 

Brooke Carreker 

214-790-1190 

Sent from my iPhone 





From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 9:02 AM
To: Camille Russu <
Subject: RE: 380 bypass
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 
 

From: Camille Russu 
Sent: Friday, February 17, 2023 12:05 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: 380 bypass
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Stephen,
 
I appose as does the majority of my neighbors the bypass A, this will make much
more congestion in
an area of 380 that is so congested now causing more problems.
 
It makes more sense with a less populated area to do bypass B and stay out of the
area that is already
built up impacting less people and business.
 
Your hurting an area of people with established homes and business because of a
few people in the
Prosper area that are complaining when this seems like the better route for all
concerned.
 

mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
mailto:sbagwellrudy@burnsmcd.com
mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7C16b2b1d67edd41bf181d08db135717f6%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638125036997824694%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=br8eXlm%2BB0VuVhsAaEcFUbgTe0HLt0xErKc03nFmKGY%3D&reserved=0
mailto:crussu@schellinsurance.com
mailto:Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov


Maybe take a drive on 380 in rush hours from Coit to Lake Forest and see how
congested traveling is.
I avoid 380 at all possible cost and you will make things worse.
 
Please consider a different route.
 
Thank you,
 
Camille Russu
Resident of Ridgecrest
 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsafety%2Ftraffic-safety-campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7C16b2b1d67edd41bf181d08db135717f6%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638125036997824694%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=TzvxbZ1HzDAiloLtZt8O0BUqi8LSjKCE%2F7BQiyAT3c8%3D&reserved=0


From: Stephen Endres
To:
Cc:
Subject: RE: Proposed US 380 Improvements Project -Sonic Drive-in, 11601 US Highway 380, Crossroads, TX 76227

(RI#5143)

The above referenced property is not in the US 380 EIS project limits.
It is in the US 380 Denton County project limits.  The schematic for that project will not start for
quite a few years.
 
Stephen
 

From: Candace Niezgodzki
Sent: Thursday, January 19, 2023 12:46 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Cc: Jessica Lopes
Subject: RE: Proposed US 380 Improvements Project -Sonic Drive-in, 11601 US Highway 380,
Crossroads, TX 76227 (RI#5143)
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Hello Stephen,
 
We received the attached notice regarding the US 380 Improvement Project.  Looking at updated
design for the “Blue Alternative, the above referenced property seems to be out of the project
limits. Can you please confirm that the above address is no longer considered within the project
limits. 
 
Any additional information you may have is appreciated.
 
Thank you,
 
Candace Niezgodzki
Associate, Right of Way, Condemnations, & Real Estate
Realty Income Corporation (NYSE “O”)

2325 E. Camelback Rd., 9th Floor, Phoenix, AZ 85016
www.realtyincome.com
(O) 858-284-5275
 
 

 
This email may contain material that is confidential, privileged and/or attorney work product for the sole use of the intended recipient.
Any review, reliance or distribution by others or forwarding without express permission is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended
recipient, please contact the sender and delete all copies.
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From: Candace Niezgodzki 
Sent: Wednesday, September 28, 2022 4:03 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Cc: Jessica Lopes
Subject: RE: Proposed US 380 Improvements Project - Sonic Drive-in, 11601 US Highway 380,
Crossroads, TX 76227 (RI#5143)
 
Hello Stephen,
 
Please keep us updated if more information becomes available.  Realty Income would be most
supportive of the route alternative that is least impactful to our property or does not result in any
rights being acquired.
 
Thank you,
 
Candace Niezgodzki
Associate, Right of Way, Condemnations, & Real Estate
Realty Income Corporation (NYSE “O”)

2325 E. Camelback Rd., 9th Floor, Phoenix, AZ 85016
www.realtyincome.com
(O) 858-284-5275
 
 

 
This email may contain material that is confidential, privileged and/or attorney work product for the sole use of the intended recipient.
Any review, reliance or distribution by others or forwarding without express permission is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended
recipient, please contact the sender and delete all copies.

 
 
 
 

From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 28, 2022 11:20 AM
To: Candace Niezgodzki 
Cc: Jessica Lopes 
Subject: RE: Proposed US 380 Improvements Project - Sonic Drive-in, 11601 US Highway 380,
Crossroads, TX 76227 (RI#5143)
 
This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.
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No schematic or environmental document is under development for the project.  It is hard to say
when they would start.  It probably will be after the current construction project is completed.
 

From: Candace Niezgodzki 
Sent: Wednesday, September 28, 2022 12:22 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Cc: Jessica Lopes 
Subject: RE: Proposed US 380 Improvements Project - Sonic Drive-in, 11601 US Highway 380,
Crossroads, TX 76227 (RI#5143)
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Thank you, Stephen, for the below links.  When do you anticipate the schematic design and
environmental study will be completed for the project?   
 
Best,
 
Candace Niezgodzki
Associate, Right of Way, Condemnations, & Real Estate
Realty Income Corporation (NYSE “O”)

2325 E. Camelback Rd., 9th Floor, Phoenix, AZ 85016
www.realtyincome.com
(O) 858-284-5275
 
 

 
This email may contain material that is confidential, privileged and/or attorney work product for the sole use of the intended recipient.
Any review, reliance or distribution by others or forwarding without express permission is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended
recipient, please contact the sender and delete all copies.

 
 
 
 
 

From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Friday, September 23, 2022 2:32 PM
To: Candace Niezgodzki
Cc: Jessica Lopes 
Subject: RE: Proposed US 380 Improvements Project - Sonic Drive-in, 11601 US Highway 380,
Crossroads, TX 76227 (RI#5143)
 
This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
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the sender and know the content is safe.

 
The US 380 Denton County feasibility report has been posted to the website.
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/projects/us-highways/us-380-denton-county-feasibility-study
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/0135-10-061_Feasibility_Report.pdf
 
 
This is the latest.
 

From: Candace Niezgodzki
Sent: Friday, September 23, 2022 12:20 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Cc: Jessica Lopes
Subject: RE: Proposed US 380 Improvements Project - Sonic Drive-in, 11601 US Highway 380,
Crossroads, TX 76227 (RI#5143)
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Stephen,
 
We are following up on the below emails.  Are there any updates you can provide at this time?
 
Thank you,
 
 
Candace Niezgodzki
Associate, Right of Way, Condemnations, & Real Estate
Realty Income Corporation (NYSE “O”)

2325 E. Camelback Rd., 9th Floor, Phoenix, AZ 85016
www.realtyincome.com
(O) 858-284-5275
 
 

 
This email may contain material that is confidential, privileged and/or attorney work product for the sole use of the intended recipient.
Any review, reliance or distribution by others or forwarding without express permission is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended
recipient, please contact the sender and delete all copies.

 
 
 

From: Jessica Lopes 
Sent: Friday, June 10, 2022 3:16 PM
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To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>; Candace Niezgodzki

Subject: RE: Proposed US 380 Improvements Project - Sonic Drive-in, 11601 US Highway 380,
Crossroads, TX 76227 (RI#5143)
 
Thank you, Stephen. Please update our team when more information becomes available. Do we
have an idea on whether there will be any impacts to our site?
 
Best,
 
Jessica Lopes
Associate Manager, Right of Way, Condemnations, & Real Estate
West Team Lead
Realty Income Corporation (NYSE “O”)
www.realtyincome.com
(O) 858-284-5000 | (F) 858-481-4861

 
This email may contain material that is confidential, privileged and/or attorney work product for the sole use of the intended recipient.
Any review, reliance or distribution by others or forwarding without express permission is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended
recipient, please contact the sender and delete all copies.

 

From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, June 9, 2022 7:00 AM
To: Candace Niezgodzki >
Cc: Jessica Lopes 
Subject: RE: Proposed US 380 Improvements Project - Sonic Drive-in, 11601 US Highway 380,
Crossroads, TX 76227 (RI#5143)
 
This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

 
The report is really close to being complete.  It has taken a little longer than expected.  I hope it is
posted the first few weeks of July.
 
 

From: Candace Niezgodzki 
Sent: Wednesday, June 8, 2022 10:49 AM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Cc: Jessica Lopes 
Subject: RE: Proposed US 380 Improvements Project - Sonic Drive-in, 11601 US Highway 380,
Crossroads, TX 76227 (RI#5143)
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This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hello Stephen,
 
We wanted to reach out on the below emails to see if there are any updates regarding this project.
Has the US 380 Denton County Feasibility Study been completed? Any information you can provide
will be greatly appreciated.
 
Thank you,
 
Candace Niezgodzki
Associate, Right of Way, Condemnations, & Real Estate
Realty Income Corporation (NYSE “O”)

2325 E. Camelback Rd., 9th Floor, Phoenix, AZ 85016
www.realtyincome.com
(O) 858-284-5275
 
 

 
This email may contain material that is confidential, privileged and/or attorney work product for the sole use of the intended recipient.
Any review, reliance or distribution by others or forwarding without express permission is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended
recipient, please contact the sender and delete all copies.

 

From: Lisa Sokolow 
Sent: Friday, January 14, 2022 11:51 AM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Cc: Jacqui Sigg ; Jessica Lopes 
Subject: RE: Public Meetings Concerning Proposed US 380 Improvements Project - Sonic Drive-in,
11601 US Highway 380, Crossroads, TX 76227 (RI#5143)
 
Mr. Endres,
 
Thank you for your email, and please keep us posted on any developments that may impact our
property.
 
Regards,
 
Lisa Sokolow
Assistant, Asset Management
Realty Income Corporation (NYSE “O”)
The Monthly Dividend Company®
11995 El Camino Real, San Diego, CA 92130
Office/Mobile: 917-789-2194
lsokolow@realtyincome.com

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fprotect-us.mimecast.com%2Fs%2FusTqCn5mKZHGOyvKT06qtF%3Fdomain%3Dnam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C120b7b707e6145d9e6e108dafa4d5f63%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638097508002261595%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=ddsnrR%2Bwu8WlJD8XZQ1O5o929GigosEIAjDcRT8SGAk%3D&reserved=0
mailto:lsokolow@realtyincome.com
mailto:Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov
mailto:jsigg@realtyincome.com
mailto:jlopes@realtyincome.com
mailto:lsokolow@realtyincome.com


 

From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 11, 2022 5:56 PM
To: Lisa Sokolow 
Cc: Jacqui Sigg 
Subject: RE: Public Meetings Concerning Proposed US 380 Improvements Project - Sonic Drive-in,
11601 US Highway 380, Crossroads, TX 76227 (RI#5143)
 
This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

 
Acquisition of any right of way is probably 5 to 10 years out.
 
We show what we think will be the ROW acquired here
http://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/US380-RD_SCH-PP-03.pdf
However, the design of a schematic in the next phase of project development will determine the
exact location of the proposed right of way.
http://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380DentonPM3
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 

From: Lisa Sokolow
Sent: Thursday, December 23, 2021 10:45 AM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Cc: Jacqui Sigg
Subject: Public Meetings Concerning Proposed US 380 Improvements Project - Sonic Drive-in, 11601
US Highway 380, Crossroads, TX 76227 (RI#5143)
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Mr. Endres,
 
Realty Income received the attached notice regarding the US 380 Denton County Feasibility Study in
proximity to our property referenced in the subject line, which is occupied by Sonic Drive-in (our
tenant).
 
We understand the proposed improvements may impact our property. At this time, are there any
plans available that you can provide to us which show the proposed impacts to our property? Will
any right of way be required and, if so, what is the timing for the acquisition?
 
Any additional information you may have regarding the proposed project will be appreciated.
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Regards,
 
Lisa Sokolow
Assistant, Asset Management
Realty Income Corporation (NYSE “O”)
The Monthly Dividend Company®
11995 El Camino Real, San Diego, CA 92130
Office/Mobile: 917-789-2194

 
 
This email may contain material that is confidential, privileged and/or attorney work product for the sole use of the intended recipient.
Any review, reliance or distribution by others or forwarding without express permission is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended
recipient, please contact the sender and delete all copies.
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Texas
Department

of Transportation

RECEIVED JAN 18 2023

Notice of Availability of Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Notice of Public Hearing
US 380

From Coit Road to FM 1827

CSJs; 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, 0135-15-002
Collln County, Texas

The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) is proposing to construct US 380 as a freeway primarily on new
location from Coit Road and existing US 380 around the northern portion of McKinney connecting back to existing
US 380 near Farm to Market (FM) Road 1827, east of the City of McKinney. This notice advises the public that
a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) is available for public review and that TxDOT will be conducting
an in-person and online virtual public hearing on the proposed project. The purpose of the hearing is to present
the DEIS and updated schematic design of the "Blue Alternative, " which has been identified as TxDOT's Preferred
Alternative. The Preferred Alternative links Segments A, E, and C.

The DEIS is available for review online at www. keepitmovinedallas. com/USSSOEIS, and a hard copy is available

for review at the TxDOT Dallas District Office.

The hearing dates, times and locations are listed below. The same information will be available at the in-
person and virtual hearings, including a pre-recorded video presentation with audio and visual components.

In-Person Hearing In-Person Hearing Virtual Hearing*
Thursday, Feb. 16, 2023 Tuesday, Feb. 21, 2023
5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. 5:30 p. m. to 7:30 p. m.

Collin County Courthouse Rhea's Mill Baptist Church
Central Jury Room 5733 N. Ouster Rd.

2100 Bloomdale Rd. McKinney, TX 75071

McKlnney, TX 75071

Thursday, Feb. 16, 2023, starting

at 5:30 p. m. through Tuesday,
March 21, 2023, at 11:59 p. m.
www. keeprtmoyingdai tes. com /

US380EIS

*This is not a live event

To view the virtual public hearing materials, participants may go to the web address noted above at any time
during the dates indicated. In-person attendees will be able to view the presentation which will be playing on a
screen, review hard copies of project materials, ask questions of TxDOT staff and/or consultants, and leave
comments. The in-person public hearings will follow an "open house" format, meaning attendees may come and
go at their convenience.

If you do not have internet access, or do not wish to attend an in-person hearing, you may call (214) 320-4469
between the hours of 8 a.m. and 5 p. m., Monday through Friday, to ask questions and access project materials
during the project development process.

The proposed project would provide a new location, eight-lane, controlled-access freeway with two-lane, one-way
frontage roads on each side from Coit Road and existing US 380 to the eastern terminus at existing US 380 and
FM 1827. The purpose of the project is to manage congestion and improve east-west mobility and safety
throughout the study area. The typical proposed right-of-way (ROW) would be approximately 420 feet wide, with
the minimum and maximum ROW width ranging from 330 feet to 1, 582 feet, respectively. Depending on the
location, the typical freeway section would consistof four 12-foot-wide travel lanes in each direction with 10-to
17-foot-wlde inside and outside shoulders and two-lane (each 12-feet-wide), one-way frontage roads on either
side of the mainlanes. Shared-use paths built along the outside of the frontage roads would provide bicycle and
pedestrian accommodations. The total proposed ROW acreage Is estimated at 1, 083. 5 acres. The proposed
project passes through the Town of Prosper, the City of McKinney, and Collin County.



The proposed project is not anticipated to impact any existing properties protected under Section 4(f) of the

Department of Transportation Act of 1966. TxDOT received information in November 2022 about several
planned, future parks in the Town of Prosper and is evaluating each property for Section 4(f) eligibility.

The proposed project would, subject to final design considerations, require acquisition of additional ROW and

potentially displace 22 residences and 35 businesses. Relocation assistance is available for displaced persons
and businesses. Information abouttheTxDOT Relocation Assistance Program and services and benefits for those

displaced and other affected property owners, as well as information about the tentative schedule for ROW
acquisition and construction, can be obtained from the TxDOT Dallas District office by calling (214) 320-6675 or

online atwww.keeoitmovingdallas.com/USSSOEIS.

The proposed project would involve construction in wetlands and an action in a floodplain and floodway.

Environmental documentation and studies, including the DEIS and any maps and drawings showing the project

location and design, tentative construction schedules, and other information regarding the proposed project are
on file and available for inspection Monday through Friday between the hours of 8 a.m. and 5 p. m. attheTxDOT

Dallas District Office, 4777 East US Highway 80, Mesquite, Texas 75150-6643. Printed copies of the design
schematic will also be available for review at ProsperTown Hall, McKinney City Hall, and Collin County Courthouse
as well as online atwww.keeDitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS beginning Thursday, Feb. 16 at 5:30 p. m., and in

hard copy form for review at the in-person public hearing,

The public hearing will be conducted in English. If you need an interpreter or document translator because

English is not your primary language or you have difficulty communicating effectively in English, one will be
provided to you. If you have a disability and need assistance, special arrangements can be made to

accommodate most needs. If you need interpretation or translation services or you are a person with a disability
who requires an accommodation to attend and participate in the virtual public hearing or in-person option, please
contact TxDOT Public Information Office at (214) 320-4480 no later than 4 p. m. Monday, Feb. 13, 2023. Please

be aware that advance notice is required as somesen/ices and accommodations may require time for TxDOT to

arrange.

Comments from the public regarding the proposed project are requested and may be submitted to the TxDOT
Dallas District Office, 4777 East US Highway 80, Mesquite, Texas 75150-6643 orSteDhen. Endres@txdot. eov.

Verbal comments may be submitted by calling (833) 933-0443. All comments must be received or postmarked
before Tuesday, March 21, 2023. Responses to comments received by the deadline will be available on the

project website once they have been prepared.

If you have any general questions or concerns regarding the proposed project or the hearing, please contact the
TxDOT Project Manager, Mr. Stephen Endres, P. E., at (214) 320-4469 orSteDhen. Endres@b<dotaov.

The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by applicable Federal environmental laws

for this project are being, or have been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum of
Understanding dated December 9, 2019, and executed by FHWA and TxDOT.
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Proposed Improvements to US 380 from Coit Road to FM 1827

In-Person Public Hearings: Feb. 16, 2023 and Feb. 21, 2023
CSJs: 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, 0135-15-002
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Collin County Courthouse
Central Jury Room
2100 Bloomdale Road

McKinney, TX 75071

Thursday, Feb. 16, 2023

5:30 p. m. to 7:30 p. m.

Directions to Collin County Courthouse

From US 380
. Turn north on US 75

. Take the Laud Howell Parkway exit

. Turn left onto Bloomdale Road

. Collin County Courthouse is on the right

T/iese are free events. No admission

^f Rhea's Mill Baptist Church
Gymnasium

5733 N Custer Road

McKinney, TX 75071

Tuesday, Feb. 21, 2023

5:30 p. m. to 7:30 p. m.

Directions to Rhea's Mill Baptist Church

From US 380
Turn north on Custer Road

. Take a slight left onto Old Ouster Road
Rhea's Mill Church is on the left

or parking fees will be charged.

VIRTUAL PUBLIC HEARING

The virtual public hearing can be viewed at anytime beginning on Thursday, Feb. 16, 2023 at 5:30 p. m.
through Tuesday, March 21, 2023 at 11:59 p. m. The same information will be available at the in-person
and virtual hearings. You can access the virtual public hearing by scanning the QR code on this page using
a phone or a tablet or visit:

www.keepltmovingdallas. com/USSSOEIS

Contact Information: TxDOT Project Manager Stephen Endres, P. E. I Stephen. Endres@txdot.gov I (214) 320-4469



Aviso de Disponibilldad del Proyecto de Declaraclon de Impacto Amblental y Aviso de Reunion Publica
US 380

Desde Coit Road hasta FM 1827

CSJs: 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, 0135-15-002
Condado de Collin, Texas

El Departamento de Transports de Texas (TxDOT por sus siglas en ingles) propone construir la US 380 como una
autopista principalmente en la nueva ubicacion de Coit Road y la US 380 existente alrededor de la parte norte
de McKinney conectando de nuevo con la US 380 existente cerca de Farm to Market (FM) Road 1827, al este
de la ciudad de McKinney. Este aviso informa al publico que un Proyecto de Declaracion de Impacto Ambiental
(DEIS par sus siglas en ingles) esta disponible para revision y que TxDOT estara llevando a cabo una reunion
publica virtual, en persona y en Ifnea sobre el proyecto propuesto. El proposito de la reunion es presentar el
DEIS y el diseno esquematico actualizado de la "Alternativa Azul", que ha side identificada como la Alternativa
Preferida de TxDOT. La alternativa preferida enlanzan los segmentos A, E y C.

El DEIS esta disponible para su revision en Ifnea en www. keepitmovingdallas. com/USSSOEIS, y una copia
impresa esta disponible para su revision en la Oficina del Distrito de Dallas de TxDOT.

A continuacion se indican las fechas, horas y lugares de las reuniones. La misma informacion estara
disponible en las reunion publicas y virtuales, incluyendo una presentacion de video pregrabada con
componentes audiovisuales.

Reunion Piiblica Virtual*

Jueves, 16 de febrero de 2023,a

partir de las 5:30 p. m. hasta el
martes 21 de marzo de 2023 a las

11:59 p. m.

Reunion en Persona

Jueves, 16 de febrero de 2023

5:30 p. m. to 7:30 p. m.
Collin County Courthouse

Central Jury Room
2100 Bloomdale Rd.

McKinney, TX 75071

Reunion en Persona

Martes, 21 de febrero de 2023

5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p. m.
Rhea's Mill Baptist Church

5733 N. Ouster Rd.

McKinney, TX 75071 www. keeoitmovingdallas. com/

US380EIS
*£ste no es un evento en vivo

Para ver las materiales de la reunion pfiblica virtual, los participantes pueden dirigirse a la direccion web
indicada anteriormente en cualquier momento durante las fechas indicadas. En persona pod ran ver la
presentacion que se reproducira en una pantalla, revisar capias impresas de los materiales del proyecto,
hacer preguntas al personal y/o consultores de TxDOT y dejar comentarios. Las reunion publicas en persona
seguiran un formato de "casa abierta", lo que significa que pueden ir y venir a su conveniencia.

Si no tiene acceso a Internet o no desea asistir la una reunion publics, puede llamar al (214) 320-4469 entre

las 8 a. m. y las 5 p. m., de lunes a viernes, para hacer preguntas y acceder a los materiales del proyecto
durante el proceso de desarrollo del proyecto.

El proyecto propuesto proporcionana una nueva ubicacion, de ocho carriles, autopista de acceso controlado
con dos carriles, carreteras frontales de un solo sentido a cada lado de Coit Road y la existente US 380 a la

terminal oriental en los EE.UU. 380 y FM 1827 existentes. El objetivo del proyecto es gestionar la congestion y
mejorar la movilidad y la seguridad este-oeste en toda la zona de estudio. El tfpico derecho de paso propuesto
(ROW por sus siglas en ingles) serfa de aproximadamente 420 pies de ancho, con el ancho mfnimo y maximo
de ROW que van desde 330 pies a 1, 582 pies, respectivamente. Dependiendo de la ubicacion, la seccion
tfpica de la autopista consistirfa en cuatro carriles de viaje de 12 pies de ancho en cada direccion con
hombros interiores y exteriores de 10 a 17 pies de ancho y carreteras frontales de dos carriles (cada uno de
12 pies de ancho) de un solo sentido a ambos lados de los carriles principales. Los caminos de uso



compartido construidos a lo largo del exterior de las carreteras frontales proporcionanan aiojamiento para
bicicletas y peatones. La superficie total propuesta de ROW se estima en 1, 083.5 acres. El proyecto propuesto
pasa par la ciudad de Prosper, la ciudad de McKinney y el condado de Collin.

No se preve que el proyecto propuesto impacte ninguna propiedad existente protegida bajo la Seccion 4(f) de

la Ley del Departamento de Transporte de 1966. TxDOT recibio informacion en noviembre de 2022 sobre
varies parques futures planeados en la Ciudad de Prosper y esta evaluando cada propiedad para la

elegibilidad de la Seccion 4(f).

El proyecto propuesto, sujeto a consideraciones finales de diseno, requerirfa la adquisicion de ROW adicional y
potencialmente desplazarfa 22 residencias y 35 negocios. La asistencia para la reubicacion esta disponible
para las personas desplazadas y las empresas. La informacion sobre el Programa de Asistencia de
Reublcaclon de TxDOT y los servicios y beneficios para los desplazados y otros propietanos afectados, asf
como informacion sobre el cronograma tentative para la adquisiclon y construccion de ROW, se puede obtener
de la oficina del Distrito de Dallas de TxDOT llamando al (214) 320-6675 o en Ifnea en

www.keepitmovingdallas. com/USBSOEIS.

El proyecto propuesto Jmplicana la construccion en humedales y una accion en una llanura de inundacion y un
caminode inundacion.

La documentacion y los estudios ambientales, incluldo el DEIS y cualquier mapa y dibujo que muestre la
ubicacion y el diseno del proyecto, los cronogramas tentativos de construccion y otra informacion relacionada

con el proyecto propuesto estan archivados y disponibles para su inspeccion de lunes a viernes entre las 8
a. m. y las 5 p. m. en la Oficina del Distrito de Dallas de TxDOT, 4777 East US Highway 80, Mesquite, Texas
75150-6643. Las capias impresas del esquema de diseno tambien estaran disponibles para su revision en el

Ayuntamiento de Prosper, el Ayuntamlento de McKinneyy el Palacio deJusticia del Condado de Collin, asf
como en Ifnea en www.keeDitmovinadallas.com/US380EIS a partir del jueves 16 de febrero a las 5:30 p. m., y

en forma impress para su revision en la audiencia publica en persona.

La audiencia publica se llevara a cabo en ingles. Si necesita un interprete o traductor de documentos porque
el ingles no es su idioma principal o tiene dificultades para comunicarse eficazmente en ingles, se Ie
proporcionara uno. Si tiene una discapacidad y necesita ayuda, se pueden hacer arreglos especiales para
satisfacer la mayona de las necesidades. Si necesita servicios de interpretacion o traduccion o si es una
persona con una discapacidad que requiere una adaptacion para asistir y participar en la audiencia publica
virtual o en la opcion en persona, comunfquese con la Oficina de Informacion Publica deTxDOTal (214)320-
4480 a mas tardar a las 4 p. m. el lunes 13 de febrero de 2023. Tenga en cuenta que se requiere notlflcacion

antlclpada ya que algunos servicios y adaptaciones pueden requerlr tiempo para que TxDOT los organice.

Se sollcitan comentarios del publico con respecto al proyecto propuesto y pueden enviarse a la Oficina del
Distrito de Dallas de TxDOT, 4777 East US Highway 80, Mesquite, Texas 75150-6643 o
SteDhen.Endres@txdot.gov. Los comentarios verbales pueden enviarse llamando a] (833) 933-0443. Todos los

comentarios deben recibirse o tener el sello postal antes del martes 21 de marzo de 2023. Las respuestas a
los comentarios recibidos antes de la fecha Ifmite estaran disponibles en el sitio web del proyecto una vez que

se hayan preparado.

Si tiene alguna pregunta o inquletud general con respecto al proyecto propuesto o la audiencia, comunfquese
con el Gerente de Proyecto de TxDOT, el Sr. Stephen Endres, P. E., al (214) 320-4469 o

Stephen. Endres®txdot. eov.

La revision ambiental, la consulta y otras acciones requeridas por las leyes ambientaies Federales aplicables

para este proyecto estan siendo realizadas o han sido realizadas par TxDOT de conformidad con el 23 U.S.C.
327 y un Memoranda de Entendimiento con fecha de 9 de diciembre de 2019 y ejecutado par Administracion
Federal de Carreteras (FHWA por sus siglas en ingles) y TxDOT.
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Mejoras Propuestas a US 380 de Coit Road a FM 1827

Reunion Publica: 16 de febrero de 2023 y 21 de febrero de 2023
CSJs: 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, 0135-15-002
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Collin County Courthouse
Sala Central del Jurado

2100 Bloomdale Road

McKinney, TX 75071

Jueves, 16 de febrero de 2023

5:30 p. m. to 7:30 p. m.

Direcciones a Collin County Courthouse

Desde la US 380
. Gire hacia el norte en la US 75

. Tome la salida Laud Howell Parkway

. Gire a la izquierda en Bloomdale Road

. Collin County Courthouse esta a la derecha

Estos son eventos gratuitos. No se cobraran

^ Rhea's Mill Baptist Church
Gimnasio

5733 N Ouster Road

McKinney, TX 75071

Martes, 21 de febrero de 2023

5:30 p. m. to 7:30 p. m.

Direcciones a Rhea's Mill Baptist Church

Dssde US 380

. Gire hacia el norte en Cuter Road

. Gire a la izquierda en Old Custer Road

. Rhea's Mill Church esta a la izquierda

tarlfas de admlsmn o estacionamiento.

La reunion publica virtual se puede ver en cualquier momenta a partir del jueves 16 de febrero de 2023
a las 5:30 p. m. hasta el martes 21 de marzo de 2023 a las 11:59 p. m. La misma informacion estara
disponible en las reuniones en persona y virtuales. Puede acceder la reunion publica virtual escaneando
el codigo QR en esta paging usando un telefono o una tablets o visits:

www. keepitmovingdallas. com/USSSOEIS

Informaclon de contacto: Stephen Endres, P. E. Gerente de Proyecto deTxDOT I Stephen. Endres-txdot. gov I (214) 320-4469
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THONG BAO
Thong bao hieu lye dy thao bao cao viec anh hu'o'ng den moi tru'crng va dleu tran cong khai cho diF

an thuoc dai lo US 380
Ma dieu Ie CSJs: 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, 0135-15-002

Quan Collin, Texas

S6 Giao Thong Van Tai cua Tieu Bang Texas (TxDOT) dang de xuatchuyen doi Dai Lo US 380 thanh xa lo chfnh
tai vi trf m6i, se bat dau tu- du'&ng Coit va flai Lo US 380 hien tai & mang phfa Bac cua McKinney, noi trcr lai voi

flu'&ng Dgi Lo US 380 hi?n tai gan du'&ng Farm to Market (FM) 0 mang phfa Bong thanh pho McKinney. TxDOT
se tfira ra ban dir thao bao cao cac anh hu'&ng flen cong dong va moi tru'o'ng (DEIS) cho cong chung tien theo
doi. Buoi flieu tran ve dv an de ra sedu'crcto chircqua buoi hopgap mattry'ctiep hoac online mcr rang. Muc

flfch buoi hop se trinh bay thong tin DEIS va cap nhat m6 hinh cua di/ an "Blue Alternative", da aircrc xac dinh la
giai phap thay the ifu tien cua TxDOT. Giai phap thay the nay co lien ket vcfi Phan doan A, E va C.

Quy vj co the tim hieu them va theo doi ban bao cao DEIS online tai www. keeDitmovingdal]as. coin/US380EIS
hoac xin ban in giay copy tgi tru set giao thong van tai TxDOT Dallas.

Ngay, gi& va dia diem cua buoi dieu tran du'oc liet ke du'di day. Noi dung du'oc truyen tai bao g6m hinh anh,
video va am thanh fltnyc ghi Igi, tai buoi hop mgttru'c tiep hoac online ffeu nhLr nhau.

Buol hgp g?p m?t trvc tiep
Thir 5, Ngay 16 thang 02, 2023
Tir 5:30 p. m. den 7:30 p. m. (Gi&

chieu) Bja aiem tai Toa An Quan
Collin Phong

Central Jury Room
2100 Bloomdale Rd.

McKinney, TX 75071

Buoi hop gap m?t tn/c tiep
Thir 3, Ngay 21 thang 02, 2023
Til 5:30 p. m. flen 7:30 p. m. (Gic?

chieu) Tai nha tho'
Rhea's Mill Baptist Church

5733 N. Ouster Rd.

McKinney, TX 75071

Theo doi dieu tran cong khai

online (*Kh6ngcan phai theo doi

tryc tiep) Thong tin se du'g'c dang

tai bat dau tir Thir Nam ngay 16
thang 02, 2023 5:30 p. m. den toi
Thir Ba, Ngay 21 thang 03 11:59

p. m. Tra Cap trang Web

www. keepitmovinedallas. com/
US380EIS

Khithamdi/dieutran online, cactai li?u co san dirg'c dang taitren website crtren bat cu'th&i diem naotrong
th&ihgnchidinh. Neuquyvithamdi/buoihgptru'ctiep, hlnh anh va thong tin se dinyctrinh baytrenman hinh
va ban in giay copy cua tai li?u cua 6v an. Quy vi co the dgt cau hoi cho nhan vien cua TXDOT va chuyen gia tir
van, dira ray kien va de Igi nhgn xet. Buoi hgp mattri/ctiepsetheoth^ chLrc nhu-motbu6i hop m& rang ty'do
(Open House), quy vi co the den tham di/ va di tuy y.

Dif an de xuat se dira ra mgt vi tn mdi v6i 8 lan du'crng xe xa lo ra vao co kiem soat, co du'crng hop lai, 2 lan
moichieubataautii'aoandu'&ngketnoigiii'aCoitvaxa Ip US380 hientai to'i hi/dngDSngExitaoan ketnoi
cua US 380 va FM 1827. Muc dfch cua dir an nham giai quyet tac nghen giao thong, ho tro cho vi?c liru thong
di lai hai hi/dng Bong Bac va bao flam sy an toan cho khu VLTC nghien cu'u nay. Lan du'&ng du'g'c yeu tien
(Right-of-way, ROW) thong thir&ng se co tong chieu ngang rong khoang 420 feet, tong chieu ngang cua lan
dif&ng aayc xay thir&ng rpng ft nhat tir 330 feet den 1,582 feet. Tuy thupc vao flja diem tren du-cyng xa lo, moi
hiring thir&ng co 4 lan dif&ng, moi lan rgng 12 feet, lan ben trong cung va ben vai ngoai cung rpng khoang
10-17 feet, 2 du'Ong giEra (rgng 12 feet), lan flu'ong hop Igi mot chieu & hai ben hi/6'ng. Cac du'&ng dung
chung (Shared-use paths) avyc xay ben ngoai lan aircmg hop Igi, se tgo them du'0ng cho ngiro'i di bo, va xe
dgp. Tong di?n tfch xay cac lan ffir&ng iru tien nay dLriyc u'o'c tinh la 1, 083. 5 aces. Congtrinh di/an du'iyc de
xuat se xay qua thanh pho Prosper, McKinney va Qugn County.



Dy an du'o'c Se xuat di/ doan se khong anh hu'&ng den cac dia oc hi§n tgi du'oc bao ve theo lugt Muc 4 (f) cua
Dgo Luat Scf Giao Thong Vgn Tai nam 1966. Trong thang 11 nam 2022, TxDOT da nhan du'g'c thong tin ve cac
cong vien cong cong diriyc len kg hoach xay dimgtrongtu'cfng lai va dang danh gia tLrng can S\a oc du'g'c cong
nhan trong luat Myc 4(f).

Neu phai bo sung them lan du'&ng iru tien ROW, se dan flen vi?c di dcri 22 khu nha cu' dan va 35 tru scr kinh

doanh. Nhu'ng ca nhan va chu doanh nghiep bj anh hir&ng se du'ffc ho triy va boi thu'cyng cho vi?c di dcri. Van
phong dia phu'ong cua TxDOT se cung cap thong tin ve chu'o'ng trinh Ho ̂ rv Tai Binh Cu' cua TxDOT (TxDOT
Relocation Assistance Program) bao gom cac dich vu va quyen \aj cho nhyng cac nhan va chu doanh nghiep bj
anh hi/Ong, cung nhu' lich trinh tien hanh dy an, vi?c mua lai nha dat, va cong trinh xay dLrng. Quy vi lien lac
bang each ggi so (214) 320-6675 hoac tra cap web www. keeDitmovinBdallas. com/USSSOEIS.

Dyan dexuatcungse lien quan (5en viecxaydyngtren vung(?at ng?p nu'^cva vungde nggp lyt.

Tai lieu thong tin, ho sa, va ban sat khao mgi tru'o'ng bao gom dLr thao EIS, cac ban do, ban ve, lich trinh tien do

va cac thong tin lien quan flen diranse flu'g'c mo ra cho congchungtim hieu, xem xettai flia tliem: TxDOT

Dallas District Office, 4777 East US Highway 80, Mesquite, Texas 75150-6643, tCrthir 2 flen thu' 6, tir 8 gi&
sang den 5 gio' chieu. Cong chung co the xem ban in so So dir an tri/c tiep tgi Prosper Town Hall, McKinney City
Hall. vatoaanquanCollin hoactra cap websitewww. keeDitmovinedallas. com/US380EIS bat dautu'Thu-5,
ngay 16 thang 2 luc 5:30 p. m. chieu hoac nhgn ban in khi tham di/ tai buo'i hop gap mat trLrc tiep.

Buoi dieutran cong khai se ffu'g'ctnnh bay bang tiengAnh. Tuy nhien, neu quyvi muon tham di/tai buoi hop
ggptru-ctiep hogc tri/c tuyen online, nhirnggap kho khan ve ngon ngu'va can ngu'cri phien djch hoac lay ban in
bang tieng Vi?t, ngu'cri tan tat, xin vui long ghi danh tru'o'c vc/i Van Phong Thong Tin TxDOT, gpi so (214) 320-
4480. trirdc 4 p.m. chieu, Thir 2, ngay 13 thang 02, 2023 de du'g'c ho trff. *Quy vi ILTU y la can phai dang ky
sdm vdi van phong to chu'c de sap xep djch vy ho trp kip th&i.*

Cong chung Su'yc khuyen khfch dong gap y kien va blnh luan ve di/ an de xuattgi van phong Dallas TxDOT 4777
East US Highway 80, Mesquite, Texas 75150- 6643 hoac g6i email denSteDhen. EndresOtxdot.eov. hoac goi so
(833) 933-0443. Moi nh?n xet, btnh luan can phai diryc ghi nh?n triro'c Thu' 3, ngay 21 thang 03, 2023. Lij'i
phan hoi tir TxDOT tcfi nhu'ng y kien, cau hoi va lcfi binh luan nhan avyc ghi nhan tru'o'c thcri hgn du'a ra se du'cyc

chia se tren website cua dy an.

Neu quy vj co bat ky cau hoi, hoac thac mac lien quan den dif an nay hoac ttr buoi dieu tran, xin vui long lien lac
tri/c tiep flen Giam Boc Dif An TxDOT, Mr. Stephen Endres, P. E. bang each goi so (214) 320-4469 hoac
Stephen. Endres®txdot. eov.

TxDOT dang thi/c hien mgi hoat Song, t[f van cho dv an va flanh gia moi tru'o'ng theo lugt moi tru'&ng hi§n hanh
cua chfnh phu Lien Bang 23 U. S. C. 327 va Bien ban ghi nhd ngay 9 thang 12 nam 2019, va avyc thirc hien b&i
FHWA va TxDOT.
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Dy An Cai Tien Dai Lo US 380 tir Du'o'ng Colt Road den FM 1 827

Buoi Dieu Tran TrLfc Tiep Ngay 16 va Ngay 21 thang 2, 2023
Ma dieu Ie CSJs: 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, 0135-15-002

CAC DIA DIEM BU6l HOP GAP MAT TRU'C TIEP
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Toa An Quan Collin

Phong Central Jury Room
2100 BloomdaleRd.

McKinney, TX 75071
Thir 5, Ngay 16 thang 02, 2023

TCr 5:30 p. m. Sen 7:30 p. m. (Gicr chieu)

Hu'cmg dan flu'o'ng flen buoi hop tai Toa An Quan Collin

Bi tu-Oai Lo US 380

. Si theo hu'6'ng Bac US 75
Di l6i ra Exit Laud Howell Parkway
Re trai vao Dif&ng Bloomdale Road
Toa an Quan Collin a ben phai

Nha they Rhea's Mill Baptist Church
Tai phong Gym
5733 N. Custer Rd.

McKinney, TX 75071
Thir 3, Ngay 21 thang 02, 2023

Tir 5:30 p. m. den 7:30 p. m. (Gia chieu)

Hu'6'ng dan du'o'ng ffen buoi hop tai nha tho'
Rhea's Mill Baptist Church

Bitu'Bai L6 US 380

Di theo hiro'ng Bac au'o'ng Ouster Road
Re trai fliro'ng Old Custer Road
Nha tho Rhea's Mill Church nam 6' phia ben trai

Ouy vi (ham g/a sy kien nay hoan loan mien phi, se khong can phai tra phi vao cdng va 3au xe.

THEO DOI BIEU TRAN CONG KHAI ONLINE

Theo doi flieu trap cong khai online bat cu thai Sem nao tir ThLr 5, ngay 16 thang 02, 2023 5:30 p. m.
flentoiThu- 3, Ngay21 thang 03 luc 11:59 p. m. Noi dung cua buoi dieu tran au'o'ctruyen tai Online
va qua buoi hop gap mat tryc tiep fleu nhLr nhau. Quy vi co the dang nhap bang each chyp hinh
vuong QR code o trang nay bang flien thpai di dong hoac ban tablet hoac tra cap trang web:

www.keepitmovingdallas. com/USSSOEIS

Thong tin lien lac: Giam Boc Dir An TxDOT, Mr. Stephen Endres, P. E. Stephen. Endres@txdot. gov. | (214) 320-4469



From: Cara Skowronski 

Sent: Saturday, April 1, 2023 5:03 PM 

To: Stephen Endres; Ceason Clemens 

Subject: Hwy 380 - Comment Period Extension 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Enders and Mr. Clemens, 
 
Thank you for taking comments regarding the 380 Project in Collin County, TX.  I am a resident 
of the Tucker Hill neighborhood in McKinney. 
 
 
I am writing to request an additional extension of time to submit comments for the EIS as our 
lives, our homes, our health, and our safety will be potentially impacted daily by the actions of 
TxDOT. Our neighborhood leaders were waiting for a meeting with TxDOT engineers and 
experts to clarify some of our outstanding questions to help with our comments and after a 
month of waiting were told by TxDOT the meeting would no longer be an option. This has left us 
trying to sort out our study-related questions and hundreds of pages of analysis on our own over 
the past ten days. We have an outstanding list of questions regarding the noise and air pollution 
studies, mitigation, community impacts, traffic data, and the overall process. The city of 
McKinney has agreed to meet with our neighborhood leaders to help with our mitigation 
concerns, but that critical meeting, in order for us to submit proper comments, is pending a date 
that will likely not occur until after April 5.  
Our comments over the past 7 years have largely been shaped by what we learn from the 
TxDOT engineers and experts. According to the NEPA process, we know that once the 
comments have been collected, those comments are what help to shape the next steps of the 
FEIS and ROD. While a meeting with TxDOT would still be our preference, if we are left to 
continue to sort this out independently, we need more time. We were only given notice that our 
questions would not be answered on March 20, 2023. As the regulation allows for a longer 
comment period if deemed necessary to ensure the public and other stakeholders have 
sufficient time to review and provide meaningful input on complex or contentious projects, I 
hope we as homeowners and taxpayers can be afforded this patience and grace as we aim to 
learn more, respond thoughtfully, and protect our families and communities. 
Thank you, 
 
Cara Skowronski 
Cheltenham Ave, McKinney, TX 75071 
 

*****************************************  

Cara M. Skowronski 

313.598.2758 
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From: Sooner Ceo 

Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2023 9:53 AM

To: Stephen Endres

Cc: Roger

Subject: Segment A opposition 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

  

  

Dear Mr. Endres,  
 

As a McKinney homeowner, I believe in selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do harm to a significant 

percentage of McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant fiscal irresponsibility. This decision is made more egregious 

with the existence of a viable lower impact alternative. It appears irrefutable that Segment B is the better alternative and that 

there are serious flaws in the conclusions reached by TxDOT and in the underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS). 

  

First, the facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A: 

• Segment A is one mile longer, has 6 new interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential major utility conflicts versus 

just two for Segment B and displaces 15 businesses versus zero businesses for Segment B.  

• Segment A would encroach on twice the wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and streams and more 

acreage of forests, prairies and grasslands than Segment B. Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage 

trees, aged over 150 years. Finally, there would be no hazardous material sites impacted on Segment B and TXDOT 

has identified 2 with Segment A. 

• Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to the taxpayers is that the estimated cost 

to construct Segment A is nearly $200M more than Segment B.   

• Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 Highway increasing the risk of work zone 

accidents and disrupting existing traffic patterns. Additionally, priority has not been given to safety and the 

increased risk of fatal accidents, including those induced by a change in grade and, not one, but two 90 degree turns.

• TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned future residential homes. It appears 

that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of unidentified future residents, property investors or developers over the 

impact of existing McKinney residents. The voices of the current residents should be a priority over unidentified 

future residents. 

• TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west of 

Custer Road. Once again, this appears to accrue to the benefit of future residents or current investors, not the 

current residents of McKinney. 

• TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the subject of 

substantial public concern”. The facility does serve a noble purpose, but TxDOT has not factored in McKinney 

residents directly impacted who include retired veterans, disabled residents (both young and old), seniors 55+ and 

countless children. More concerning to members of the McKinney community is how Bill Darling leveraged his 

ownership of 43 Tucker Hill lots to submit comments against Segment B in favor of Segment A – essentially 

impersonated residents of Tucker Hill for his personal gain. TxDOT’s own findings indicate that the continued 

emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and has stated Segment B “would not make the ManeGait inaccessible to 

persons with disabilities and would not violate the Americans with Disabilities Act.”   

  

TxDOT selectively relied on the EIS to support their choosing of Segment A, when many flaws appear in the underlying analysis 

and interpretation of the EIS.  This in no way represents all the issues, but only a handful. 
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Noise Pollution 

The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill, and surrounding communities, was flawed and biased as compared to ManeGait. The 

noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise on many communities. The study evaluated 

only a single barrier south of Tucker Hill (a community of over 380 homes with plans for 600) and lacks data for Heatherwood, 

Stonebridge Ranch, and Timber Ridge, while providing ample data around MainGait, a facility with transient guests. 

Additionally, it appears that there has been no regard taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous veteran residents, elderly residents, or 

residents with disabilities – collectively, who likely outnumber MainGait’s transient guests.  

  

TxDOT proposes to surround the Tucker Hill neighborhood on both the south and east side with a highway and moving 

forward with flawed data will cause irreparable harm to the residents of Tucker Hill, especially the young, elderly and disabled 

who do not regularly leave the neighborhood. 

  

Traffic Analysis 

TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed.  TxDOT’s original traffic projection methodology was deemed to be incomplete and 

inconsistent by the Texas A&M Transportation Institute (TTI) in September of 2020. In March 2021, TTI noted that they still 

had not been provided traffic data for the “No Build vs Build scenarios”.  At that time, TTI deemed that the growth rates used 

in the revised study were acceptable for “short-term growth (from 2020 to the pivot year of 2040)”.  Furthermore, traffic 

projections were increased based on the rerouting of traffic to a wider highway, rather than the overall regional 

demand.  Unfortunately, TxDOT has not addressed how their growth rate calculation using a linear regression could be 

acceptable if the baseline year for traffic growth is 2020.  In every commercial or municipal environment, 2020 is seen as a 

data anomaly because of the impact of the pandemic and an unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes of any 

kind.  TxDOT’s traffic analysis continues to be flawed and incomplete.  

  

Community Cohesion 

TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to McKinney residents with Segment A in regards 

to school districting is once again incorrect and appears to show a bias or, simply, a failure to conduct proper research. With 

Segment A, neighborhoods of children will be cut off from their zoned elementary schools. 

  

Construction and Noise Pollution 

TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to construction and noise pollution.  According to the TxDOT handbook 

this is incorrect and TxDOT must also include: 

  

“Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This section of the EA must identify and explain any impacts associated with 

construction activities. This includes light pollution; impacts associated with physical construction activity, temporary lane, 

road or bridge closures (including detours); and other traffic disruptions. Include the expected duration of any construction 

impacts, and explain any BMPs or other strategies that will be used to mitigate such impacts.” 

  

TxDOT must outline and detail all potential impacts during construction for both proposed Segments A and B and 

appropriately evaluate those impacts as part of the study. Importantly, TxDOT should provide all impacts and mitigation 

strategies related to construction prior to proceeding. What are the plans for noise and vibration mitigation while lowering 

the existing grade in bedrock so close to homes in Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch?  What are the plans for egress to the 

impacted neighborhoods during construction and how will those plans impact the response time of emergency vehicles to 

points within the neighborhood?   

  

Air Pollution 

It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT utilized an airspeed of 1 MPH.  The average wind speed for 

North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the prevailing winds are from the south. It appears that additional study must be completed 

to correctly understand what the adverse effects of air pollution would be on the surrounding communities. 

  

Quality of Comments Collected 

As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in soliciting comments. In addition to submitting 

comments impersonating Tucker Hill residents, comments were solicited via Facebook with no links to the underlying studies 

or segment alternatives. TxDOT must vet all of the comments collected during the scoping project fully and determine that 
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they were legitimately provided by residents. If the comments were not legitimate, they should be stricken from the project 

record. 

  

TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst, unsavory. I ask that TxDOT respond to each of these 

comments. As it stands, if TxDOT proceeds with their preferred Segment A they will be irreparably harming the residents of 

McKinney, unfairly seizing the residents’ ability to enjoy 

Cordially,  
Carlene Lower 

7301 Darrow Dr 

McKinney, tx 75071 

214-799-3311 

 

 



From: Guillermo G Solomon 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 5:14 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Carlos Guillermo Solomon 

3320 Estes park Ln, Mckinney, TX 75070 

 

 



From: Guillermo Solomon 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 5:25 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE 
the construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 
Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an 
existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax 
burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and 
homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 
Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the 
preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. 

  

Carlos Guillermo Solomon 

3320 Estes park Ln, Mckinney, TX 75070 

  

  



From: Guillermo Solomon 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 5:25 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney,T X, I strongly OPPOSE the construction of 
Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I 
understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax 
burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less 
overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens 
throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Carlos G Solomon 
 
3320 Estes park, Mckinney, TX 75070 
 
 
 
 
 



From: Carol Best  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 5:54 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: No to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 bypass from Coit Rd 

to FM1827. Thank you! 

Carol Best 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Carol Carrillo 

Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2023 5:36 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 



From: Carol and Keith Green  

Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2023 8:51 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Change 380 bypass from route C to D 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Dear Mr. Endres, 

 

I am writing to express my opposition to Route C on the TX-DOT Spur 399 extension project. 

 

Route C affects and displaces significantly more homes, business, and community resources than route 

D.  It also divides the residential and farming/ranching communities that make this area of Collin County 

unique.  Perhaps even more concerning, Route C severely damages one of the largest remaining forests 

in central Collin County.  It destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodlands and 141% more acres of 

grassland and prairie than route D.  Not surprisingly, Route C is also strongly opposed by Texas Parks and 

Wildlife. 

 

Personally, Route C will destroy an area that I have known and loved as a long-time resident of Collin 

County.  If Route C is imposed we will lose access to community riding arenas, wooded trails, and 

outdoor pursuits. 

 

While Route C may be the more economical option in the short-term, Route D will preserve more 

developable land for future growth in Collin County by making use of flood plain space that is otherwise 

unusable. 

 

Thank you for taking the time to consider this change. 

 

Sincerely, 

Carol Green 

 

 



From: Carol Keese  

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 7:29 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: No to segment A in McKinney 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Carol Ownby 

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 8:34 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Stephen, good morning! As a Tucker Hill resident, I DO NOT support the current TxDot decision on the 

380 bypass for the following reasons:  

 

The increase in sound will happen; my home is on the far back of Tucker Hill and I can hear the noise 

now from the current 380 traffic. There is a stop light that slows traffic  down but now it  will be a full 

blown freeway at high speed. It will also be located very close to current homeowners whose lives and 

homes are in danger WHEN there will be an accident that causes trucks/cars to fly/veer off the road. 

 

Tucker Hill is the most unique of ALL neighborhoods in Collin County. It is a front porch neighborhood 

where families are always outside enjoying leisure time and exercise - something our country is losing so 

please don't take this away due to noise and pollution. 

 

Tucker Hill is a destination at Christmas as families in the surrounding area come to view the Christmas 

lights! It is a constant stream of cars throughout the holiday season. 

 

There is only one access/egress - how in the world will this be safe with an 8 lane freeway in front of our 

current entrance? 

 

Why would TxDot choose a much more expensive bypass? Taxpapers money  

 

There are other options and I do understand the need but this is a VERY poor choice  

 

Thank you for your consideration - Carol 

 

 
Carol Ownby  

Community Health Clinic, Chair 

Board of Directors 
214-686-4559 
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From: Carolyn Fredricks 

Sent: Monday, April 17, 2023 4:58 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: NO to Segment A

This email originated from outside of the organiza�on. Do not click links or open a�achments unless you recognize the 

sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and ci�zen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construc�on of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass 

from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an exis�ng op�on, Segment B, that will cost less, 

reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disrup�on 

to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of ci�zens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement 

Segment B as the preferred op�on for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Carolyn Solis 

Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2023 6:34 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Carolyn Solis 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Carrie Sheppard 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 6:41 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Carrie Sheppard 

 

 

 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:29 PM 

To: Carrie Sheppard 

Subject: RE: US380 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Carrie Sheppard 

Sent: Friday, February 24, 2023 6:17 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: US380 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a resident of Stonebridge Ranch, I am opposed to TxDOT’s Preferred 

Alternative Segment A of the “Blue Alternative” and continue to Support Segment 
B as the best option available for this project. It is the least disruptive to businesses and 
homes and the least expensive option available as evidenced by the Segment Analysis 
developed by TxDOT in March of 2022 and February of 2023.  
 

Thank you,  

 

Carrie Sheppard 

 

 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C4e93c48c4ee643f9267308db19dc2fd3%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638132205700713787%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=kpPT94Qzzo56YGuiwqvuf2rGVx5FDvPxU1PdXAPZfmA%3D&reserved=0


From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:29 PM 

To: Carrie Sheppard > 

Subject: RE: US380 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Carrie Sheppard

Sent: Friday, February 24, 2023 6:12 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: US380 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a resident of Stonebridge Ranch, I would like to 

 

Carrie Sheppard 

 

 

 

 

[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) 

message]<https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsa

fety%2Ftraffic-safety-

campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C2231c8332c5743

6ded8708db19dc5278%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638132206281433192

%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6

Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Fwb8ey2CtUi33VlCToydaVvhNRvCX1NRGIZ0bEV5nko%3D&reser

ved=0> 



From: Cassie F. DeHart  

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 3:53 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hi Mr Endres, 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX, I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Cassie F DeHart  

6509 Valley View Dr  

McKinney, TX. 75071 

 

 

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fgo.onelink.me%2F107872968%3Fpid%3DInProduct%26c%3DGlobal_Internal_YGrowth_AndroidEmailSig__AndroidUsers%26af_wl%3Dym%26af_sub1%3DInternal%26af_sub2%3DGlobal_YGrowth%26af_sub3%3DEmailSignature&data=05%7C01%7Cstephen.endres%40txdot.gov%7C85985ad266df4fe6812008db25973edf%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638145103770557995%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=b7syesJKjySVy%2BICy0c2rIiZxmwmn98Vb168ZpbS8wg%3D&reserved=0


From: Catherine Hinojosa 

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 1:48 PM 

To: Stephen Endres;  

Subject: Change 380 bypass from route C to D 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Please, please consider changing the 380 bypass from route C to 
D. With route C you would be putting a HUGE freeway right next 
to a horse barn and extremely close to a house. This is not only a 
noise issue, but a safety and quality of life issue for both the people 
and the horses living there. So I urge you to reconsider your 
choice.  
 
Catherine Hinojosa 





From: Stephen Endres  

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 4:35 PM 

To: Cathy Garrett 

Cc: Dan Perge; John Hudspeth; Travis Campbell; Ashton Strong; Grace Lo; Melissa 

Meyer; Tony Hartzel; Madison Schein; Christine Polito; Ceason Clemens 

Subject: RE: 380 Bypass 

 

We received your request to extend the comment period for the US 380 EIS project. 

 

The Notice of Availability (NOA) for Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was posted on January 

20, 2023. 

The public hearing was held on February 16th and 21st. 

The original comment period ended on March 21, 2023. 

 

TxDOT will extend the comment period 15 days one time only to April 5, 2023. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Cathy Garrett   

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 9:22 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>; Ceason Clemens <Ceason.Clemens@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Good Morning to both of you! 

 

I would like to formally request an extension of the comment period regarding the proposed 380 Bypass 

as members of our community need more time to fully evaluate the impacts and possible mitigation 

measures that can be taken to protect Tucker Hill as well as the other communities and businesses 

affected by the proposed Segment Option A. 

 

I firmly believe that all resources currently being allocated to a proposed 380 Bypass should be placed 

towards creating an appropriately planned and executed 635-like Outer Loop (sized for future growth!) 

as well as north/south thoroughfares feeding the Loop. 

 

However, IF a 380 bypass is to be developed the choice is clear ... Segment B. 

 

The decision between choosing Proposed segment A vs Proposed segment B CANNOT be based on 

public opinion regarding the MainGait Horse facility (which could easily be relocated ... it just needs 

land)!! ALL points of comparison between the 2 proposed options make choosing Segment B the 

OBVIOUS route (based on COST to build and to taxpayers, engineering feasibility, short and long term 

affects of extreme increases in road/traffic noise, safety of route, traffic flow addressing the congestion 

at the intersection of 380 & Custer, impact to existing neighborhoods vs undeveloped land, utility 



complications,). At some point, the "popularity" & public campaign of ManeGait HAS to be set aside and 

facts need to be the deciding factors. Segment B makes sense!! 

 

I certainly appreciate you taking the time to listen to what the members of every community have to say 

on this issue ... not just ManeGait and Prosper. 

 

Have a very Blessed week! 

 

Cathy Garrett 

859-559-2234 

7413 Darrow Drive 

McKinney, TX 75071 

Live, Laugh, Love and Hold On 



From: Cathy Garrett 

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 2:43 PM 

To: Stephen Endres; Ceason Clemens;  

Subject: US Hwy 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Hello to each of you and thank you for taking time to hear from citizens regarding the proposed US Hwy 

380 bypass in McKinney, TX. 

 

I have voiced concerns on public platforms but want to re-state those concerns here.  In addition to 

prior comments I have some other thoughts as well. 

 

I firmly believe that all resources currently being allocated to a proposed 380 Bypass should be placed 

towards creating an appropriately planned and executed Outer Loop (sized for future growth!) as well as 

north/south thoroughfares feeding the Loop. 

 

However, IF a 380 bypass is to be developed the choice for the route on the western side is clear … 

Segment B which provides a legitimate BYPASS approach around this area. 

 

There is NO reason for the city of McKinney and its residents to shoulder such a vast portion of the fiscal 

responsibility and “inconveniences” of the construction and long-term location of the bypass.  Especially 

when much of the traffic congestion along US Hwy 380 is due to the growth of areas/cities to the east 

and west of McKinney … yet we are being expected to pay for it?! 

 

The decision between choosing Proposed segment A vs Proposed segment B CANNOT be based on 

public opinion regarding the MainGait Horse facility!! ALL points of comparison that have been publicly 

shared by TXDOT between the 2 proposed options make choosing Segment B the OBVIOUS route [based 

on the extreme increase in COST for segment A, engineering feasibility of the project (segment B would 

require several miles less be constructed)), safety of route (segment A utilizes two dangerous 90 degree 

turns for traffic!!!), traffic flow addressing the congestion at the intersection of 380 & Custer, impact to 

existing neighborhoods vs undeveloped land, utility complications,). At some point, the “popularity” & 

public campaign of ManeGait and the city of Prosper HAS to be set aside and facts need to be the 

deciding factors. Segment B makes sense!! 

 

Some of the additional concerns focus on the safety and health of the residents of our neighborhood - 

the Tucker Hill community in McKinney.  Tucker Hill is a FRONT PORCH Living Community by name and 

design!  Residents have chosen to live here for the peace and tranquility the location has to offer.  It is 

an extremely outdoor-living focused neighborhood. 

 

The currently proposed bypass Segment A flanks Tucker Hill on not just one but TWO sides - both the 

south side AND the east side!  (Consisting of 8 lanes of highway as well as 3 lanes of high speed “access 

road“ traffic on each side of the highway!)  The design will actually consume quite a bit of the land on 

the south side AND remove the ONLY current neighborhood entrance as we know it.  The route along 

the east side of Tucker Hill will be a raised section of highway as well. 



 

Not only does Segment A completely isolate Tucker Hill from the city of McKinney it will envelope the 

area with constant, loud road noise!  As the mom of a son on the Autism Spectrum who has sensory 

issues, we have an extreme amount of concern about the long-term effects that traffic noise inflicted on 

our neighborhood will have … on ALL of its residents!  I am CONFIDENT that the sound study presented 

by TXDOT segment A is fatally flawed and very much under calculates the amount of road noise our 

neighborhood will experience. 

 

As the proposed Segment A is currently drawn and Tucker Hill is isolated from the city of McKinney what 

will be the safety implications?  Will citizens still be able to receive quick access from city safety 

personnel ( ie police, EMT, fire)?  Will we be able to quickly get from our community to the area 

emergency locations? 

 

The residents of McKinney deserve to receive transparency regarding the US Hwy 380 bypass decisions!  

How in the world would proposed Segment A be chosen over Segment B?  This is a legitimate question 

that deserves an answer because Segment B (or something further west) still seems to be the extremely 

clear and logical decision! 

 

Thank you for your time and consideration! 

 

Cathy Garrett 

A very concerned McKinney, TX resident 

7413 Darrow Drive 

McKinney, TX 75071 

Live, Laugh, Love and Hold On 



April 20, 2023 

To whom it may concern: 

 
As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of 

Segment A over Segment B is fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150 

million more, applies criteria to support their decision inconsistently, and provides 

numerous biased, false, and inconsistent findings in their environmental study. 

Furthermore, there is objective evidence of political maneuvering, campaigning, and 

rezoning efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed 

TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn these actions as unethical and improper. 

 
The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council on 

Environmental Quality (CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021), decisions on an alignment 

must be based on what is practical and feasible from a technical and economic 

standpoint, rather than what is desirable from the standpoint of the agency (i.e, 

TxDOT). 

 
As a McKinney homeowner, I believe a bypass may be required to support growth in the 

northern corridor. However, in selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do 

harm to a significant percentage of McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant 

fiscal irresponsibility. This decision is made more egregious with the existence of a 

viable lower impact alternative. It appears irrefutable that Segment B is the better 

alternative and that there are serious flaws in the conclusions reached by TxDOT and in 

the underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS). 

 

Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants that 

cause harm to humans and a rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current 

and future impacts. If TxDOT will not mitigate these harms, then TxDOT should at the 

very least do a rigorous analysis of these harms and explicitly note the opportunities we 

forgo with the current preferred alignment. The pollution appendices are missing critical 

analyses and portions are invalid as presented. This project should not proceed until 

those egregious omissions and errors are corrected. 

 

In order to ensure resolution and the creation of the best project possible, we request 

that: 

 

● TxDOT issue a second draft of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in the 

current draft EIS. 

● Any Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) have a 90-day review period, 

with an official public comment period, and that the FEIS be unbundled from the 

Record of Decision 



 

The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A: 

 
● Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes 2 versus 5. However, segment A 

is one mile longer, has 6 new interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential 

major utility conflicts versus just two for Segment B and displaces 15 businesses 

versus zero businesses for Segment B. 

● Segment B would have less of an environmental impact. Segment A would 

encroach on twice the wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and 

streams and more acreage of forests, prairies and grasslands than Segment B. 

Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged over 150 

years. Finally, there would be no hazardous material sites impacted on Segment 

B and TXDOT has identified 2 with Segment A. 

● Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to 

the taxpayers is that the estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M 

more than Segment B. 

● Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 

Highway increasing the risk of work zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic 

patterns. Additionally, the requirement to lower the existing grade in bedrock and 

cantilever local lanes in a restricted ROW width, while preferred for the longterm, 

will significantly increase the construction time, safety risk and disruption 

compared to route B. Priority has not been given to safety and the increased risk 

of fatal accidents, including those induced by a change in grade and, not one, but 

two 90 degree turns. 

● TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned 

future residential homes. It appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of 

unidentified future residents, property investors or developers over the impact of 

existing McKinney residents. The voices of the current residents should be a 

priority over unidentified future residents. 

● TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed 

residences under construction west of Custer Road. Once again, this appears to 

accrue to the benefit of future residents or current investors, not the current 

residents of McKinney. 

● TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic 

Horsemanship property, the subject of substantial public concern”. In fact, there 

is no great “public concern” over MainGait. The facility does serve a noble 

purpose, but that purpose is nowhere near the public concern of the impact to the 

existing residents of Tucker Hill who include retired veterans, disabled residents 

(both young and old), seniors 55+ and countless children. More concerning to 



members of Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney community is that TxDOT 

calls out the impact of the ROW to the property belonging to the founder of 

MainGait. The founder of MainGait is no ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill Darling, 

a former real estate developer and home builder who stands to gain personally 

by the selection of Segment A over B. In particular, Bill Darling and/or other 

associates of the Darling company, leveraged ownership of 43 Tucker Hill lots to 

submit comments against Segment B in favor of Segment A – essentially 

impersonated residents of Tucker Hill. TxDOT’s own findings indicate that the 

continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and has stated Segment B 

“would not make the ManeGait inaccessible to persons with disabilities and 

would not violate the Americans with Disabilities Act.” Furthermore and perhaps 

most egregious is that ManeGait stated and TxDOT perpetuated the false claim 

that ManeGait provides “essential” services to protected citizens, which was a 

misrepresentation and may have swayed public opinion. 

 
In direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT still concluded Segment A was the 

preferred route option. 

 
TxDOT relied on the EIS to support their conclusion. Of critical concern to Tucker Hill 

and the greater McKinney community is what appears to be flaws in the underlying 

TxDOT analysis and interpretation of the EIS. I will attempt to detail each of my 

concerns individually. My comments however, are not meant to be a complete listing of 

the errors or omissions in the study, but simply those that this compressed timeframe 

has allowed me to identify. 

 
Noise Pollution 

The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased. The importance of this 

is underscored by the existing scientific literature showing the association between 

traffic and related noise on physical and mental health. The study evaluated only a 

single barrier south of the community. It appears the study was biased toward providing 

more data around MainGait, a facility with transient guests, then Tucker Hill, a 

community of over 380 homes with plans for over 600. Additionally, it appears that 

there has been no regard taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous veteran residents, elderly 

residents or our residents with disabilities – collectively, who likely outnumber 

MainGait’s transient guests. In fact, Tucker Hill was classified, by TxDOT, as a 

standard residential area with an acceptable NAC level of 67 and precluded from 

participating in any future noise studies. This is both incorrect and unacceptable. 

Tucker Hill is a “front porch” community and every home is designed with a front porch 

that encourages outdoor activities and interactions between neighbors. Tucker Hill 



should be reclassified as Category A to preserve the essence of the neighborhood and 

the neighborhood should be included in any future noise abatement studies. 

 
The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise on 

the community. Yet, TxDOT, while proposing to surround the neighborhood on both the 

south and east side with a highway, believes the noise impact to be acceptable. TxDOT 

has not met their burden in any way, and moving forward with flawed data will cause 

irreparable harm to the residents of Tucker Hill, especially the young, elderly and 

disabled who do not regularly leave the neighborhood. A new noise study must be 

conducted with more receptors and sound barriers across both the south and east side 

of the neighborhood must be included in any Segment A option. Finally, it appears 

untenable that TxDOT could make any conclusion about the noise impact on Tucker Hill 

without fully understanding the impact of their proposed Segment A shift on the east 

side of the neighborhood. 

 
Community Impacts 

TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park and the Tucker Hill Community 

Center in their community impact study as the only community spaces without 

identifying the population they serve. First, Tucker Hill houses a community center, two 

town squares, two community parks, a community pool, a dog park, two fire pits, an 

amphitheater and a rooftop event space in the Harvard Park commercial area. The 

community spaces can be found filled with residents on almost any sunny day. Tucker 

Hill hosts many little league practices from Prosper and McKinney in our neighborhood 

parks and is a Christmas Holiday destination for people all across the region to visit our 

lighted homes. Furthermore, the community has a long history of events supporting 

organizations like Ethan for Autism, 29 Acres and the Down Syndrome Guild of Dallas. 

TxDOT has not demonstrated that they have completed any research into the impacted 

population (including children of all ages, elderly, seniors 55+, veterans and residents 

with disabilities) of these facilities. Once again, this is an egregious omission and 

appears to show substantial bias for MainGait and other facilities that serve guests as 

opposed to residents. 

 
Aesthetic Impacts 

TxDOT has not completed the required aesthetic impact analysis for the whole project. 

 
Traffic Analysis 

TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed. TxDOT’s original traffic projection 

methodology was deemed to be incomplete and inconsistent by the Texas A&M 

Transportation Institute (TTI) in September of 2020. In March 2021, TTI noted that they 

still had not been provided traffic data for the “No Build vs Build scenarios”.  At that time 



, TTI deemed that the growth rates used in the revised study were acceptable for 

“short-term growth (from 2020 to the pivot year of 2040)”. Unfortunately, TxDOT has not 

addressed how their growth rate calculation using a linear regression could be 

acceptable if the baseline year for traffic growth is 2020. In every commercial or 

municipal environment, 2020 is seen as a data anomaly because of the impact of the 

pandemic and an unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes of any kind. 

TxDOT’s traffic analysis continues to be flawed and incomplete. 

 
Two 90 degree curves 

More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a horizontal curve, and the 

average crash rate for horizontal curves is about three times that of other types of 

highway segments 

(https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/). In 2022 the 

United States Department of Transportation released their National Roadway Safety 

Strategy, which endorsed zero fatalities as the national goal and promotes building 

safety into the design of roads. TxDOT did not compare the safety risks including injury 

and fatality based on the highway designs of alternatives A and B. Segment A (the 

current preferred alignment) has two 90 degree curves. It also does not appear that 

TxDOT considered this safety risk in their decision. 

 
As such, TxDOT must include an analysis that compares alternatives A and B on the 

probability of accidents, injury, and fatalities. In addition, TxDOT must justify why they 

would choose a more dangerous alignment and one that goes against the US 

Department of Transportation’s strategy. 

 
Community Cohesion 

TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to Tucker 

Hill with Segment A and that there appears to be existing cohesion between Whitley 

Place, Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper and Walnut Grove due to school districting 

once again is incorrect and appears to show a bias or, simply, a failure to conduct 

proper research. 

 
Segment A will effectively sever Tucker Hill on both the south and eastern sides of the 

neighborhood from McKinney. This is atypical and will leave Tucker Hill, established 

within the city limits of McKinney in 2008, as the only established subdivision completely 

blocked off from McKinney on two sides of the neighborhood. In fact, the highway will 

sever Tucker Hill from the districted school, Reeves Elementary in Auburn Hills. It will 

also impact and, possibly, imperil the plans to connect Tucker Hill to both the school and 

the hike and bike trail system already in the city’s plans. The City of McKinney has 

noted in their planning documents and as Mayor Fuller reiterated in his email to Ceason 

https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/


Clemons and TxDOT staff dated February 26th, 2023, Tucker Hill is a significant asset to 

the city. 

 
What may be most troubling, though, is TxDOT’s conclusion that somehow there is no 

cohesion impact when cutting Tucker Hill off from Reeves Elementary, but there 

appears to be an impact to the Prosper neighborhoods due to school zoning. However, 

the Walnut Grove neighborhood is not districted for Prosper ISD. The Mansions of 

Prosper neighborhood and the Luxe Prosper neighborhood are districted for different 

elementary and high schools than the Whitley Place neighborhood. In fact, Mansions of 

Prosper and Luxe Prosper share school zoning with Tucker Hill. The correct 

conclusion here should have been that given the shared school zoning between these 

neighborhoods (Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper, Tucker Hill and Auburn Hills) and 

the fact that Tucker Hill would become the only established subdivision to be severed 

from McKinney by the highway on two sides, with respect to community cohesion, 

Segment B is clearly the better alternative. 

 
Construction and Noise Pollution 

TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to construction and noise 

pollution. According to the TxDOT handbook this is incorrect and TxDOT must also 

include: 

 
“Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This section of the EA must 

identify and explain any impacts associated with construction activities. This 

includes light pollution; impacts associated with physical construction activity, 

temporary lane, road or bridge closures (including detours); and other traffic 

disruptions. Include the expected duration of any construction impacts, and 

explain any BMPs or other strategies that will be used to mitigate such 

impacts.” 

 
TxDOT must outline and detail all potential impacts during construction for both 

proposed Segments A and B and appropriately evaluate those impacts as part of the 

study. Importantly, TxDOT should provide all impacts and mitigation strategies related 

to construction prior to proceeding. Critically, with respect to Tucker Hill and the 

surrounding neighborhoods, what are the plans for egress to the neighborhood during 

construction and how will those plans impact the response time of emergency vehicles 

to points within the neighborhood? 

 
Shift Closer to Tucker Hill 

TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the 

already flawed analysis that produced a preference for Segment A creates an unfair 



burden on the residents of Tucker Hill. Once again, TxDOT appears to be showing a 

callous bias toward ‘future development’ rather than a commitment to current residents. 

It is impossible to fully understand the additional noise pollution, air pollution and other 

effects without additional study. It’s important to note that even with this new shifted 

Segment A, the cost to construct Segment B would be $100M less than Segment A. 

TxDOT’s actions are placing the residents of Tucker Hill in an untenable position and 

are knowingly causing irreparable harm to the community in favor of future 

development. I strongly object to the proposed shift of the A alignment. 

 
Air Pollution 

Air pollution is a documented public health emergency, and can affect every organ in the 

body, including cognition. Children and the elderly are disproportionately vulnerable to 

air pollution, specifically PM2.5, and more so if they live in close proximity to a highway. 

Air pollution can cause a multitude of diseases in adults, including heart disease, and 

can breach the placental barrier during pregnancy, causing miscarriages and birth 

defects. These impacts are well documented and have been noted in academic studies 

for over a decade. TxDOT should not proceed with this project until they have 

conducted a full study of existing and future air pollution on this highway, both at the 

regional scale and immediately adjacent to the highway. TxDOT must be compliant with 

EPA’s health-based National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

 

The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill neighborhood on the South 

and East sides. Winds in McKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-East 

meaning that for more days than not air pollution will be blown and settled on the 

residents of Tucker Hill. 

 
 

It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT utilized an airspeed 

of 1 MPH. The average wind speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the prevailing 

winds are from the south and south-east. It appears that additional study must be 

completed to correctly understand what the adverse effects of air pollution would be on 

the Tucker Hill population. Additionally, if Segment A is selected, monitoring devices 

must be installed to monitor air quality before, during and after construction. 

 

 
The DEIS fails to address air pollution from traffic beyond tailpipe emissions. A growing 

body of academic research cites brake wear and tire friction as primary pollutants from 

traffic. The DEIS has not addressed either of these sources of pollutants, nor does it 

address benzene or Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs). We request that TxDOT 

complete detailed analyses of each of these pollutants, and compare pollutant levels on 

380 (for each pollutant) to expected levels during and after construction Segment A. 



The DEIS notes in several places that expected proliferation of electric vehicles (EVs) 

should improve air pollution in this corridor. This is not only abdicating responsibility for 

mitigating air pollution, but a misrepresentation of electric vehicles and their 

environmental benefits. While EVs do reduce tailpipe emissions from internal 

combustion engines (ICEs), they do nothing to reduce pollution from non-tailpipe 

sources including brake dust and tire friction. Pollution from tire friction may worsen in 

EVs due to increases in vehicle weight from electric batteries. Further, Texas’ electric 

grid is far from clean, and EVs that source their energy from unclean sources are, 

therefore, unclean themselves. 

 
 

The Mobile Source Air Toxins analysis in the DEIS is lacking and includes only a 

qualitative analysis. The DEIS claims that MSAT will decrease with time because of 

improved federal standards. We argue that this is an outsourcing of responsibility to 

mitigate air pollution in the 380 corridor, and request that TxDOT complete a 

quantitative MSAT analysis and a health impact assessment for all criteria pollutants. 

 
 
 
 

 
Quality of Comments Collected 

As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in 

soliciting comments. In addition to submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill 

residents, comments were solicited via Facebook with no links to the underlying studies 

or segment alternatives. TxDOT must vet all of the comments collected during the 

scoping project fully and determine that they were legitimately provided by residents. If 

the comments were not legitimate, they should be stricken from the project record. 

 
NEPA 

Paraphrasing from The Council on Environmental Quality (2021), TxDOT is obligated to 

evaluate feasible alternatives in enough detail so that a reader can compare and 

contrast the environmental effects of the various alternatives. Of note, NEPA reasonable 

alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from the technical and economic 

standpoint, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of TxDOT. 

 
“NEPA is About People and Places” 

 
"Impacts include ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health 

impacts, whether adverse or beneficial. It is important to note that human beings are 

part of the environment (indeed, that is why Congress used the phrase “human 



environment” in NEPA), so when an EIS is prepared and economic or social and natural 

or physical environmental effects are interrelated, the EIS should discuss all of these 

effects." 

 

 
It is clear that TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst, 

unsavory. I ask that TxDOT respond to each of the issues discussed. As it stands, if 

TxDOT proceeds with their preferred Segment A they will be irreparably harming the 

residents of Tucker Hill, unfairly seizing the residents’ ability to enjoy their 

neighborhood, severing them from their broader community and, potentially, justifying it 

with a fatally flawed Environmental Impact Study. 

 

 
Regards, 

 
Cedric and Monica Cascio 
2605 Fitzgerald Avenue 
McKinney, TX  75071 
 
(214) 207-8993 
 

 
Induced Demand 

1. RMI SHIFT Calculator 

2. RMI_SHIFT (STATE HIGHWAY INDUCED FREQUENCE OF TRAVEL) 

CALCULATOR_About the methodology 

3. American Economic Review_2011_The Fundamental Law of Road Congestion: 

Evidence from US Cities 

4. California EPA Air Resources Board_2014_Policy Brief_Impact of Highway Capacity and 

Induced Travel on Passenger Vehicle Use and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

5. UC Davis_2015_Policy Brief_Increasing Highway Capacity Unlikely to Relieve Traffic 

Congestion 

 

 
Case Studies & TxDOT Publications 

1. Air Alliance Houston_2019_Health Impact Assessment of the North Houston Highway 

Improvement Project 

2. Air Alliance Houston_2022_Why are we still building highways? 

3. TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS 

4. TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS Appendix P Air Quality 

5. TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS Appendix V Greenhouse Gas and Climate Change 

6. Thomson Reuters Foundation_2022_In 'world's most polluted city', Indian workers 

unaware of toxic air 

7. Reuters_2021_Pollution likely to cut 9 years of life expectancy of 40% of Indians 

8. The Guardian_2022_‘It’s just more and more lanes’ the Texan revolt against giant new 

highways 

https://shift.rmi.org/
https://rmi.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/rmi_shift_calculator_methodology.pdf
https://rmi.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/rmi_shift_calculator_methodology.pdf
https://www.aeaweb.org/articles?id=10.1257/aer.101.6.2616
https://www.aeaweb.org/articles?id=10.1257/aer.101.6.2616
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2020-06/Impact_of_Highway_Capacity_and_Induced_Travel_on_Passenger_Vehicle_Use_and_Greenhouse_Gas_Emissions_Policy_Brief.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2020-06/Impact_of_Highway_Capacity_and_Induced_Travel_on_Passenger_Vehicle_Use_and_Greenhouse_Gas_Emissions_Policy_Brief.pdf
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/58x8436d
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/58x8436d
https://airalliancehouston.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/HIA-Report-final-06-10-19.pdf
https://airalliancehouston.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/HIA-Report-final-06-10-19.pdf
https://airalliancehouston.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/08/Why-are-we-still-building-highways_-FORMATTED.pdf
https://my35capex.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/12/M35-CapEx-C_DEIS_2022-12-14_SIGNED.pdf
https://my35capex.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/12/Appendix-P-Air-Quality.pdf
https://my35capex.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/12/Appendix-V-Greenhouse-Gas-and-Climate-Change.pdf
https://news.trust.org/item/20220412194609-iohma/?utm_source=twitter&utm_medium=social&utm_campaign=trf-stories&utm_content=thread
https://news.trust.org/item/20220412194609-iohma/?utm_source=twitter&utm_medium=social&utm_campaign=trf-stories&utm_content=thread
https://news.trust.org/item/20210901035934-13ips
https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2022/apr/29/texas-highway-expansions-project-displacements-protests
https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2022/apr/29/texas-highway-expansions-project-displacements-protests


9. The New York Times_2022_Can Portland Be a Climate Leader Without Reducing 

Driving? 

10. TxDOT_2023_TxDOT Statewide On-Road Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis and 

Climate Change Assessment Update Summer 2023 

11. TxDOT_2018_Technical Report_Statewide On-Road Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Analysis and Climate Change Assessment 
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19. National Renewable Energy Laboratory 2016 Emissions Associated with Electric Vehicle 

Charging: Impact of Electricity Generation Mix, Charging Infrastructure Availability, and 

Vehicle Type 

20. US News 2020 Brake Dust Another Driver of Air Pollution 

21. The New York Times 2021 How Green Are Electric Vehicles? 

22. Scientific American 2016 Electric Cars Are Not Necessarily Clean 

23. The Guardian 2016 Why electric cars are only as clean as their power supply 

24. Biofriendly Planet 2022 Electric Vehicles and Their Impact on the Environment 

25. California Air Resources Board 2022 California moves to accelerate to 100% new 

zero-emission vehicle sales by 2035 

26. CNN 2022 Car tires are disastrous for the environment. This startup wants to be a 

driving force in fixing the problem. 

 
VOCs/ PM2.5/ Greenhouse Gases 

1. World Health Organization 2019 Exposure to benzene: a major public health concern 

2. American Lung Association 2022 Volatile Organic Compounds 

3. National Cancer Institute 2022 Benzene 

4. Environmental Research 2020 Characteristics of volatile organic compounds from 

vehicle emissions through on-road test in Wuhan, China. 

5. Aerosol and Air Quality Research 2018 Emission Characteristics of VOCs from On-Road 

Vehicles in an Urban Tunnel in Eastern China and Predictions for 2017–2026 

6. Atmospheric Environment 2017 Characteristics of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) 

from the evaporative emissions of modern passenger cars 

7. Atmospheric Environment 2012 Volatile organic compounds from the exhaust of 

light-duty diesel vehicles 

8. Analytical Sciences 2012 Measurement of volatile organic compounds in vehicle exhaust 

using single-photon ionization time-of-flight mass spectrometry 

9. PubMed 2001 Exposure to volatile organic compounds for individuals with occupations 

associated with potential exposure to motor vehicle exhaust and/or gasoline vapor 

emissions 

10. Environmental Research 1999 Assessment of benzene and toluene emissions from 

automobile exhaust in Bangkok 

11. Atmospheric Environment 1967 Benzene, toluene and xylene concentrations in car 

exhausts and in city air 

12. Environmental Science and Technology 1992 On-line measurement of benzene and 

toluene in dilute vehicle exhaust by mass spectrometry 

13. Iowa State University 2015 Quantification of benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene and 

o-xylene in internal combustion engine exhaust with time-weighted average solid phase 

microextraction and gas chromatography mass spectrometry 

14. Journal of Exposure Science & Environmental Epidemiology 2003 Measurement of 

volatile organic compounds inside automobiles 

15. Chronic Diseases and Translational Medicine 2018 Fine particulate matter (PM2.5): The 

culprit for chronic lung diseases in China. 

16. Journal of Thoracic Disease 2016 The impact of PM2.5 on the human respiratory system 
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From: Cedric Cascio 

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 10:21 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 Segment A Comments 

Attachments: Cascio - US 380 Segement A Comments - April 2023.pdf 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres,  

 

I am a resident of the Tucker Hill neighborhood in McKinney, and am disturbed by TxDOT's decision to 

proceed with 380 - Segment A.  Although the attached letter is pretty much what many of our neighbors 

are submitting, it is very well researched and says it all. 

 

Unlike my neighbors, I am an environmental professional.  And although NEPA is not my field of 

expertise, I am very familiar with the process and the several components.  I have read the EIS and 

cannot reach the conclusion that Segment A is the best way to proceed with the proposed bypass.  The 

EIS conclusions and recommendations are inconsistent with much of the data as well as typical 

recommendations in similar circumstances elsewhere.  In addition, I do not believe the effects to Tucker 

Hill were thouroughly studied, nor will they be properly mitigated. 

 

Unfortunately, this tends to make me believe "other" factors are at play. 

 

Please understand our concerns and take the suggestions in this letter seriously, and "upon the level". 

 

Sincerely, 

Cedric and Monica Cascio 

 



From: Chad Ahlemeyer 

Sent: Sunday, April 2, 2023 8:44 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organiza)on. Do not click links or open a,achments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

> As a homeowner and ci)zen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construc)on of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an exis)ng op)on, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disrup)on to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

ci)zens throughout McKinney. 

> I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred op)on for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

> 

> Sincerely, 

Chad Ahlemeyer 

 



From: Charisse Barnes

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 5:39 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: No to segment A on 380 bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

I do not want segment A. I live in Stonebridge Ranch. This bypass would ruin the neighborhood of 

Stonebridge and Tucker Hill. 

 

Please do not pick Segment A. Go with segment B. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Charisse Barnes 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Charles Kallal

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 11:37 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US 380 Bypass Segment 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A 

for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an 

existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, 

destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge 

Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney.  

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from 

Coit Roadto FM 1827.  

 

 

Sincerely,  

Charles and Lisa Kallal  

 

 



From: Chris�ne Henry  

Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2023 11:24 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organiza�on. Do not click links or open a�achments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

To Whom It May Concern: 

 

My husband n I have been residents in Tucker Hill, since September of  2017! 

 

We moved here for the unique houses, landscaping, the front porch living, and peace and quiet of such a 

beau�ful neighborhood! 

 

Since living in McKinney my husband has had a heart valve replacement & has diabetes & other health 

issues… I was diagnosed with a rare form of ovarian cancer in May 2021….  I go to MDA in Houston, for 

treatment and tests on a con�nuous basis. 

 

My husband & I both have many concerns regarding the proposed bypass & segment A! 

 

I do not believe there has been a fair & in-depth assessment on the noise factor. 

 

I do not think the dust, debris & pollu�on this construc�on will cause has legi�mately been considered 

for those of us with major health issues in our community. 

 

Many in our community are of re�rement age n there are also several young children who live in our 

community with severe health issues, that need to be considered! 

 

I submit the following ques�ons: 

 

1.  Can you guarantee the air & pollu�on this major construc�on, will not cause any ill effects on the 

residence in our community? 

 

2.  Can you guarantee that the noise factor will do no harm to the residents, considering the lengthy 

projected �me frame of comple�on? 

 

3.  Can you guarantee that there will be a second entrance & exit completed before any construc�on is 

started?  Not only for residents, but for emergency vehicles & etc. when there is a need. 

 

I ask that TXDOT reconsider op�on B. 

 

Thank you for considera�on! 

 

Col. (Ret.) Charles E & Mrs Chris�ne Henry 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Chuck and Elaine Davis

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 6:55 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A /“Blue” Option! 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  

 

 I—and West McKinney—strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Charles W. Davis 

(325) 794-6229  

 

Sent from mobile device 



From: Charlette Vitz 

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 4:56 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: No to option A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  The noise on 380 is already out of control and wakes me up in middle of 

night and we have wall blocking us that does nothing to help.  I hate to see how bad it will be when 380 

is larger and raised.  Would you like to see this and hear this in your backyard? 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Charlette Vitz 

Wren Creek 

 

 

 





From: Chelsey Cole  

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 3:40 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: No to segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Endres,  

 

As a homeowner of two houses and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of 

Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an 

existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 

fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents 

and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 

 

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Chelsey Cole 



From: Chelsey Crocker

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 4:51 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Good afternoon,  

    As a homeowner in McKinney, I strongly oppose the construction of segment A for the US 380 bypass 

from Coit to FM 1827. Not only is this the more expensive option, it is the more destructive option. We 

support segment B that will cost less, reduce the tax burden for McKinney residents, destroy fewer 

businesses and homes and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge residents.  

    Another option I am wondering about is to just have the bypass start further down by Ridge road. The 

space between Coit and Stonebridge is not even the busy section of 380 comparatively. Getting onto the 

bypass at Ridge would be efficient at getting around the bulk of the busiest spots of 380 in this area. 

Please hear the residents and take these points into real consideration. Thank you!! 

 

Chelsey Crocker 



From: Cee Cee 

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 7:14 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Good evening Stephen, 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Cheryl Cherilus 



From: John Mack Grey <  

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 4:23 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 Bipass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Cheryl Grey 

 





From: Chet Fisher 

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 3:25 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: RE: US 380 from Coit Road to FM 1827 Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement & Notice of Public Hearing 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres- 

Thanks to you and your team for conducting the recent public hearings regarding the much-needed US 

380 Bypass. 

 

As a resident of Collin County, I am requesting that TxDOT abandon proposed Segment C and instead 

utilize Segment D.   With Segment D being primarily an elevated freeway over flood plains and non-

inhabited areas, it is ideal for the stated purpose of a “bypass”. 

 

While the estimated construction cost of Segment D is higher, it would avoid disruption of numerous 

homesteads, small businesses, and the way of life for many Collin County residents.  The personal costs 

to these residents far out-weigh the estimated increase in construction cost. 

 

I respectfully request TxDOT utilize Segment D. 

 

Chet Fisher 

1728 Private Road 5042 

Melissa, TX 75454 

 

 

From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Reply-To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Date: Friday, January 13, 2023 at 11:49 AM 

To: 

Subject: US 380 from Coit Road to FM 1827 Draft Environmental Impact Statement & Notice of 

Public Hearing 

 

 

View this email in your browser  

  

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fmailchi.mp%2F98f63f7f7d65%2Fus-380-deis-public-hearing%3Fe%3D96657dae86&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C4ad7714515ed40f8f5e008db201b9d28%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638139075221898079%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=tg5E5gAMlSbLxPB5lO7nLhR%2BVMgXbRHriW5d7zY6K1c%3D&reserved=0
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From: Gary Metzler 

Sent: Wednesday, April 12, 2023 9:50 AM

To: Ceason Clemens; Stephen Endres

Subject: NO to Segment A!

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

As a Tucker Hill resident, I believe in selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do harm to a significant 
percentage of McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant fiscal irresponsibility. This decision is made more 
egregious with the existence of a viable lower impact alternative. It appears irrefutable that Segment B is the better 
alternative and that there are serious flaws in the conclusions reached by TxDOT and in the underlying 
Environmental Impact Study (EIS). 

  

First, the facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A: 

• Segment A is one mile longer, has 6 new interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential major utility 
conflicts versus just two for Segment B and displaces 15 businesses versus zero businesses for Segment 
B.  

• Segment A would encroach on twice the wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and streams 
and more acreage of forests, prairies and grasslands than Segment B. Segment A impacts more than 30 
irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged over 150 years. Finally, there would be no hazardous material sites 
impacted on Segment B and TXDOT has identified 2 with Segment A. 

• Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to the taxpayers is that the 
estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M more than Segment B.   

• Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 Highway increasing the risk of 
work zone accidents and disrupting existing traffic patterns. Additionally, priority has not been given to safety 
and the increased risk of fatal accidents, including those induced by a change in grade and, not one, but two 
90 degree turns. 

• TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned future residential homes. It 
appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of unidentified future residents, property investors or 
developers over the impact of existing McKinney residents. The voices of the current residents should be a 
priority over unidentified future residents. 

• TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction 
west of Custer Road. Once again, this appears to accrue to the benefit of future residents or current 
investors, not the current residents of McKinney. 

• TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the 
subject of substantial public concern”. The facility does serve a noble purpose, but TxDOT has not factored 
in McKinney residents directly impacted who include retired veterans, disabled residents (both young and 
old), seniors 55+ and countless children. More concerning to members of the McKinney community is how 
Bill Darling leveraged his ownership of 43 Tucker Hill lots to submit comments against Segment B in favor of 
Segment A – essentially impersonated residents of Tucker Hill for his personal gain. TxDOT’s own findings 
indicate that the continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and has stated Segment B “would not 
make the ManeGait inaccessible to persons with disabilities and would not violate the Americans with 
Disabilities Act.”   

 
 
Chloe E. Metzler 



From: chris bccreativedesign.com

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 6:01 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: No to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A 

for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an 

existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, 

destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge 

Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to 

implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 

1827.  

And that was the form letter--- this is the straight up answer-- Segment A is shortsighted and 

stupid.    

 



From: Chris & Amber Evans < > 

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 12:34 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380 
Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will 
cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less 
overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly 
urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

Amber Evans 

--  

Chris & Amber Evans 





From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Friday, March 3, 2023 1:46 PM 

To: Chris Roberts 

Subject: RE: 380 Bypass NE McKinney: Oppose C, Oppose D 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Chris Roberts

Sent: Wednesday, March 1, 2023 4:02 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 Bypass NE McKinney: Oppose C, Oppose D 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

To the office of Stephen Endres, 

 

As a resident of Collin County, I am urging you to oppose the Route C proposal for the US 380 Bypass in 

NE McKinney. With a clear, decent alternative (Route D), there seems to be no need to choose the 

poorly-planned and destructive Route C.  

 

Route C destroys more wetland, more forest, and more grassland than Route D, and displaces more 

homes and businesses. Additionally, Texas Parks and WIldlife Department strongly opposes Route C, a 

clear sign that this proposed segment is reckless. 

 

The residents of Mckinney and surrounding communities treasure our green space, as do the other 

various species that use these wetlands and forests. We can't deny that we must urbanize to some 

capacity as North Texas grows. However, this process must be done with respect to both our public and 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cb331b3c5102f49fc1d6208db1c2265a9%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638134706274508640%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=qsMD67%2BSXuDtQ0CB156bW69K20p%2FUBfiIuxUHkAizJU%3D&reserved=0


private green spaces. It is your responsibility to make sure we urbanize responsibly, and I believe Route 

C punts on that responsibility. I urge you to make Route D the preferred route.  

 

 

Thank you for your time, 

 

Chris Roberts   

715 Range Dr. 

Princeton, TX 75407 

  

 

 



From: Christopher Roberts 

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 8:51 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Chris Roberts 
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From: Chris Self  

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 3:01 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Re: Shift 380 From Section A to Section B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

I second this opinion of my husband! 
  
Also, when are we going to be provided with the financials explaining why a $200m+ project makes fiscal sense over 
Segment A? 
  
Regards, 
Chris 

 

Chris L. Self, General Agent/Broker 
214-707-6056 (cell) 

214.544-8536 (fax) 

  

Pathway Health Insurance Experts, Inc. & 

Pathway Financial Group 

www.pathwaymarketplace.com   

  

Texas Broker License #659473 

California License #0196450 

Colorado License #361388 

Florida License #P-174154 

Louisiana License #515559 

Ohio License #984569 

Oklahoma License #40160703 
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Washington License #710544219 

  

Note: if inquiry is regarding Medicare products:   

"We do not offer every plan available in your area. Any information we provide is limited to those plans we do offer in 

your area. Please contact Medicare.gov or 1-800-MEDICARE to get information on all your options."  

  

  

  

  

  

  

In a message dated 4/19/2023 8:23:48 PM Central Standard Time,  writes:  

  

Stephen Endres,  
  
After reading the following comments I felt they were so deeply true that I had to send them for answers and to 
share my opinion as a Native of McKinney!! 
  
"As a McKinney homeowner, I believe in selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do harm to a significant 

percentage of McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant fiscal irresponsibility. This decision is made more 

egregious with the existence of a viable lower impact alternative. It appears irrefutable that Segment B is the better 

alternative and that there are serious flaws in the conclusions reached by TxDOT and in the underlying 

Environmental Impact Study (EIS). 

  

First, the facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A: 

•     Segment A is one mile longer, has 6 new interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential 

major utility conflicts versus just two for Segment B and displaces 15 businesses versus zero 

businesses for Segment B.  

•     Segment A would encroach on twice the wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of 

rivers and streams and more acreage of forests, prairies and grasslands than Segment B. 

Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged over 150 years. Finally, 

there would be no hazardous material sites impacted on Segment B and TXDOT has identified 2 

with Segment A. 

•     Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to the taxpayers is 

that the estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M more than Segment B.   

•     Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 Highway increasing 

the risk of work zone accidents and disrupting existing traffic patterns. Additionally, priority has 

not been given to safety and the increased risk of fatal accidents, including those induced by a 

change in grade and, not one, but two 90 degree turns. 

•     TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned future 

residential homes. It appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of unidentified future 

residents, property investors or developers over the impact of existing McKinney residents. The 

voices of the current residents should be a priority over unidentified future residents. 

•     TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under 

construction west of Custer Road. Once again, this appears to accrue to the benefit of future 

residents or current investors, not the current residents of McKinney. 

•     TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic Horsemanship 

property, the subject of substantial public concern”. The facility does serve a noble purpose, but 

TxDOT has not factored in McKinney residents directly impacted who include retired veterans, 

disabled residents (both young and old), seniors 55+ and countless children. More concerning to 

members of the McKinney community is how Bill Darling leveraged his ownership of 43 Tucker 

Hill lots to submit comments against Segment B in favor of Segment A – essentially 

impersonated residents of Tucker Hill for his personal gain. TxDOT’s own findings indicate that 

the continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and has stated Segment B “would not 
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make the ManeGait inaccessible to persons with disabilities and would not violate the 

Americans with Disabilities Act.”   

  

TxDOT selectively relied on the EIS to support their choosing of Segment A, when many flaws appear in the 

underlying analysis and interpretation of the EIS.  This in no way represents all the issues, but only a handful. 

  

Noise Pollution 

The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill, and surrounding communities, was flawed and biased as compared to 

ManeGait. The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise on many 

communities. The study evaluated only a single barrier south of Tucker Hill (a community of over 380 homes with 

plans for 600) and lacks data for Heatherwood, Stonebridge Ranch, and Timber Ridge, while providing ample data 

around MainGait, a facility with transient guests. Additionally, it appears that there has been no regard taken to 

Tucker Hill’s numerous veteran residents, elderly residents, or residents with disabilities – collectively, who likely 

outnumber MainGait’s transient guests.  

  

TxDOT proposes to surround the Tucker Hill neighborhood on both the south and east side with a highway and 

moving forward with flawed data will cause irreparable harm to the residents of Tucker Hill, especially the young, 

elderly and disabled who do not regularly leave the neighborhood. 

  

Traffic Analysis 

TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed.  TxDOT’s original traffic projection methodology was deemed to be 

incomplete and inconsistent by the Texas A&M Transportation Institute (TTI) in September of 2020. In March 2021, 

TTI noted that they still had not been provided traffic data for the “No Build vs Build scenarios”.  At that time, TTI 

deemed that the growth rates used in the revised study were acceptable for “short-term growth (from 2020 to the 

pivot year of 2040)”.  Furthermore, traffic projections were increased based on the rerouting of traffic to a wider 

highway, rather than the overall regional demand.  Unfortunately, TxDOT has not addressed how their growth rate 

calculation using a linear regression could be acceptable if the baseline year for traffic growth is 2020.  In every 

commercial or municipal environment, 2020 is seen as a data anomaly because of the impact of the pandemic and 

an unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes of any kind.  TxDOT’s traffic analysis continues to be flawed and 

incomplete.  

  

Community Cohesion 

TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to McKinney residents with Segment A in 

regards to school districting is once again incorrect and appears to show a bias or, simply, a failure to conduct 

proper research. With Segment A, neighborhoods of children will be cut off from their zoned elementary schools. 

  

Construction and Noise Pollution 

TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to construction and noise pollution.  According to the TxDOT 

handbook this is incorrect and TxDOT must also include: 

  

“Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This section of the EA must identify and explain any impacts 

associated with construction activities. This includes light pollution; impacts associated with physical construction 

activity, temporary lane, road or bridge closures (including detours); and other traffic disruptions. Include the 

expected duration of any construction impacts, and explain any BMPs or other strategies that will be used to 

mitigate such impacts.” 

  

TxDOT must outline and detail all potential impacts during construction for both proposed Segments A and B and 

appropriately evaluate those impacts as part of the study. Importantly, TxDOT should provide all impacts and 

mitigation strategies related to construction prior to proceeding. What are the plans for noise and vibration 

mitigation while lowering the existing grade in bedrock so close to homes in Tucker Hill and Stonebridge 

Ranch?  What are the plans for egress to the impacted neighborhoods during construction and how will those plans 

impact the response time of emergency vehicles to points within the neighborhood?   

  

Air Pollution 
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It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT utilized an airspeed of 1 MPH.  The average wind 

speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the prevailing winds are from the south. It appears that additional study 

must be completed to correctly understand what the adverse effects of air pollution would be on the surrounding 

communities. 

  

Quality of Comments Collected 

As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in soliciting comments. In addition to 

submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill residents, comments were solicited via Facebook with no links to 

the underlying studies or segment alternatives. TxDOT must vet all of the comments collected during the scoping 

project fully and determine that they were legitimately provided by residents. If the comments were not legitimate, 

they should be stricken from the project record. 

  

TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst, unsavory. I ask that TxDOT respond to each 

of these comments. As it stands, if TxDOT proceeds with their preferred Segment A they will be irreparably harming 

the residents of McKinney, unfairly seizing the residents’ ability to enjoy their neighborhoods safely, and justifying it 

with a fatally flawed Environmental Impact Study". 

  

Regards, 

  

Monte 
 

Monte Self 
214-707-3223 Cell 
214-544-8536 Fax 

Dallas Income Properties, LLC 
REALTOR® 
TREC License # 0519925 
www.dallasincomeproperties.com 
 
  
Texas law requires all license holders to provide the Information About Brokerage Services 
form to prospective clients. 

  

 

 

 



From: Christopher Stroud  

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 12:22 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Support for Route A on US380 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres, 

As a Prosper resident and person who owns a business in McKinney, I want to voice my support, again, 

for Route A. I am sure you are well versed in all of the reasons why this would be the ideal route. First I 

would like to quote TXDOT's own EIS report. 

 

1) It would require the least amount of now right of way. 

2) It would not displace any community facilities (Such as ManeGait, an organization of the utmost 

importance to the Collin county community which would unduly be impact by the alternate B route) 

3) Results in the least number of noise receptors with substantial noise level increases 

4) Be the least impactful on flood plains and regulatory floodways 

5 )Minimize the conversion of farmland 

6) Meet the project Purpose and Need. 

 

Additionally, Prosper has continued to develop as a master planned community with the idea that 

US380 would be a freeway, changing the route to cut through a significant portion of Prosper would 

disproportionately affect the Town of Prosper's commercial real estate, and new developments which 

support its tax base. This would in turn have other down stream effects on Town parks, schools, 

students, teachers, and residents. 

 

I implore you to make a final decision regarding this bypass and stick with the blue route as 

recommended by TXDOT's own EIS study. Continued delay and discussion has significantly and 

negatively affected the Collin County community. 

 

Thank you, 

Chris Stroud 



From: 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 8:02 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of 

Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I 

understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax 

burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less 

overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens 

throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 

option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Chris Wilkes 

 

 

Chris 



From: Christie Abraham 

Sent: Friday, March 10, 2023 5:48 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Thank you, 

Christie Abraham 

 

 



-----Original Message----- 

From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Tuesday, February 21, 2023 10:22 AM 

To: Christy and Ed Millard <themillards@gmail.com> 

Subject: RE: Segment D 

 

Your comments will be added to public hearing summary. 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Christy and Ed Millard <themillards@gmail.com> 

Sent: Tuesday, February 21, 2023 10:14 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Segment D 

 

This email originated from outside of the organiza3on. Do not click links or open a5achments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Stephen, 

I am wri3ng to strongly urge you to choose Segment D. Segment D is a be5er choice for so many 

reasons. Specifically, far fewer homes and businesses would be affected. In addi3on, Segment C disrupts 

forests and wetlands that are habitats for threatened species. Texas Parks & Wildlife opposes C for these 

reasons. And based on studies, C will even have worse traffic performance. The only logical and right 

choice is Segment D. 

Christy Millard 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Davis, Chuck < > 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 10:15 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A! 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   

 

Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax 

burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall 

disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney.  I 

strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827.  

 

Chuck Davis 

McKinney, Texas 

HSU Board of Trustees, Vice Chair 

(325) 794-6229 
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From: Chuck and Elaine Davis 

Sent: Tuesday, April 18, 2023 5:00 AM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: NO to Segment A, “Blue Option”

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

I am a homeowner, Texas taxpayer and citizen of McKinney, TX.  I strongly OPPOSE the construction of “Segment A” for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.    

 

We, the 200,000+ voters and taxpayers of McKinney, understand that TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will 

cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall 

disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney.   

 

If TXDoT proceeds with the far more costly and disruptive “Segment A,” it will be seen by the voters of McKinney as our 

State government “pandering to” the interests of large developers, and a betrayal of the average citizen.   

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Chuck Davis 

5800 Spring Hill Dr. 

McKinney, TX  75072 

(325) 794-6229  

 

Sent from mobile device 



From: Charles Hamilton 

Sent: Monday, March 20, 2023 9:37 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Support for Preferred US380 Route 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

I appreciate the many opportunities for public comment and input. There is no perfect solution.   

 

As a regular user of US 380 and resident of Collin County, I would like to share my support for TXDOT’s 

current preferred routing - Segments A, E, and C.  No option will cause no disruption, and the due 

diligence connected to the current preferred route leads me to support this proposal.  

 

Thank you,  

Chuck Hamilton 

 



From: Cindy Beauregard

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 6:27 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 

 

 



From: Cindy Kumpa  

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 1:53 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Cindy Kumpa 

3317 Drip Rock Dr 

McKinney, Tx 75070 



From: Cindy Maki

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 4:32 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: 

Sent: Tuesday, April 4, 2023 4:31 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: U.S. 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

I'm writing to submit my comments re: the proposed alignment for the 380 bypass. 
 
I am in favor of Segment B (Coit to Ridge). 
 
I oppose selection of Segment A. 
 
 
Cindy Schneible 
201 Mallard Lakes Drive 
McKinney, TX 75072 



From: Clarke Drummond  

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 3:41 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: No to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Stephen, 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax 

burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall 

disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Clarke Drummond 

 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 9:57 AM 

To: Clay East 

Subject: RE: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Clay East >  

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 5:15 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

Importance: High 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Stephen, 
 
As a homeowner very close to segment A and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly 
OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue 
Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
 
Regards, 
 
Clay East | National Product Manager – Parting, Grooving & Turning | Iscar Metals, Inc. | 
Desk: 817.258.3226 | Cell: 805.456.9973 | Email:
 

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cf37cf016210b4412f07508db19a5321e%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131969516465431%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=DhlJp2agOYNi4QbiebR1h4bR%2BcC1WFMaxMl2mwjNinA%3D&reserved=0


From: Clay East 

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 1:58 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of 
Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand 
TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on 
McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall 
disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 
380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 



To whom it may concern:

As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of
Segment A over Segment B is fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150
million more, applies criteria to support their decision inconsistently, and provides
numerous biased, false, and inconsistent findings in their environmental study.
Furthermore, there is objective evidence of political maneuvering, campaigning, and
rezoning efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed
TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn these actions as unethical and improper.

The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021), decisions on an alignment
must be based on what is practical and feasible from a technical and economic
standpoint, rather than what is desirable from the standpoint of the agency (i.e,
TxDOT).

As a McKinney homeowner, I believe a bypass may be required to support growth in the
northern corridor. However, in selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do
harm to a significant percentage of McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant
fiscal irresponsibility. This decision is made more egregious with the existence of a
viable lower impact alternative. It appears irrefutable that Segment B is the better
alternative and that there are serious flaws in the conclusions reached by TxDOT and in
the underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS).

Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants that
cause harm to humans and a rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current
and future impacts. If TxDOT will not mitigate these harms, then TxDOT should at the
very least do a rigorous analysis of these harms and explicitly note the opportunities we
forgo with the current preferred alignment. The pollution appendices are missing critical
analyses and portions are invalid as presented. This project should not proceed until
those egregious omissions and errors are corrected.

In order to ensure resolution and the creation of the best project possible, we request
that:

● TxDOT issue a second draft of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in the
current draft EIS.

● Any Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) have a 90-day review period,
with an official public comment period, and that the FEIS be unbundled from the
Record of Decision



The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A:

● Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes 2 versus 5. However, segment A
is one mile longer, has 6 new interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential
major utility conflicts versus just two for Segment B and displaces 15 businesses
versus zero businesses for Segment B.

● Segment B would have less of an environmental impact. Segment A would
encroach on twice the wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and
streams and more acreage of forests, prairies and grasslands than Segment B.
Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged over 150
years. Finally, there would be no hazardous material sites impacted on Segment
B and TXDOT has identified 2 with Segment A.

● Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to
the taxpayers is that the estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M
more than Segment B.

● Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380
Highway increasing the risk of work zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic
patterns. Additionally, the requirement to lower the existing grade in bedrock and
cantilever local lanes in a restricted ROW width, while preferred for the longterm,
will significantly increase the construction time, safety risk and disruption
compared to route B. Priority has not been given to safety and the increased risk
of fatal accidents, including those induced by a change in grade and, not one, but
two 90 degree turns.

● TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned
future residential homes. It appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of
unidentified future residents, property investors or developers over the impact of
existing McKinney residents. The voices of the current residents should be a
priority over unidentified future residents.

● TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed
residences under construction west of Custer Road. Once again, this appears to
accrue to the benefit of future residents or current investors, not the current
residents of McKinney.

● TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic
Horsemanship property, the subject of substantial public concern”. In fact, there
is no great “public concern” over MainGait. The facility does serve a noble
purpose, but that purpose is nowhere near the public concern of the impact to the
existing residents of Tucker Hill who include retired veterans, disabled residents
(both young and old), seniors 55+ and countless children. More concerning to



members of Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney community is that TxDOT
calls out the impact of the ROW to the property belonging to the founder of
MainGait. The founder of MainGait is no ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill Darling,
a former real estate developer and home builder who stands to gain personally
by the selection of Segment A over B. In particular, Bill Darling and/or other
associates of the Darling company, leveraged ownership of 43 Tucker Hill lots to
submit comments against Segment B in favor of Segment A – essentially
impersonated residents of Tucker Hill. TxDOT’s own findings indicate that the
continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and has stated Segment B
“would not make the ManeGait inaccessible to persons with disabilities and
would not violate the Americans with Disabilities Act.” Furthermore and perhaps
most egregious is that ManeGait stated and TxDOT perpetuated the false claim
that ManeGait provides “essential” services to protected citizens, which was a
misrepresentation and may have swayed public opinion.

In direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT still concluded Segment A was the
preferred route option.

TxDOT relied on the EIS to support their conclusion. Of critical concern to Tucker Hill
and the greater McKinney community is what appears to be flaws in the underlying
TxDOT analysis and interpretation of the EIS. I will attempt to detail each of my
concerns individually. My comments however, are not meant to be a complete listing of
the errors or omissions in the study, but simply those that this compressed timeframe
has allowed me to identify.

Noise Pollution
The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased. The importance of this
is underscored by the existing scientific literature showing the association between
traffic and related noise on physical and mental health. The study evaluated only a
single barrier south of the community. It appears the study was biased toward providing
more data around MainGait, a facility with transient guests, then Tucker Hill, a
community of over 380 homes with plans for over 600. Additionally, it appears that
there has been no regard taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous veteran residents, elderly
residents or our residents with disabilities – collectively, who likely outnumber
MainGait’s transient guests. In fact, Tucker Hill was classified, by TxDOT, as a
standard residential area with an acceptable NAC level of 67 and precluded from
participating in any future noise studies. This is both incorrect and unacceptable.
Tucker Hill is a “front porch” community and every home is designed with a front porch
that encourages outdoor activities and interactions between neighbors. Tucker Hill



should be reclassified as Category A to preserve the essence of the neighborhood and
the neighborhood should be included in any future noise abatement studies.

The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise on
the community. Yet, TxDOT, while proposing to surround the neighborhood on both the
south and east side with a highway, believes the noise impact to be acceptable. TxDOT
has not met their burden in any way, and moving forward with flawed data will cause
irreparable harm to the residents of Tucker Hill, especially the young, elderly and
disabled who do not regularly leave the neighborhood. A new noise study must be
conducted with more receptors and sound barriers across both the south and east side
of the neighborhood must be included in any Segment A option. Finally, it appears
untenable that TxDOT could make any conclusion about the noise impact on Tucker Hill
without fully understanding the impact of their proposed Segment A shift on the east
side of the neighborhood.

Community Impacts
TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park and the Tucker Hill Community
Center in their community impact study as the only community spaces without
identifying the population they serve. First, Tucker Hill houses a community center, two
town squares, two community parks, a community pool, a dog park, two fire pits, an
amphitheater and a rooftop event space in the Harvard Park commercial area. The
community spaces can be found filled with residents on almost any sunny day. Tucker
Hill hosts many little league practices from Prosper and McKinney in our neighborhood
parks and is a Christmas Holiday destination for people all across the region to visit our
lighted homes. Furthermore, the community has a long history of events supporting
organizations like Ethan for Autism, 29 Acres and the Down Syndrome Guild of Dallas.
TxDOT has not demonstrated that they have completed any research into the impacted
population (including children of all ages, elderly, seniors 55+, veterans and residents
with disabilities) of these facilities. Once again, this is an egregious omission and
appears to show substantial bias for MainGait and other facilities that serve guests as
opposed to residents.

Aesthetic Impacts
TxDOT has not completed the required aesthetic impact analysis for the whole project.

Traffic Analysis
TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed. TxDOT’s original traffic projection
methodology was deemed to be incomplete and inconsistent by the Texas A&M
Transportation Institute (TTI) in September of 2020. In March 2021, TTI noted that they
still had not been provided traffic data for the “No Build vs Build scenarios”. At that time



, TTI deemed that the growth rates used in the revised study were acceptable for
“short-term growth (from 2020 to the pivot year of 2040)”. Unfortunately, TxDOT has not
addressed how their growth rate calculation using a linear regression could be
acceptable if the baseline year for traffic growth is 2020. In every commercial or
municipal environment, 2020 is seen as a data anomaly because of the impact of the
pandemic and an unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes of any kind.
TxDOT’s traffic analysis continues to be flawed and incomplete.

Two 90 degree curves
More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a horizontal curve, and the
average crash rate for horizontal curves is about three times that of other types of
highway segments
(https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/). In 2022 the
United States Department of Transportation released their National Roadway Safety
Strategy, which endorsed zero fatalities as the national goal and promotes building
safety into the design of roads. TxDOT did not compare the safety risks including injury
and fatality based on the highway designs of alternatives A and B. Segment A (the
current preferred alignment) has two 90 degree curves. It also does not appear that
TxDOT considered this safety risk in their decision.

As such, TxDOT must include an analysis that compares alternatives A and B on the
probability of accidents, injury, and fatalities. In addition, TxDOT must justify why they
would choose a more dangerous alignment and one that goes against the US
Department of Transportation’s strategy.

Community Cohesion
TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to Tucker
Hill with Segment A and that there appears to be existing cohesion between Whitley
Place, Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper and Walnut Grove due to school districting
once again is incorrect and appears to show a bias or, simply, a failure to conduct
proper research.

Segment A will effectively sever Tucker Hill on both the south and eastern sides of the
neighborhood from McKinney. This is atypical and will leave Tucker Hill, established
within the city limits of McKinney in 2008, as the only established subdivision completely
blocked off from McKinney on two sides of the neighborhood. In fact, the highway will
sever Tucker Hill from the districted school, Reeves Elementary in Auburn Hills. It will
also impact and, possibly, imperil the plans to connect Tucker Hill to both the school and
the hike and bike trail system already in the city’s plans. The City of McKinney has
noted in their planning documents and as Mayor Fuller reiterated in his email to Ceason

https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/


Clemons and TxDOT staff dated February 26th, 2023, Tucker Hill is a significant asset to
the city.

What may be most troubling, though, is TxDOT’s conclusion that somehow there is no
cohesion impact when cutting Tucker Hill off from Reeves Elementary, but there
appears to be an impact to the Prosper neighborhoods due to school zoning. However,
the Walnut Grove neighborhood is not districted for Prosper ISD. The Mansions of
Prosper neighborhood and the Luxe Prosper neighborhood are districted for different
elementary and high schools than the Whitley Place neighborhood. In fact, Mansions of
Prosper and Luxe Prosper share school zoning with Tucker Hill. The correct
conclusion here should have been that given the shared school zoning between these
neighborhoods (Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper, Tucker Hill and Auburn Hills) and
the fact that Tucker Hill would become the only established subdivision to be severed
from McKinney by the highway on two sides, with respect to community cohesion,
Segment B is clearly the better alternative.

Construction and Noise Pollution
TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to construction and noise
pollution. According to the TxDOT handbook this is incorrect and TxDOT must also
include:

“Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This section of the EA must
identify and explain any impacts associated with construction activities. This
includes light pollution; impacts associated with physical construction activity,
temporary lane, road or bridge closures (including detours); and other traffic
disruptions. Include the expected duration of any construction impacts, and
explain any BMPs or other strategies that will be used to mitigate such
impacts.”

TxDOT must outline and detail all potential impacts during construction for both
proposed Segments A and B and appropriately evaluate those impacts as part of the
study. Importantly, TxDOT should provide all impacts and mitigation strategies related
to construction prior to proceeding. Critically, with respect to Tucker Hill and the
surrounding neighborhoods, what are the plans for egress to the neighborhood during
construction and how will those plans impact the response time of emergency vehicles
to points within the neighborhood?

Shift Closer to Tucker Hill
TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the
already flawed analysis that produced a preference for Segment A creates an unfair



burden on the residents of Tucker Hill. Once again, TxDOT appears to be showing a
callous bias toward ‘future development’ rather than a commitment to current residents.
It is impossible to fully understand the additional noise pollution, air pollution and other
effects without additional study. It’s important to note that even with this new shifted
Segment A, the cost to construct Segment B would be $100M less than Segment A.
TxDOT’s actions are placing the residents of Tucker Hill in an untenable position and
are knowingly causing irreparable harm to the community in favor of future
development. I strongly object to the proposed shift of the A alignment.

Air Pollution
Air pollution is a documented public health emergency, and can affect every organ in the
body, including cognition. Children and the elderly are disproportionately vulnerable to
air pollution, specifically PM2.5, and more so if they live in close proximity to a highway.
Air pollution can cause a multitude of diseases in adults, including heart disease, and
can breach the placental barrier during pregnancy, causing miscarriages and birth
defects. These impacts are well documented and have been noted in academic studies
for over a decade. TxDOT should not proceed with this project until they have
conducted a full study of existing and future air pollution on this highway, both at the
regional scale and immediately adjacent to the highway. TxDOT must be compliant with
EPA’s health-based National Ambient Air Quality Standards.

The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill neighborhood on the South
and East sides. Winds in McKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-East
meaning that for more days than not air pollution will be blown and settled on the
residents of Tucker Hill.

It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT utilized an airspeed
of 1 MPH. The average wind speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the prevailing
winds are from the south and south-east. It appears that additional study must be
completed to correctly understand what the adverse effects of air pollution would be on
the Tucker Hill population. Additionally, if Segment A is selected, monitoring devices
must be installed to monitor air quality before, during and after construction.

The DEIS fails to address air pollution from traffic beyond tailpipe emissions. A growing
body of academic research cites brake wear and tire friction as primary pollutants from
traffic. The DEIS has not addressed either of these sources of pollutants, nor does it
address benzene or Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs). We request that TxDOT
complete detailed analyses of each of these pollutants, and compare pollutant levels on
380 (for each pollutant) to expected levels during and after construction Segment A.



The DEIS notes in several places that expected proliferation of electric vehicles (EVs)
should improve air pollution in this corridor. This is not only abdicating responsibility for
mitigating air pollution, but a misrepresentation of electric vehicles and their
environmental benefits. While EVs do reduce tailpipe emissions from internal
combustion engines (ICEs), they do nothing to reduce pollution from non-tailpipe
sources including brake dust and tire friction. Pollution from tire friction may worsen in
EVs due to increases in vehicle weight from electric batteries. Further, Texas’ electric
grid is far from clean, and EVs that source their energy from unclean sources are,
therefore, unclean themselves.

The Mobile Source Air Toxins analysis in the DEIS is lacking and includes only a
qualitative analysis. The DEIS claims that MSAT will decrease with time because of
improved federal standards. We argue that this is an outsourcing of responsibility to
mitigate air pollution in the 380 corridor, and request that TxDOT complete a
quantitative MSAT analysis and a health impact assessment for all criteria pollutants.

Quality of Comments Collected
As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in
soliciting comments. In addition to submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill
residents, comments were solicited via Facebook with no links to the underlying studies
or segment alternatives. TxDOT must vet all of the comments collected during the
scoping project fully and determine that they were legitimately provided by residents. If
the comments were not legitimate, they should be stricken from the project record.

NEPA
Paraphrasing from The Council on Environmental Quality (2021), TxDOT is obligated to
evaluate feasible alternatives in enough detail so that a reader can compare and
contrast the environmental effects of the various alternatives. Of note, NEPA reasonable
alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from the technical and economic
standpoint, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of TxDOT.

“NEPA is About People and Places”

"Impacts include ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health
impacts, whether adverse or beneficial. It is important to note that human beings are
part of the environment (indeed, that is why Congress used the phrase “human



environment” in NEPA), so when an EIS is prepared and economic or social and natural
or physical environmental effects are interrelated, the EIS should discuss all of these
effects."

It is clear that TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst,
unsavory. I ask that TxDOT respond to each of the issues discussed. As it stands, if
TxDOT proceeds with their preferred Segment A they will be irreparably harming the
residents of Tucker Hill, unfairly seizing the residents’ ability to enjoy their
neighborhood, severing them from their broader community and, potentially, justifying it
with a fatally flawed Environmental Impact Study.

Regards,
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From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 9:56 AM 

To: Clay Yonts 

Subject: RE: Option B makes the most sense! 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Clay Yonts  

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 10:50 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Fwd: Option B makes the most sense! 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

> Good evening Stephen, 

> 

> I’m writing you as a concerned community member at 2601 Addison St. in Tucker Hill. I can’t believe 

we’re letting small-town politics be the determining factor in this decision!! Option B has been the 

smartest and least expensive option from the get-go. Tucker Hill, Stonebridge, Wren Creek, and some of 

the other neighborhoods that are going to be directly impacted, did not have fair representation in the 

early public comment.  This makes absolutely no sense! Bill Darling‘s financial campaign contributions to 

four of the seven city council and city mayor has influenced them to not push back, which in turn would 

cost tax payers way more money. Financially, having the least environmental impact, traffic congestion, 

and the amount of businesses that will be directly impacted and displaced, it all very strongly suggests 

opposite option B as the best route. A bypass or a loop is created to divert the traffic to lessen 

congestion. If that is the true goal for this bypass, then you would want to get traffic off of 380 as quickly 

as possible. Option A keeps the bypass on 380 longer, which in turn creates more traffic congestion, 

which is the opposite reason for creating this! 

> 

> 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 4:35 PM 

To: Clayton Yonts 

Cc: Dan Perge; John Hudspeth; Travis Campbell; Ashton Strong; Grace Lo; Melissa 

Meyer; Tony Hartzel; Madison Schein; Christine Polito; Ceason Clemens 

Subject: RE: US 380 

 

We received your request to extend the comment period for the US 380 EIS project. 

 

The Notice of Availability (NOA) for Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was posted on January 

20, 2023. 

The public hearing was held on February 16th and 21st. 

The original comment period ended on March 21, 2023. 

 

TxDOT will extend the comment period 15 days one time only to April 5, 2023. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Clayton Yonts   

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 10:44 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>; ceason.clemons@txdot.gov 

Subject: Fwd: US 380 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Good morning, 

I would like to formally request an extension of the comment period as we need more 
time to fully evaluate the impacts and possible mitigation measures that can be taken to 
protect Tucker Hill as well as the other communities and businesses affected by Option 
A. 

 

Thanks, 

Clay Yonts 

2601 Addison St.  

Mckinney 

  



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 4:34 PM 

To: Clint Kaeding 

Cc: Dan Perge; John Hudspeth; Travis Campbell; Ashton Strong; Grace Lo; Melissa 

Meyer; Tony Hartzel; Madison Schein; Christine Polito; Ceason Clemens 

Subject: RE: Hwy 380 Expansion/Bypass 

 

We received your request to extend the comment period for the US 380 EIS project. 

 

The Notice of Availability (NOA) for Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was posted on January 

20, 2023. 

The public hearing was held on February 16th and 21st. 

The original comment period ended on March 21, 2023. 

 

TxDOT will extend the comment period 15 days one time only to April 5, 2023. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Clint Kaeding >  

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 6:30 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Hwy 380 Expansion/Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

I would like to formally request an extension of the comments period, as we need more time to fully 

evaluate the impact and possible mitigation measures that can be taken to protect Tucker Hill and the 

other communities and businesses affected by Option A.  

Respectfully, 

 

Clint Kaeding 

Sr. Manager, Strategy & Delivery 

Customer Support and Services 

Cell – (913) 748-5412 

Work – (469) 603-3706 

******* CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE ******* 

 

This e-mail message and all attachments transmitted with it may contain legally privileged and 

confidential information intended solely for the use of the addressee. If the reader of this message is not 

the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any reading, dissemination, distribution, copying, or 

other use of this message or its attachments is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in 

error, please notify the sender immediately and delete this message from your system. Thank you. 



From: Clint Kaeding 

Sent: Saturday, March 11, 2023 10:23 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Cc: Katy Kaeding 

Subject: 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Stephen,  

 

 

My wife, Katy and I submitted our comments to the TxDot site, but have heard that some previous 

comments from our neighborhood were either not received or “lost” (there doesn’t seem to be any 

record of them in the public records for many of us who submitted them), so I’m following up with an 

email.  

 

 

To be blunt, the current “preferred route” (Option A - Blue alternative) makes absolutely NO sense in 

terms of the things that SHOULD matter the most. It’s FAR, FAR more costly to tax payers and FAR, FAR 

more disruptive to EXISTING home owners and businesses (vs. the “planned developments” that 

Prosper quickly stood up as deterrents to routing through their open/unoccupied land). 

 

 

TxDot seems to be choosing to impact real, actual people and businesses at the expense of 

future/hypothetical developments that aren’t even in existence yet. The whole thing feels very much 

like political coercion/corruption from my vantage point, as a few powerful/wealthy people appear to 

be getting their way while the far larger majority get screwed. I’m sure it’s nothing new in the realm of 

Government and politics, but that doesn’t mean it’s not completely and utterly WRONG.  

 

 

We (in Tucker Hill) are being “asked” to bear some of the worst of it, as the Blue Alternative would wrap 

our neighborhood with freeways on 2+ sides, severely detracting from the appeal of our front-porch 

community, and having devastating impacts on our property values. The same goes for many other 

EXISTING homeowners and businesses that far outnumber those impacted by Option B (gold 

alternative). Expanding 380 is one thing, but choking out our neighborhood with a 380-expansion AND a 

bypass is more than any neighborhood should be forced to endure.  

 

 

This may be a moot point if the expansion of 380 is happening regardless of where the bypass goes, but 

has anyone even considered modernizing the Traffic Light synchronization on 380??? It’s truly baffling to 

me how terrible the current setup is relative to so many other parts of the country I travel to (including 

Overland Park, KS where we moved from 3 years ago as just one very similar example). We routinely sit 

at stoplights on 380 for 90-120+ seconds with periods of virtually no oncoming traffic at all preventing us 

from making a turn, only to finally get a green light once a caravan of people are approaching. And this is 

not at all an anomaly… it happens over and over every single day! We also sit at red lights while there’s a 



green turn arrow for roads that doesn’t even exist and nobody in the turn lane (e.g., Stonebridge, Ridge, 

etc. north of 380). It’s incredibly frustrating.  

 

 

Multiply these completely pointless stops/starts/stop/starts/stop/starts… by the thousands and 

thousands of people trying to move along 380 and I guarantee that HUGE strides could be made in 

traffic flow if hundreds-of-thousands of minutes weren’t being wasted every single day by people sitting 

idle at these arbitrary/illogical traffic lights. I travel a lot and there are countless other areas of the 

country that have figured this out, so I know it is technically possible and far less disruptive.  

 

 

We understand that continued growth is inevitable (and not at all a bad thing) and that something has 

to be done for the infrastructure to support it. But any such solution should be driven by 1) What is most 

cost-effective (highest ROI), and 2) What will adversely impact the fewest REAL people (not 

future/hypothetical). I don’t see how anyone can honestly make the claim that the current proposal 

checks either of these boxes. If there’s something I’m missing that takes precedence over these, then I’d 

like you to explain.  

 

Respectfully, 

 

Clint Kaeding 

Sr. Manager, Strategy & Delivery 

Customer Support and Services 

Cell – (913) 748-5412 

Work – (469) 603-3706 

******* CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE ******* 

 

This e-mail message and all attachments transmitted with it may contain legally privileged and 

confidential information intended solely for the use of the addressee. If the reader of this message is not 

the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any reading, dissemination, distribution, copying, or 

other use of this message or its attachments is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in 

error, please notify the sender immediately and delete this message from your system. Thank you. 
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From: Clint Kaeding 

Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2023 8:53 AM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: 380 Hwy Expansion / Bypass

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres, 

 

As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of Segment A over Segment B is 

financially irresponsible to the taxpayers (costing over $150 million more), inconsistently applies criteria to support the 

decision, and provides numerous biased, false, and inconsistent findings in their environmental study. Furthermore, 

there is objective evidence of political maneuvering, campaigning, and rezoning efforts by the City of Prosper and 

ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn these actions as unethical and improper. 

 

The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 

requires. Per CEQ (2021), decisions on an alignment must be based on what is practical and feasible from a technical and 

economic standpoint, rather than what is desirable from the standpoint of the agency (i.e, TxDOT). As a McKinney 

homeowner, I believe a bypass may be required to support growth in the northern corridor. However, in selecting 

Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do harm to a significant percentage of McKinney residents and will 

demonstrate significant fiscal irresponsibility.  

 

This decision is made more egregious with the existence of a viable lower impact alternative. It appears irrefutable that 

Segment B is the better alternative and that there are serious flaws in the conclusions reached by TxDOT and in the 

underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS). Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all 

pollutants that cause harm to humans and a rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current and future 

impacts.  

 

If TxDOT will not mitigate these harms, then TxDOT should at the very least do a rigorous analysis of these harms and 

explicitly note the opportunities we forgo with the current preferred alignment. The pollution appendices are missing 

critical analyses and portions are invalid as presented. This project should not proceed until those egregious omissions 

and errors are corrected. In order to ensure resolution and the creation of the best project possible, we request that: 1) 

TxDOT issue a second draft of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in the current draft EIS, and 2) Any Final 

Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) have a 90-day review period, with an official public comment period, and that 

the FEIS be unbundled from the Record of Decision.  

 

The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A: 

• Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes 2 versus 5. However, segment A is one mile longer, has 6 new 

interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential major utility conflicts versus just two for Segment B and 

displaces 15 businesses versus zero businesses for Segment B. 

• Segment B would have less of an environmental impact. Segment A would encroach on twice the wetland 

acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and streams and more acreage of forests, prairies and grasslands 

than Segment B. Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged over 150 years. Finally, 

there would be no hazardous material sites impacted on Segment B and TXDOT has identified 2 with Segment 

A. 

• Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to the taxpayers is that the estimated 

cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M more than Segment B. 
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• Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 Highway increasing the risk of work 

zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic patterns. Additionally, the requirement to lower the existing 

grade in bedrock and cantilever local lanes in a restricted ROW width, while preferred for the longterm, will 

significantly increase the construction time, safety risk and disruption compared to route B. Priority has not 

been given to safety and the increased risk of fatal accidents, including those induced by a change in grade and, 

not one, but two 90 degree turns. 

• TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned future residential homes. It 

appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of unidentified future residents, property investors or 

developers over the impact of existing McKinney residents!!! The voices of the current residents should be a 

priority over unidentified future residents.  

• TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west 

of Custer Road. Once again, this appears to accrue to the benefit of future residents or current investors, not 

the current residents of McKinney. 

• TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the subject 

of substantial public concern”. In fact, there is no great “public concern” over MainGait. The facility does serve a 

noble purpose, but that purpose is nowhere near the public concern of the impact to the existing residents of 

Tucker Hill who include retired veterans, disabled residents (both young and old), seniors 55+ and countless 

children. More concerning to members of Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney community is that TxDOT 

calls out the impact of the ROW to the property belonging to the founder of MainGait. The founder of MainGait 

is no ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill Darling, a former real estate developer and home builder who stands to 

gain personally by the selection of Segment A over B. In particular, Bill Darling and/or other associates of the 

Darling company, leveraged ownership of 43 Tucker Hill lots to submit comments against Segment B in favor 

of Segment A – essentially impersonated residents of Tucker Hill. TxDOT’s own findings indicate that the 

continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and has stated Segment B “would not make the ManeGait 

inaccessible to persons with disabilities and would not violate the Americans with Disabilities Act.” 

Furthermore and perhaps most egregious is that ManeGait stated and TxDOT perpetuated the false claim that 

ManeGait provides “essential” services to protected citizens, which was a misrepresentation and may have 

swayed public opinion.  

 

In direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT still concluded Segment A was the preferred route option. This makes 

NO SENSE and simply does not add up! 

 

TxDOT relied on the EIS to support their conclusion. Of critical concern to Tucker Hill and the greater McKinney 

community is what appears to be flaws in the underlying TxDOT analysis and interpretation of the EIS. I will attempt to 

detail each of MY PERSONAL concerns individually. There are undoubtedly many others being voiced by our neighbors, 

and my comments are not meant to be a complete listing of the errors or omissions in the study, but simply those that 

are of the utmost significance to my family. 

 

Air Pollution  

As parents of a young daughter with severe asthma, this is of very serious concern to us. We have rushed our daughter 

to the ER on more than one occasion, and fear that years of construction and drastic increases in traffic flow will place 

her in great risk.  Air pollution is a documented public health emergency, and can affect every organ in the body, 

including cognition. Children and the elderly are disproportionately vulnerable to air pollution, specifically PM2.5, and 

more so if they live in close proximity to a highway. Air pollution can cause a multitude of diseases in adults, including 

heart disease, and can breach the placental barrier during pregnancy, causing miscarriages and birth defects. These 

impacts are well documented and have been noted in academic studies for over a decade. TxDOT should not proceed 

with this project until they have conducted a full study of existing and future air pollution on this highway, both at the 

regional scale and immediately adjacent to the highway. TxDOT must be compliant with EPA’s health-based National 

Ambient Air Quality Standards.  

 

The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill neighborhood on the South and East sides. Winds in 

McKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-East meaning that for more days than not air pollution will be 
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blown and settled on the residents of Tucker Hill. It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT 

utilized an airspeed of 1 MPH. The average wind speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the prevailing winds are from 

the south and south-east. It appears that additional study must be completed to correctly understand what the adverse 

effects of air pollution would be on the Tucker Hill population. Additionally, if Segment A is selected, monitoring devices 

must be installed to monitor air quality before, during and after construction.  

 

The DEIS fails to address air pollution from traffic beyond tailpipe emissions. A growing body of academic research cites 

brake wear and tire friction as primary pollutants from traffic. The DEIS has not addressed either of these sources of 

pollutants, nor does it address benzene or Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs). We request that TxDOT complete 

detailed analyses of each of these pollutants, and compare pollutant levels on 380 (for each pollutant) to expected levels 

during and after construction Segment A.  

 

The DEIS notes in several places that expected proliferation of electric vehicles (EVs) should improve air pollution in this 

corridor. This is not only abdicating responsibility for mitigating air pollution, but a misrepresentation of electric vehicles 

and their environmental benefits. While EVs do reduce tailpipe emissions from internal combustion engines (ICEs), they 

do nothing to reduce pollution from non-tailpipe sources including brake dust and tire friction. Pollution from tire 

friction may worsen in EVs due to increases in vehicle weight from electric batteries. Further, Texas’ electric grid is far 

from clean, and EVs that source their energy from unclean sources are, therefore, unclean themselves.  

 

The Mobile Source Air Toxins analysis in the DEIS is lacking and includes only a qualitative analysis. The DEIS claims that 

MSAT will decrease with time because of improved federal standards. We argue that this is an outsourcing of 

responsibility to mitigate air pollution in the 380 corridor, and request that TxDOT complete a quantitative MSAT 

analysis and a health impact assessment for all criteria pollutants. 

 

 

Traffic Analysis  

TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed. TxDOT’s original traffic projection methodology was deemed to be incomplete 

and inconsistent by the Texas A&M Transportation Institute (TTI) in September of 2020. In March 2021, TTI noted that 

they still had not been provided traffic data for the “No Build vs Build scenarios”. TxDOT has not addressed how their 

growth rate calculation using a linear regression could be acceptable if the baseline year for traffic growth is 2020. In 

every commercial or municipal environment, 2020 is seen as a data anomaly because of the impact of the pandemic and 

an unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes of any kind. TxDOT’s traffic analysis continues to be flawed and 

incomplete.  

 

Two 90 degree curves  

More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a horizontal curve, and the average crash rate for horizontal 

curves is about three times that of other types of highway segments 

(https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/). In 2022 the United States Department of 

Transportation released their National Roadway Safety Strategy, which endorsed zero fatalities as the national goal and 

promotes building safety into the design of roads. TxDOT did not compare the safety risks including injury and fatality 

based on the highway designs of alternatives A and B. Segment A (the current preferred alignment) has two 90 degree 

curves. It also does not appear that TxDOT considered this safety risk in their decision. As such, TxDOT must include an 

analysis that compares alternatives A and B on the probability of accidents, injury, and fatalities. In addition, TxDOT 

must justify why they would choose a more dangerous alignment and one that goes against the US Department of 

Transportation’s strategy. 

 

Noise Pollution  

The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased. The importance of this is underscored by the existing 

scientific literature showing the association between traffic and related noise on physical and mental health. The study 

evaluated only a single barrier south of the community. It appears the study was biased toward providing more data 

around MainGait, a facility with transient guests, then Tucker Hill, a community of over 380 homes with plans for over 

600. Additionally, it appears that there has been no regard taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous veteran residents, elderly 
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residents or our residents with disabilities – collectively, who likely outnumber MainGait’s transient guests. In fact, 

Tucker Hill was classified, by TxDOT, as a standard residential area with an acceptable NAC level of 67 and precluded 

from participating in any future noise studies. This is both incorrect and unacceptable. Tucker Hill is a “front porch” 

community and every home is designed with a front porch that encourages outdoor activities and interactions between 

neighbors. Tucker Hill should be reclassified as Category A to preserve the essence of the neighborhood and the 

neighborhood should be included in any future noise abatement studies.  

 

The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise on the community. Yet, TxDOT, 

while proposing to surround the neighborhood on both the south and east side with a highway, believes the noise 

impact to be acceptable. TxDOT has not met their burden in any way, and moving forward with flawed data will cause 

irreparable harm to the residents of Tucker Hill, especially the young, elderly and disabled who do not regularly leave 

the neighborhood. A new noise study must be conducted with more receptors and sound barriers across both the south 

and east side of the neighborhood must be included in any Segment A option. Finally, it appears untenable that TxDOT 

could make any conclusion about the noise impact on Tucker Hill without fully understanding the impact of their 

proposed Segment A shift on the east side of the neighborhood. 

 

 

Quality of Comments Collected 

As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in soliciting comments. In addition to 

submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill residents, comments were solicited via Facebook with no links to the 

underlying studies or segment alternatives. TxDOT must vet all of the comments collected during the scoping project 

fully and determine that they were legitimately provided by residents. If the comments were not legitimate, they should 

be stricken from the project record. 

 

Shift Closer to Tucker Hill  

TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the already flawed analysis that produced 

a preference for Segment A creates an unfair burden on the residents of Tucker Hill. Once again, TxDOT appears to be 

showing a callous bias toward ‘future development’ rather than a commitment to current residents. It is impossible to 

fully understand the additional noise pollution, air pollution and other effects without additional study. It’s important to 

note that even with this new shifted Segment A, the cost to construct Segment B would be $100M less than Segment A. 

TxDOT’s actions are placing the residents of Tucker Hill in an untenable position and are knowingly causing irreparable 

harm to the community in favor of future development. I strongly object to the proposed shift of the A alignment. 

 

Community Impacts  

TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park and the Tucker Hill Community Center in their community impact 

study as the only community spaces without identifying the population they serve. First, Tucker Hill houses a community 

center, two town squares, two community parks, a community pool, a dog park, two fire pits, an amphitheater and a 

rooftop event space in the Harvard Park commercial area. The community spaces can be found filled with residents on 

almost any sunny day. Tucker Hill hosts many little league practices from Prosper and McKinney in our neighborhood 

parks and is a Christmas Holiday destination for people all across the region to visit our lighted homes. Furthermore, the 

community has a long history of events supporting organizations like Ethan for Autism, 29 Acres and the Down 

Syndrome Guild of Dallas. TxDOT has not demonstrated that they have completed any research into the impacted 

population (including children of all ages, elderly, seniors 55+, veterans and residents with disabilities) of these facilities. 

Once again, this is an egregious omission and appears to show substantial bias for MainGait and other facilities that 

serve guests as opposed to residents. 

 

 

I have many questions based on numerous, numerous studies that I would like addressed, such as: 

 

• Have you (TxDOT) evaluated the FULL impact on air quality that this project would have – both during and after 

construction? What are the air quality measures being used – please explain them? 

• Has a study been done to evaluate the safety of the turns on Segment A relative to Segment B?  
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• Why are future, hypothetical home and business owners along Segment B being given priority over us and other 

REAL (current/actual) home and business owners along Segment A???  

• Please explain why in the world TxDot would choose a FAR MORE expensive option that effects FAR MORE 

ACTUAL PEOPLE (homeowners and businesses)? If it were far cheaper then I could at least understand the 

rationale, but to spend MORE money to adversely impact MORE people makes absolutely ZERO sense. Please 

explain. 

• How long is construction expected to last?  

• How will we get in and out of our neighborhood while our section of the highway is under construction? And 

more importantly, how will Emergency Response vehicles get in? Our 12 year old daughter has severe asthma 

and our 6 year old son was just taken in an ambulance to the ER in the past year.  

• Are there any other examples you can provide where an existing/established neighborhood with this many 

families (e.g., Tucker Hill) have been constricted on 2+ sides by a Highway expansion AND a bypass running right 

up against the neighborhood (~900 feet away)???  

• What are the actual criteria being used for the decision on which Segment to pursue, and how are they being 

weighted for comparison?  

• How deeply recessed will 380 be in front of Tucker Hill? I’ve heard anywhere from 20-35 feet. 

• If you move forward with Segment A for the bypass, how will Air pollution be monitored and mitigated for 

Tucker Hill?  

• If you move forward with Segment A for the bypass, how will Noise pollution be monitored and mitigated for 

Tucker Hill? 

• How exactly can TxDot justify $100+ MILLION more in Tax Payer expenses to pursue Segment A over Segment 

B? I’ve yet to hear any TRUE/RATIONAL justification. In fact, the justification I have seen (from the 

tireless/extensive research our neighbors have conducted) points toward Segment B being the better option for 

the bypass even without the SUBSTANTIAL cost differential. It simply makes NO SENSE to me whatsoever, and 

I’d like someone to explain it.  

 

There are REAL people’s lives that are being undervalued by this decision, and it’s simply not right. Thank you for your 

consideration.  

 
Clint Kaeding 
Sr. Manager, Business Strategy & Delivery 
Customer Support & Services (CS&S) 
Mobile: (913) 748-5412 
Office: (469) 603-3760 
  

  

 

 

 

 

******* CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE ******* 

 

This e-mail message and all attachments transmitted with it may contain legally privileged and confidential information 

intended solely for the use of the addressee. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby 

notified that any reading, dissemination, distribution, copying, or other use of this message or its attachments is strictly 

prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and delete this message 

from your system. Thank you. 



From: Clint Moss  

Sent: Friday, March 24, 2023 10:09 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Support for 380 Bypass in Mckinney 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Enders,  

 

I live in Prosper and am writing to support the recent TxDOT recommendation of the 380 bypass being 

placed in McKinney, east of Prosper City limits. As noted in TxDOTs own EIS report, this placement is 

advantageous for the following reasons: 

 

1. Requires the least amount of right of way 

2. Would not displace any community facilities 

• Numerous residential and commercial facilities that are already present or in construction 

would be negatively impacted if bypass cut through Prosper. This disproportionately impacts 

Prosper and our potential tax basis given that Prosper is of significantly diminished size 

compared to McKinney, who can absorb the tax impacts much easier. 

3. Result in the least number of noise receptors 

4. Be least impactful on flood plains and floodways 

5. Minimize the conversion of farmland 

6. Meet the project Purpose and Need 

 

I implore you to please make a final decision to keep the currently recommended bypass, east of 

Prosper, as recommended by TxDOT’s own EIS study. This decision seems to be the least impactful to 

residents, commercial entities, and cities. Do not let political pressure (Keith Self, allegedly) sway your 

decision to benefit a handful of individuals while negatively impacting tens of thousands of others.  

 

Thank you for your understanding. 

 

Clint Moss 

3831 Glacier Point Ct  

Prosper, TX 



From: Clint Tucker 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 4:47 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Cody Hill

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 6:47 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Cody 

1116 Bristlewood Dr 

McKinney TX 75072 



From: NEPA < v> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 25, 2023 2:08 PM
To: Christine Polito <Christine.Polito@txdot.gov>
Subject: RE: Draft environmental impact statement for a highway project
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Ms. Polito,
 
Please find attached the NEPA review by TCEQ for the following project: US 380, From
Coit Road to FM 1827, Collin County (CSJs: 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, 0135-15-002).
 
Please feel free to contact us if you require additional information.
 
Best regards,
 

Coleman Nickum
Pollution Prevention and Recycling Specialist
External Relations Division
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
Ph: 512-239-2619
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From: Christine Polito <Christine.Polito@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Friday, January 13, 2023 11:03 AM
To: NEPA
Cc: Dan Perge <Dan.Perge@txdot.gov>; Michelle Lueck <Michelle.Lueck@txdot.gov>
Subject: Draft environmental impact statement for a highway project
 
Good morning,
 
Attached please find a Notice of Availability of a DRAFT environmental impact
statement for a highway project.
 
For your convenience, you can use this link to access the DEIS:
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS
 
Thank you,
 
Christine Polito (she/her/hers)
Environmental Program Manager
Dallas Environmental
Texas Department of Transportation
4777 E. Highway 80
Mesquite, TX 75150-6643
(214) 320-6141
Christine.Polito@txdot.gov
 

 

 

 

mailto:Coleman.Nickum@tceq.texas.gov
mailto:Christine.Polito@txdot.gov
mailto:NEPA@tceq.texas.gov
mailto:Dan.Perge@txdot.gov
mailto:Michelle.Lueck@txdot.gov
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.keepitmovingdallas.com%2FUS380EIS&data=05%7C01%7Ckmkenneally%40burnsmcd.com%7C1cea3bc8c0034f5f816208daff1c4abc%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638102794733529288%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=QqH12n%2Fksh7VDkd86LtPr56EfzU11hqDuUU61pxNyEI%3D&reserved=0
mailto:Christine.Polito@txdot.gov
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsafety%2Ftraffic-safety-campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Ckmkenneally%40burnsmcd.com%7C1cea3bc8c0034f5f816208daff1c4abc%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638102794733529288%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=BxeaxHc39rdSfxmcGHQSHaUg7pSAl0tqyVVZCd7aNTI%3D&reserved=0


Jon Niermann, Chairman 

Emily Lindley, Commissioner 

Bobby Janecka, Commissioner 

Toby Baker, Executive Director 

TEXAS COMMISSION ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
Protecting Texas by Reducing and Preventing Pollution 

P.O. Box 13087   •   Austin, Texas 78711-3087   •   512-239-0010   •   tceq.texas.gov 

How is our customer service? tceq.texas.gov/customersurvey 
printed on recycled paper 

January 25, 2023 
 

 
Re: Response to Request for TCEQ Environmental Review 
 
The Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) received a request from the Texas 
Department of Transportation (TxDOT) regarding the following project: 
 
US 380, From Coit Road to FM 1827, Collin County (CSJs: 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, 0135-15-
002) 
 
In accordance with the Memorandum of Understanding between TxDOT and TCEQ addressing 
environmental reviews, which is codified in Chapter 43, Subchapter I of the Texas 
Administrative Code (TAC) and 30 TAC § 7.119, TCEQ is responding to your request for review 
by providing the below comments.  
 
We are in support of the project. The environmental assessment addresses issues related to 
surface and groundwater quality. 
 
TxDOT will still need to follow all other applicable laws related to this project, including 
applying for applicable permits. 
 
If you have any questions, please contact the agency NEPA coordinator at (512) 239-0010 or 

 

 

http://www.tceq.state.tx.us/


From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, February 21, 2023 8:52 AM
To: Colin Woodward 
Subject: RE: 380 Bypass Segment D
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 

From: Colin Woodward  
Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 8:18 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: 380 Bypass Segment D
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Mr. Endres,
 
I am writing to strongly urge you to choose Segment D. Segment D is a better choice for so many
reasons. Specifically, far fewer homes and businesses would be affected. In addition, Segment C
disrupts forests and wetlands that are habitats for threatened species. Texas Parks & Wildlife
opposes C for these reasons. And based on studies, C will even have worse traffic performance. The
only logical and right choice is Segment D. 
 
Sincerely,
Colin Woodward
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From: Colleen Shamburger 

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 4:17 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Say NO to section A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of 

Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand 

TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on 

McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes. 

 

I am concerned that the more expensive option doesn't really bypass the intersection at 

Custer? 

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass 

from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Thanks! Colleen Shamburger 

6304 Castle Rock Circle 

McKinney TX 75071 

214-762-3261  



From: Connie Brown 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 7:59 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Corey Anne Snowert 

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 8:56 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Stephen Endres, 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A 

for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an 

existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney 

residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 

Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. Based on the 

fact that Segment B is obviously the least disruptive option, it will be obvious to the 

residents of McKinney that this choice was not made in the best interest of our 

community but instead due to unethical bribes and politics 

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from 

Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Concerned McKinney Resident, 

Corey Anne Snowert 

 



From: Corina Constantine

Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2023 2:03 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A 

for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an 

existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, 

destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge 

Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from 

Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Corina Constantine 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, February 23, 2023 9:06 AM
To: Courtney Parnick <
Subject: RE: TXDot 380 ByPass
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 

From: Courtney Parnick  
Sent: Wednesday, February 22, 2023 2:10 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: TXDot 380 ByPass
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Hello,
 
We live in the Heatherwood community off Lake Forest and less than a mile south of
Bloomdale. Having the bypass come in is going to be loud and create more traffic. I understand
the need to alleviate the traffic from 380 but you’re not thinking about the communities. It’s
my understanding that there will be no sound barrier and our community (Bluewood Dr) will
literally come out onto the frontage road. Why does it have to be soo close to the current
communities? You pushing it a little further north to accommodate a new water line is not
going to be a big enough buffer.  You’re going to have cars coming off the frontage road at 70
mph onto Lake Forrest which is very dangerous.
 
Also who will be maintaining the additional space between Heatherwood and the bypass?
 
When families built their homes in Heatherwood there was a knowledge that eventually there
would be a two land road north of the subdivision (like Eldorado or Virginia) and now you
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From: Craig Long  

Sent: Monday, March 27, 2023 4:46 PM 

To: stephen.endres@txdot.gov 

Subject: TXDot 380 ByPass 

 

NO to Segment A 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly 

OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380 

Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I 

understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that 

will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, 

destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall 

disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and 

thousands of citizens throughout McKinney.  
I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827.  

 

Sincerely, 

Craig B Long 

McKinney TX 75072  



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:29 PM 

To: A. Reavis  

Subject: RE: Public Hearing US 380 EIS Project  

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: A. Reavis >  

Sent: Friday, February 24, 2023 11:54 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Public Hearing US 380 EIS Project  

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

I wish to outline my reasons I am supporting Plan B for the US 380 EIS 

project.  

     

After attending the second TXDOT meeting I came back with a bad 

feeling about how the whole project has and is being decided.  After 

reviewing the cost differences between plan A and plan B it is beyond 

me why TXDOT would chose plan A.  It appears those who made these 

choices had no concern for the tax payers who will eventually pay for 

this project.  Money that could be used for other projects would be 
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wasted on saving a horse facility over choosing the wellbeing and life’s 

work of families who will be totally torn apart.  Many new and long 

existing businesses along Hwy 380 will be eliminated when Plan B 

would avoid closing these.  The charts presented at the meeting are 

showing old and incorrect  data that is used to justify these 

closings.    The tax payers of Collin County be dammed.  

      

The City of McKinney will be hurt financially harder than the City of 

Prosper.  Most businesses that will be affected are in McKinney while 

open spaces in Prosper are not considered because of political pressure 

from that city.  Again, these open spaces do not require businesses to 

be torn apart and families thrown out of their homes.  The information 

provided from TXDOT states that there will be 22 residential homes and 

35 businesses eliminated with plan A (these are numbers from old data 

and they are actually substantially higher than that).  

        

TXDOT tells us that these new routes will increase the possibilities of 

new commercial development along the new highway.   And yet 

Prosper complains that this will stunt their growth.   The large number 

of homes and businesses that are affected are located in McKinney, not 

Prosper.  This proves that McKinney will bear the brunt of the financial 

burden. 

       

All of the above was made apparent when I attended the TXDOT 

meeting.  But what really caught my attention as I walked among the 

displays was the people representing TXDOT were totally unprepared 

to answer even the simplest questions.  The most common answer to 

my many questions was “I don’t know”. Even talking to a few of the 

people who should know the answers, the responses were the same 

and I was left totally unsatisfied with the presentations.  I did discuss 

some concerns with the people at the Right Of Way table and found 

them to be very good at listening.   But upon returning home and 



reviewing the literature that I was given, I now know that their 

presentation to me was a fairy tale.  

         

I know that my submission of this review will have little to no effect on 

the outcome of the 380 EIS Project.  I have come to realize that 

anything I have concerns about are basically of no concern to those 

who make these decisions.  The design, the choices, the planning have 

all been made and we, the tax payers of Collin County are left with little 

choice other than to realize that our voices are not important.  The 

meeting was just fluff to justify political BS. 

       

I am a senior citizen of Collin County of 47 years.   My home will be 

adversely affected to some degree.   The only saving grace I can think of 

is that this project will outlive me and the results will be forced upon by 

those who outlive me and my family.   

  

Craig Reavis 

  

 

 



From: Crystal Bayley 

Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2023 9:22 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Dear TxDOT, 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Crystal Bayley 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:41 PM 

To: CRYSTAL COLLINS 

Subject: RE: NO to Seg A.  

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: CRYSTAL COLLINS  

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 8:56 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: NO to Seg A.  

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TDOT for the US 380 
Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  
Please consider the other option that doesn’t disrupt our neighborhood that will be less than a mile from this.  

Thank you. 

Crystal Collins 

 1300 Goose Meadow Lane 

McKinney, Tx.  

 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Bill & Cindy Bergman

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 1:33 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: No to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organiza*on. Do not click links or open a-achments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

NO to Segment A 

 

As a homeowner and ci*zen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construc*on of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an exis*ng op*on, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disrup*on to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

ci*zens throughout McKinney. 

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred op*on for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Cynthia Bergman 

1604 La Cima Dr 

McKinney, TX 75071 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Dallas Taylor  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 5:32 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: TxDOT Acoustician Contact 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hi Stephen, 

 

I was watching the kiddos while my wife attended the Public Hearing on the 380 Bypass. She spoke with 

one of the Acousticians but didn't catch his name. All she knew is that he also used to live in Maryland 

like us. 

 

I'm an expert in sound myself and have a few clarifying questions about the noise data. 

 

Can you provide me with the contact info of the acoustician so I can reach out? 
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From: Dallas Taylor <

Sent: Friday, March 31, 2023 4:03 PM 

To: Stephen Endres; Ceason Clemens 

Cc: Kim Carmichael; Jamile Ashmore; ; George 

Fuller; Leigh Taylor 

Subject: Extension to EIS Comment Period Requested 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

On the behalf of the residents of Tucker Hill, we are writing to request an additional extension of time to 

submit comments for the EIS.  

 

The noise study is based on fundamentally flawed data & estimates. It needs to be retested entirely 

including real-world tests in similar locations around DFW. 

 

Here are a few (but not complete): 

 

• The sound data that the entire noise study is based on was taken between 11:26am-11:55a a Tuesday, 

December 14, 2021. This was a week before school was out, at a stop light on 380, during very low 

traffic hours, while many people were still working from home during the pandemic. Anyone with an SPL 

meter at peak hours can see these noise levels are upwards of 100% (10db) louder than what was 

tested. 

 

• I've conducted and am continuing to conduct real-world tests that are reflecting noise levels at similar 

locations 100-200%+ higher than what is estimated by 2050. (current conditions!) Well above the legal 

limit of 67db for residential. I've proven this in this video. I plan on visiting other locations in DFW to 

corroborate this.  

 

• Outside of the depression, there are no other noise mitigations in the designs. 

 

• Even with every mitigation strategy possible (deep depression, cantilever side roads, sound walls, 

lowering the east side to ground level) it will be very difficult to get noise levels to 67db or below for the 

south side of the neighborhood. We may need a tunnel to mitigate this properly. 

 

• There has been no study done for the east side of the neighborhood and the effects of highway noise 

from multiple directions. Nor have there been studies done on the construction noise, and side street 

noise which will be pushed into our neighborhood with all traffic flowing on it during construction. 

 

• The measurement technique used by TxDOT is outdated (last updated in 2001) and has known 

unreliability. 

 

The residents of Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch's long-term health and well-being are at stake. Noise 

is a major contributor to many health problems. We also need to meet with TxDOT to work together 

to present our findings and work on solutions together. At the moment, we're not getting any feedback, 

which is deeply concerning. 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fyoutu.be%2F-YwQ9dAce4o&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C65fbce1c14d2402140a508db322b495d%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638158933740436957%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=ArA2XW8Sa452hUbEttoVjQYsTvQyEAkr%2BTFewxEmnno%3D&reserved=0


 

We've been presented with an enormous amount of data with very little time to organize, test, and 

understand. We respectfully ask for an extension to the deadline and meetings with TxDOT and 

acousticians to remedy the major noise issues that are inevitable.  

 

 

 



From: Damian Mobley 

Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2023 6:59 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hi Stephen - 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Damian Mobley 

940-218-0324 

 



1

From: Damon Villar 

Sent: Tuesday, April 18, 2023 6:13 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: US 380 Segment A comments

Attachments: US 380 Segment A Comments.pdf

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

Whom it may concern, 

 

See attached document... 

 

Tucker Hill is a front-porch community by design and given the amount of time spent outside and in our community, I 

am concerned about air quality and noise and do not feel they were adequately addressed nor were our facilities and 

neighborhood type properly identified in the study. Has TxDOT studied the full impact of air quality during and after 

construction? If so, where were the air quality monitors located for the current study?  

 

I am concerned about safety during construction and beyond and do not feel the study adequately addressed safety and 

access to our neighborhood during and after construction. How will emergency response time be affected during the 

construction period?  

 

What will happen with overflow parking at Harvard Park into Tucker Hill when you take a row of parking?   



From: Dan & Jeanette Madsen

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 9:00 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, February 21, 2023 10:08 AM
To: Dan 
Subject: RE: Support Route D, Reject Route C
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 

From: Dan 
Sent: Saturday, February 18, 2023 10:35 AM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: Support Route D, Reject Route C
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Hi Stephen,
 
Thank you for hosting the 380 Bypass Open House last Thursday, Feb. 15, 2023.  I was able to have
meaningful conversations with several of the Engineers on site and they encouraged me to include
the following notes is my Public Hearing Comment email.  My wife and I live at 2548 FM 2933,
McKinney (Site/Lot 417).  Thank you in advance for taking the time to read these comments, and for
considering their importance to my family, our neighborhood, and the greater McKinney
Community.
 

1. Horse Operation
a. Eventing (Dressage, Stadium & Cross-Country Jumping)

                                                               i.      We own a house on ~1 acre that separates a 5 acre front pasture from a 5
acre back pasture, each with different properties conducive to on-site horse
training.
1. The front pasture is flat and free of trees (except for three Pecan trees we

mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
mailto:sbagwellrudy@burnsmcd.com
mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7C1a69c401981e467dedcd08db14280a5b%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638125934423161045%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=BiYRPV6JbkSH5ZuxYfxU%2B9Mb2vSk%2FpbeAuELvCkmLVo%3D&reserved=0
mailto:sondaeeranch@gmail.com
mailto:Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov


planted for future shade) which allows us to operate a riding arena
necessary for my wife (and fellow competitors) to train for the Dressage
and Stadium Jumping portions of their Eventing Competitions. 

2. The back pasture is dominated by a large dome rock outcrop, and is
dotted with trees, both providing natural impediments typical of the
Cross-Country Jumping portion of the Eventing Competitions.

3. In NTX the dominant horse country is near Aubrey and Pilot Point, north
of McKinney.  Eventers in these areas have lots of options for training
facilities.  East of McKinney there are fewer spaces, and for those who live
in this area our place has become a community asset which supports an
important and vibrant part of Collin County.

b. Horse Therapy
                                                               i.      My wife mentors a young girl who struggles with anxiety and depression. 

For the past 5 years she has been coming to our place to decompress and
work on body mechanics.  She loves the horses and lights up when riding in
the sand arena, a place she feels safe due to the soft and smooth footing.

 
Route C as planned would go right through our riding arena and take up 3/5ths of our front 5 acres,
eliminating our “safe place” for horse therapy, and the training ground for 2/3rds of the Eventing
Competitions.  For this reason we ask that your reject Route C and  support ROUTE D.
 

2. Agriculture Operation
a. The separation of the front and back pastures is vital for our horses and donkey

(currently we have 3 horses, but have owned 4), as we either split them into two
groups (front & back), or rotate them all between each pasture, depending on the
season.  Texas summers are not conducive to strong hay growth so we keep them out
of the front pasture during spring in order to cut one crop of hay (flat, good soil,
relatively free of trees).  During this time the horses effectively drain the grass
resources in the back pasture where the rock outcrop and thinner soil limits grass
density.   After our hay harvest we rotate them between each pasture as the front
begins to produce a bit before the Texas heat burns it all off.  After this, and for much
of the summer we must supplement with hay.

 
Route C as planned would eliminate 3/5ths of our front pasture and prevent us from harvesting
enough hay to either sell (for our Ag Tax Exemption) or use to supplement our horses feed in the
heat of the summer.  The back pasture CAN NOT sustain our horses on its own, and so if Route C is
chosen we will be unable to economically/sufficiently feed our horses, nor maintain our Ag
Exemption.  For this reason we ask that you reject Route C and support ROUTE D.
 
Final Note:  Please consider altering Route C so that it traverses the western side of FM 2933 near
our house instead of the eastern side.  The western side is owned by one family who do not have a
dwelling on the property.  It would be a simpler ROW process and would not interrupt the
livelihoods of me and my four neighbors.  I get it that destroying 5 families does not seem like a large
inconvenience given the scope of the 380 Bypass project, but for us it is VITAL, and the solution to
run along the western side of the road seems doable.  Our Horse and Agriculture Operations are at



stake and our place rendered useless if Route C goes right through our front pasture.
 
Thank you for your time and consideration,
Dan and Amber Block
214-471-3331
 

 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsafety%2Ftraffic-safety-campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7C1a69c401981e467dedcd08db14280a5b%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638125934423161045%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=wO1Kebj79qmSooSLEdQsgvsPUSszmiryRwwJwGqMstY%3D&reserved=0


From: Dani Phillips  

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 6:42 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: No to segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Stephen, 

 

I oppose segment A of the bypass project.  

We live very close to the pond on Stonebridge drive/380/Watch Hill Lane. As I drive around the suburbs 

of north texas, I don’t see a neighborhood as close as ours to a bypass.  

 

Our children in our neighborhood can walk all around the area including crossing stonebridge and to the 

local parks and restaurants. A bypass at our neighborhood will severely change our neighborhood. 

 

Furthermore, the proposed bypass would be done right around the time our kids will start driving down 

380 to get to high school. A drive that takes less than 10 minutes needs a highway? Even if traffic 

increases and it takes 25 minutes that is not a big deal and much safer on surface roads than people 

speeding along a freeway.  

 

Colt road/segment B is a much better option for a segment if you just push ahead with the project, 

there are not neighborhoods as close to 380 at that intersection.  

 

Thank you.  

 

Dani 



From: Daniel Owens 

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 2:26 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A - 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres,  

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, 

reduce the tax burden on Mckinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less 

overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 

Mckinney. 

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Rd 

to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Daniel Owens  



From: Daniel Western

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 5:23 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US 380 from Coit Road to FM 1827 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr Endres,  

I am writing to express my support for the proposed expansion of US Highway 380 in Texas, as outlined in the US 
380 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) available on the Keep It Moving Dallas website.  I am in agreement with 
the proposed Segments A, E and C. I strongly disagree with  segment B  as being an option. 

As a frequent passer-by of these routes, I have experienced firsthand the traffic congestion and delays during 
peak hours, which greatly affect my daily commute and overall quality of life. I believe that the proposed 
expansion will not only improve traffic flow and reduce congestion but also promote economic growth in the 
region, which will benefit the community as a whole.  

I appreciate the efforts of the project team in conducting a thorough analysis of the potential impacts of the 
expansion and providing opportunities for public involvement and feedback. I have reviewed the project summary, 
benefits, and potential impacts on the Keep It Moving Dallas website, and I am confident that the proposed route is 
the best option for the long-term sustainability and development of the region.  

Therefore, I fully support the proposed expansion of US Highway 380 and urge the project team to move forward 
with its implementation as soon as possible.  

Thank you for your consideration and commitment to improving transportation in our community.  

  

Sincerely,  

 

  
Daniel Western  
Whitley Place Home Owner 

Prosper Texas 

E:
 

The content of this email is confidential and intended for the recipient specified in message only. It is strictly forbidden to 
share any part of this message with any third party, without a written consent of the sender. If you received this message 
by mistake, please reply to this message and follow with its deletion, so that we can ensure such a mistake does not occur 
in the future. 
 



From: Danny App  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 4:57 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Darci Tolbert 

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 11:54 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 Bypass  

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Hello: 

 

We live at 4290 Bellingrath Drive in Prosper, at Whitley Place. Please consider the residents of Whitley 

Place regarding the bypass. Most of us have invested a significant amount in the area and are very 

involved in the community, schools, etc. 

 

Please keep the bypass away from Whitley Place Subdivision. Appreciate all your efforts and your work 

in Texas. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Darci Tolbert 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 10:00 AM 

To: elle walsh  

Subject: RE: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: elle walsh 

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 4:28 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Comment: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

Dear Mr. Endres, 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827. 

 

I just don’t understand how a proposition that has been thoroughly argued against, destroys a ton of 

wild life habitats, as well as small businesses and disrupts homes could be picked as the best option. As 

an educated thinker it does not make any sense and makes me wonder if this was a political decision 

instead of a decision that has been researched to find the best course of action. 

 

Again, as a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A 

and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:36 PM 

To: Darlene Simmons > 

Subject: RE: No To A 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Darlene Simmons > 

Sent: Friday, February 24, 2023 10:23 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: No To A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Hello 

As a homeowner in Stonebridge, I strongly oppose option A! 

Pls go for B. 

Sincerely 

Darlene/ Steve Simmons 

Cascades-Stonebridge 

McKinney , Tx 

 

Sent from my iPhone 

 

[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) 

message]<https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsa

fety%2Ftraffic-safety-

campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cfb38dd1844a74d

93e4fa08db19e136d0%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638132227292358185

%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 8:48 AM
To: darren brereton 
Subject: RE: Spur 399 Extension
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 
 

From: darren brereton  
Sent: Sunday, February 19, 2023 4:14 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: Spur 399 Extension
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

I am sending this email to oppose route C and support route D when discussing the Spur 399
Extension.  Route D would impact fewer people and would allow the continued community use of
the Mitchel Block riding arena.  This space is used for therapeutic horse riding along with community
get togethers.
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From: Dave Verrelli 

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 12:25 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US 380 EIS project from Coit Road to FM 1827 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Mr. Endres, 

 

In response to the Subject Decision, I want to thank the Team for a thorough and extensive review of 

the Options and selection of the Blue Alternative.  At this point in time, no decision is going to be 100% 

accepted by the residents of Collin County since the obvious and most direct route decision was taken 

off the Board last year.  “Keep 380 on 380”. 

 

Clearly, the businesses along 380 were built in their locations because of the drive by customers that 

would see their storefronts and stop in.  Taking the By Pass traffic away from these businesses isn’t 

going to be embraced by the local store owners. 

 

As a previous resident of McKinney and a current resident of Prosper, I have a unique perspective of the 

two competing positions.  But in the long run since McKinney didn’t plan accordingly along 380 by 

allowing residential communities and businesses to build too close to 380, it only makes sense that any 

displacements caused by the Blue Alternative impact McKinney not Prosper residents and businesses. 

 

My only Comment/Question is, “Did the Team ever consider building a roadway under 380 similar to the 

expansion of I-635 in Dallas to move the McKinney ByPass traffic between Coit and FM 1827?  This 

option would only need the main lanes of transportation as the two frontage lanes each way would be 

handled by the existing lanes of 380 and thus the Project wouldn’t need the full width of 10 lanes each 

12 ft wide of roadway. 

 

Growing up in the Washington DC area, I witnessed the Metro being built and drove across many a 

metal plate until the underground construction was completed.  It can be done. 

 

Again, Thanks for your hard work and Good Luck publishing the FEIS. 

 

Dave Verrelli 

741 Butchart Drive 

Prosper, TX  75078 



From: David Kaeser 

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 11:13 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 Expansion Affecting Tucker Hill 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Stephen, 

My wife and I live in Tucker Hill and we are extremely concerned over what seems to be, a lack 

of consideration for the needs of our community here in Tucker Hill. We bought in this 

neighborhood 4 ½ years ago where, the attraction is the enormous amounts of character and 

peacefulness this community holds. Reviewing the plans, we have so many concerns. My 

1st concern is air quality and noise. It doesn't look like the studies properly address these issues 

to a satisfactory level. We have a pool and clubhouse literally feet from the proposed route. 

We're not sure where these air-quality studies took place but I can't imagine these were taken 

so close to where groups of people including children gather outdoors, not to mention the 

noise. 

Next, is safety in/out of our development during construction. We only have 2 ways of getting 

in and out of this development. Have there been any studies on how this will affect the traffic 

flow especially if emergency vehicles need to enter quickly?  

We truly believe Tucker Hill has been unduly and unfairly impacted by many of these "studies" 

to push along a pre-determined agenda. Looking at all the facts, Segment A costs $150 million 

more than Segment B, Segment A affects more homes and businesses than B and Segment A 

affects more of the streams and wetlands, making this a more environmentally unfriendly 

choice. Can you explain in a simplistic manner to me, how any of this makes sense? 

Please respond. Thank you.  

David and Eileen Kaeser 

(214) 620-5663 

  
 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 9:55 AM 

To: Ewing, David [HMA]

Subject: RE: David & Elaine Ewing 700 Braxton Court McKinney, TX 75071 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Ewing, David [HMA]   

Sent: Sunday, February 26, 2023 8:30 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: David & Elaine Ewing 700 Braxton Court McKinney, TX 75071 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres, 

  

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A 

and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from 

Coit Road to FM 1827. 

  

Our opposition to Segment A of the “Blue Alternative” is based on the following facts presented 

by TxDOT in their February 2023 Announcement: 

1. Segment A destroys 27 businesses, 12 displacements and 2 homes currently. It will likely 

be more than that by the time the project is constructed whereas Segment B destroys no 

business, 7 displacements, and 5 homes.  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C99b164d01cd84523ef4308db19a5b30b%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131971676044438%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=kmcitKVKCypaIl3JfoZOoR%2BuT4XPfGj9o62y8QtAWco%3D&reserved=0


2. The cost of Segment A right of way acquisition estimated today is $957.8 million 

compared to $888.8 million for Segment B. It is likely to reach more than $1 billion by the 

time the project is constructed based on current construction projects which are not 

counted in the current TxDOT estimates.  

3. The proposed Blue Alternative which includes Segment A calls for $120 million from the 

City of McKinney for right of way acquisition which will be an unplanned tax burden to 

McKinney taxpayers. The amount of that tax burden quite likely will increase as the cost 

of ROW acquisitions and related expenses increase.   

4. Segment A will have a significant detrimental impact on Stonebridge Ranch and Tucker 

Hill which border the proposed construction of Segment A. It will create major traffic 

disruption, increased noise, and increased health and environmental problems, not to 

mention the impact on schools, morning and afternoon traffic, and school zones divided 

by US380 Segment A.  

Thank you, 

  

David & Elaine Ewing 

700 Braxton Court 

McKinney, TX 75071 

  
 

  

---------------------------- 

The information in this email and any attachments are for the sole use of the intended recipient and may contain 

privileged and confidential information.  If you are not the intended recipient, any use, disclosure, copying or 

distribution of this message or attachment is strictly prohibited.  We have taken precautions to minimize the risk of 

transmitting software viruses, but we advise you to carry out your own virus checks on any attachment to this 

message.  We cannot accept liability for any loss or damage caused by software viruses.  If you believe that you 

have received this email in error, please contact the sender immediately and delete the email and all of its 

attachments. 

---------------------------- 

  

  

 

 



From: David Frank

Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2023 4:45 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: No to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380 
Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will 
cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less 
overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 

 
I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. 
 
Sincerely, 

 

 

Sincerely,  
             David A. Frank 



To whom it may concern:

As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of
Segment A over Segment B is fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150
million more, applies criteria to support their decision inconsistently, and provides
numerous biased, false, and inconsistent findings in their environmental study.
Furthermore, there is objective evidence of political maneuvering, campaigning, and
rezoning efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed
TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn these actions as unethical and improper.

The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021), decisions on an alignment
must be based on what is practical and feasible from a technical and economic
standpoint, rather than what is desirable from the standpoint of the agency (i.e,
TxDOT).

As a McKinney homeowner, I believe a bypass may be required to support growth in the
northern corridor. However, in selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do
harm to a significant percentage of McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant
fiscal irresponsibility. This decision is made more egregious with the existence of a
viable lower impact alternative. It appears irrefutable that Segment B is the better
alternative and that there are serious flaws in the conclusions reached by TxDOT and in
the underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS).

Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants that
cause harm to humans and a rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current
and future impacts. If TxDOT will not mitigate these harms, then TxDOT should at the
very least do a rigorous analysis of these harms and explicitly note the opportunities we
forgo with the current preferred alignment. The pollution appendices are missing critical
analyses and portions are invalid as presented. This project should not proceed until
those egregious omissions and errors are corrected.

In order to ensure resolution and the creation of the best project possible, we request
that:

● TxDOT issue a second draft of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in the
current draft EIS.

● Any Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) have a 90-day review period,
with an official public comment period, and that the FEIS be unbundled from the
Record of Decision



The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A:

● Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes 2 versus 5. However, segment A
is one mile longer, has 6 new interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential
major utility conflicts versus just two for Segment B and displaces 15 businesses
versus zero businesses for Segment B.

● Segment B would have less of an environmental impact. Segment A would
encroach on twice the wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and
streams and more acreage of forests, prairies and grasslands than Segment B.
Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged over 150
years. Finally, there would be no hazardous material sites impacted on Segment
B and TXDOT has identified 2 with Segment A.

● Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to
the taxpayers is that the estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M
more than Segment B.

● Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380
Highway increasing the risk of work zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic
patterns. Additionally, the requirement to lower the existing grade in bedrock and
cantilever local lanes in a restricted ROW width, while preferred for the longterm,
will significantly increase the construction time, safety risk and disruption
compared to route B. Priority has not been given to safety and the increased risk
of fatal accidents, including those induced by a change in grade and, not one, but
two 90 degree turns.

● TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned
future residential homes. It appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of
unidentified future residents, property investors or developers over the impact of
existing McKinney residents. The voices of the current residents should be a
priority over unidentified future residents.

● TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed
residences under construction west of Custer Road. Once again, this appears to
accrue to the benefit of future residents or current investors, not the current
residents of McKinney.

● TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic
Horsemanship property, the subject of substantial public concern”. In fact, there
is no great “public concern” over MainGait. The facility does serve a noble
purpose, but that purpose is nowhere near the public concern of the impact to the
existing residents of Tucker Hill who include retired veterans, disabled residents
(both young and old), seniors 55+ and countless children. More concerning to



members of Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney community is that TxDOT
calls out the impact of the ROW to the property belonging to the founder of
MainGait. The founder of MainGait is no ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill Darling,
a former real estate developer and home builder who stands to gain personally
by the selection of Segment A over B. In particular, Bill Darling and/or other
associates of the Darling company, leveraged ownership of 43 Tucker Hill lots to
submit comments against Segment B in favor of Segment A – essentially
impersonated residents of Tucker Hill. TxDOT’s own findings indicate that the
continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and has stated Segment B
“would not make the ManeGait inaccessible to persons with disabilities and
would not violate the Americans with Disabilities Act.” Furthermore and perhaps
most egregious is that ManeGait stated and TxDOT perpetuated the false claim
that ManeGait provides “essential” services to protected citizens, which was a
misrepresentation and may have swayed public opinion.

In direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT still concluded Segment A was the
preferred route option.

TxDOT relied on the EIS to support their conclusion. Of critical concern to Tucker Hill
and the greater McKinney community is what appears to be flaws in the underlying
TxDOT analysis and interpretation of the EIS. I will attempt to detail each of my
concerns individually. My comments however, are not meant to be a complete listing of
the errors or omissions in the study, but simply those that this compressed timeframe
has allowed me to identify.

Noise Pollution
The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased. The importance of this
is underscored by the existing scientific literature showing the association between
traffic and related noise on physical and mental health. The study evaluated only a
single barrier south of the community. It appears the study was biased toward providing
more data around MainGait, a facility with transient guests, then Tucker Hill, a
community of over 380 homes with plans for over 600. Additionally, it appears that
there has been no regard taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous veteran residents, elderly
residents or our residents with disabilities – collectively, who likely outnumber
MainGait’s transient guests. In fact, Tucker Hill was classified, by TxDOT, as a
standard residential area with an acceptable NAC level of 67 and precluded from
participating in any future noise studies. This is both incorrect and unacceptable.
Tucker Hill is a “front porch” community and every home is designed with a front porch
that encourages outdoor activities and interactions between neighbors. Tucker Hill



should be reclassified as Category A to preserve the essence of the neighborhood and
the neighborhood should be included in any future noise abatement studies.

The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise on
the community. Yet, TxDOT, while proposing to surround the neighborhood on both the
south and east side with a highway, believes the noise impact to be acceptable. TxDOT
has not met their burden in any way, and moving forward with flawed data will cause
irreparable harm to the residents of Tucker Hill, especially the young, elderly and
disabled who do not regularly leave the neighborhood. A new noise study must be
conducted with more receptors and sound barriers across both the south and east side
of the neighborhood must be included in any Segment A option. Finally, it appears
untenable that TxDOT could make any conclusion about the noise impact on Tucker Hill
without fully understanding the impact of their proposed Segment A shift on the east
side of the neighborhood.

Community Impacts
TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park and the Tucker Hill Community
Center in their community impact study as the only community spaces without
identifying the population they serve. First, Tucker Hill houses a community center, two
town squares, two community parks, a community pool, a dog park, two fire pits, an
amphitheater and a rooftop event space in the Harvard Park commercial area. The
community spaces can be found filled with residents on almost any sunny day. Tucker
Hill hosts many little league practices from Prosper and McKinney in our neighborhood
parks and is a Christmas Holiday destination for people all across the region to visit our
lighted homes. Furthermore, the community has a long history of events supporting
organizations like Ethan for Autism, 29 Acres and the Down Syndrome Guild of Dallas.
TxDOT has not demonstrated that they have completed any research into the impacted
population (including children of all ages, elderly, seniors 55+, veterans and residents
with disabilities) of these facilities. Once again, this is an egregious omission and
appears to show substantial bias for MainGait and other facilities that serve guests as
opposed to residents.

Aesthetic Impacts
TxDOT has not completed the required aesthetic impact analysis for the whole project.

Traffic Analysis
TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed. TxDOT’s original traffic projection
methodology was deemed to be incomplete and inconsistent by the Texas A&M
Transportation Institute (TTI) in September of 2020. In March 2021, TTI noted that they
still had not been provided traffic data for the “No Build vs Build scenarios”. At that time



, TTI deemed that the growth rates used in the revised study were acceptable for
“short-term growth (from 2020 to the pivot year of 2040)”. Unfortunately, TxDOT has not
addressed how their growth rate calculation using a linear regression could be
acceptable if the baseline year for traffic growth is 2020. In every commercial or
municipal environment, 2020 is seen as a data anomaly because of the impact of the
pandemic and an unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes of any kind.
TxDOT’s traffic analysis continues to be flawed and incomplete.

Two 90 degree curves
More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a horizontal curve, and the
average crash rate for horizontal curves is about three times that of other types of
highway segments
(https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/). In 2022 the
United States Department of Transportation released their National Roadway Safety
Strategy, which endorsed zero fatalities as the national goal and promotes building
safety into the design of roads. TxDOT did not compare the safety risks including injury
and fatality based on the highway designs of alternatives A and B. Segment A (the
current preferred alignment) has two 90 degree curves. It also does not appear that
TxDOT considered this safety risk in their decision.

As such, TxDOT must include an analysis that compares alternatives A and B on the
probability of accidents, injury, and fatalities. In addition, TxDOT must justify why they
would choose a more dangerous alignment and one that goes against the US
Department of Transportation’s strategy.

Community Cohesion
TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to Tucker
Hill with Segment A and that there appears to be existing cohesion between Whitley
Place, Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper and Walnut Grove due to school districting
once again is incorrect and appears to show a bias or, simply, a failure to conduct
proper research.

Segment A will effectively sever Tucker Hill on both the south and eastern sides of the
neighborhood from McKinney. This is atypical and will leave Tucker Hill, established
within the city limits of McKinney in 2008, as the only established subdivision completely
blocked off from McKinney on two sides of the neighborhood. In fact, the highway will
sever Tucker Hill from the districted school, Reeves Elementary in Auburn Hills. It will
also impact and, possibly, imperil the plans to connect Tucker Hill to both the school and
the hike and bike trail system already in the city’s plans. The City of McKinney has
noted in their planning documents and as Mayor Fuller reiterated in his email to Ceason

https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/


Clemons and TxDOT staff dated February 26th, 2023, Tucker Hill is a significant asset to
the city.

What may be most troubling, though, is TxDOT’s conclusion that somehow there is no
cohesion impact when cutting Tucker Hill off from Reeves Elementary, but there
appears to be an impact to the Prosper neighborhoods due to school zoning. However,
the Walnut Grove neighborhood is not districted for Prosper ISD. The Mansions of
Prosper neighborhood and the Luxe Prosper neighborhood are districted for different
elementary and high schools than the Whitley Place neighborhood. In fact, Mansions of
Prosper and Luxe Prosper share school zoning with Tucker Hill. The correct
conclusion here should have been that given the shared school zoning between these
neighborhoods (Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper, Tucker Hill and Auburn Hills) and
the fact that Tucker Hill would become the only established subdivision to be severed
from McKinney by the highway on two sides, with respect to community cohesion,
Segment B is clearly the better alternative.

Construction and Noise Pollution
TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to construction and noise
pollution. According to the TxDOT handbook this is incorrect and TxDOT must also
include:

“Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This section of the EA must
identify and explain any impacts associated with construction activities. This
includes light pollution; impacts associated with physical construction activity,
temporary lane, road or bridge closures (including detours); and other traffic
disruptions. Include the expected duration of any construction impacts, and
explain any BMPs or other strategies that will be used to mitigate such
impacts.”

TxDOT must outline and detail all potential impacts during construction for both
proposed Segments A and B and appropriately evaluate those impacts as part of the
study. Importantly, TxDOT should provide all impacts and mitigation strategies related
to construction prior to proceeding. Critically, with respect to Tucker Hill and the
surrounding neighborhoods, what are the plans for egress to the neighborhood during
construction and how will those plans impact the response time of emergency vehicles
to points within the neighborhood?

Shift Closer to Tucker Hill
TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the
already flawed analysis that produced a preference for Segment A creates an unfair



burden on the residents of Tucker Hill. Once again, TxDOT appears to be showing a
callous bias toward ‘future development’ rather than a commitment to current residents.
It is impossible to fully understand the additional noise pollution, air pollution and other
effects without additional study. It’s important to note that even with this new shifted
Segment A, the cost to construct Segment B would be $100M less than Segment A.
TxDOT’s actions are placing the residents of Tucker Hill in an untenable position and
are knowingly causing irreparable harm to the community in favor of future
development. I strongly object to the proposed shift of the A alignment.

Air Pollution
Air pollution is a documented public health emergency, and can affect every organ in the
body, including cognition. Children and the elderly are disproportionately vulnerable to
air pollution, specifically PM2.5, and more so if they live in close proximity to a highway.
Air pollution can cause a multitude of diseases in adults, including heart disease, and
can breach the placental barrier during pregnancy, causing miscarriages and birth
defects. These impacts are well documented and have been noted in academic studies
for over a decade. TxDOT should not proceed with this project until they have
conducted a full study of existing and future air pollution on this highway, both at the
regional scale and immediately adjacent to the highway. TxDOT must be compliant with
EPA’s health-based National Ambient Air Quality Standards.

The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill neighborhood on the South
and East sides. Winds in McKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-East
meaning that for more days than not air pollution will be blown and settled on the
residents of Tucker Hill.

It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT utilized an airspeed
of 1 MPH. The average wind speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the prevailing
winds are from the south and south-east. It appears that additional study must be
completed to correctly understand what the adverse effects of air pollution would be on
the Tucker Hill population. Additionally, if Segment A is selected, monitoring devices
must be installed to monitor air quality before, during and after construction.

The DEIS fails to address air pollution from traffic beyond tailpipe emissions. A growing
body of academic research cites brake wear and tire friction as primary pollutants from
traffic. The DEIS has not addressed either of these sources of pollutants, nor does it
address benzene or Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs). We request that TxDOT
complete detailed analyses of each of these pollutants, and compare pollutant levels on
380 (for each pollutant) to expected levels during and after construction Segment A.



The DEIS notes in several places that expected proliferation of electric vehicles (EVs)
should improve air pollution in this corridor. This is not only abdicating responsibility for
mitigating air pollution, but a misrepresentation of electric vehicles and their
environmental benefits. While EVs do reduce tailpipe emissions from internal
combustion engines (ICEs), they do nothing to reduce pollution from non-tailpipe
sources including brake dust and tire friction. Pollution from tire friction may worsen in
EVs due to increases in vehicle weight from electric batteries. Further, Texas’ electric
grid is far from clean, and EVs that source their energy from unclean sources are,
therefore, unclean themselves.

The Mobile Source Air Toxins analysis in the DEIS is lacking and includes only a
qualitative analysis. The DEIS claims that MSAT will decrease with time because of
improved federal standards. We argue that this is an outsourcing of responsibility to
mitigate air pollution in the 380 corridor, and request that TxDOT complete a
quantitative MSAT analysis and a health impact assessment for all criteria pollutants.

Quality of Comments Collected
As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in
soliciting comments. In addition to submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill
residents, comments were solicited via Facebook with no links to the underlying studies
or segment alternatives. TxDOT must vet all of the comments collected during the
scoping project fully and determine that they were legitimately provided by residents. If
the comments were not legitimate, they should be stricken from the project record.

NEPA
Paraphrasing from The Council on Environmental Quality (2021), TxDOT is obligated to
evaluate feasible alternatives in enough detail so that a reader can compare and
contrast the environmental effects of the various alternatives. Of note, NEPA reasonable
alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from the technical and economic
standpoint, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of TxDOT.

“NEPA is About People and Places”

"Impacts include ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health
impacts, whether adverse or beneficial. It is important to note that human beings are
part of the environment (indeed, that is why Congress used the phrase “human



environment” in NEPA), so when an EIS is prepared and economic or social and natural
or physical environmental effects are interrelated, the EIS should discuss all of these
effects."

It is clear that TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst,
unsavory. I ask that TxDOT respond to each of the issues discussed. As it stands, if
TxDOT proceeds with their preferred Segment A they will be irreparably harming the
residents of Tucker Hill, unfairly seizing the residents’ ability to enjoy their
neighborhood, severing them from their broader community and, potentially, justifying it
with a fatally flawed Environmental Impact Study.

Regards,
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From: David Carmichael

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 8:04 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Comments Against 380 Segment A Alignment  

Attachments: US 380 Segement A Comments - 4-2023.pdf 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

  

To whom it may concern,   

  

My wife and I live at 7709 Townsend Blvd in the Tucker Hill community of McKinney.  I have been 

involved with working on keeping our community safe and out of the path of the 380 Bypass from the 

beginning.  We helped push for the Segment B option, and it was looking as if TxDOT would choose that 

route, at least in 2022 but money, power, and politics always win against the small Taxpaying 

Homeowners.   So here we are with TxDOT choosing Segment A and spending over 200 million more of 

our money on an option that makes no sense, has a dangerous 90-degree turn, takes out our only 

entrance, encroaches on more wetlands, affects more streams and rivers, and gives preferential 

treatment to a horse ranch and their visitors over homeowners who live in the affect area daily.  It 

appears irrefutable that Segment B is the better alternative and that there are serious flaws in the 

conclusions reached by TxDOT and in the underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS).  

  

Why are Segment decisions made with inconsistencies ?   We were told the comments are a small part 

of the decision, while those in Segment B were told that the decision was made because more 

comments came in against B. 

  

Why was the traffic study done during the 2020 pandemic when no one was driving to work, so that the 

noise and air pollution did not show accurate levels? Why was one mph shown as the normal wind 

speed in the study? 

  

Why did TxDOT tell our elected officials that there was nothing they could do to influence the decision 

but tell those impacted to go to their elected officials to push them to influence the alignment choices? 

  

Why does it appear that more intense study was done to the affects of a bypass to ManeGate than to 

Tucker Hill, as our parks, pool, clubhouse etc.  were not identified so no impact studies were done? 

  

Is TxDOT pushing the Bypass thru to gain federal funding while available, without doing their due 

diligence to study the full effects to the Homeowners and businesses involved? 

  

What is the plan for emergency services, school busses and individuals to enter and exit the Tucker Hill 

community during construction?  

  

If the City of McKinney cannot come up with the money to move utilities where will this money come 

from? 

  



Will or can Segment A shift closer to Tucker Hill, without study to affects of the shift?  

  

How do paid lobbyist effect the decision making process?  We have seen that money and influence 

obviously have effects.   

  

Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants that cause harm to 

humans and a rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current and future impacts. If TxDOT 

will not mitigate these harms, then TxDOT should at the very least do a rigorous analysis of these harms 

and explicitly note the opportunities we for go with the current preferred alignment.  See attached 

document outlining all the inconsistencies we have found int the EIS study, also the areas we believe 

need more study to see the actual impacts to out neighborhood as well as the other affected by 

Segment A.  

  

Thank you, 

David Carmichael 
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From: David Carmichael 

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 7:08 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: Comments Against 380 Segment A Alignment

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

To whom it may concern,   

  

My wife and I live at 7709 Townsend Blvd in the Tucker Hill community of McKinney.  I have been involved with working 

on keeping our community safe and out of the path of the 380 Bypass from the beginning.  We helped push for the 

Segment B option, and it was looking as if TxDOT would choose that route, at least in 2022 but money, power, and 

politics always win against the small Taxpaying Homeowners.   So here we are with TxDOT choosing Segment A and 

spending over 200 million more of our money on an option that makes no sense, has a dangerous 90-degree turn, takes 

out our only entrance, encroaches on more wetlands, affects more streams and rivers, and gives preferential treatment 

to a horse ranch and their visitors over homeowners who live in the affect area daily.  It appears irrefutable that 

Segment B is the better alternative and that there are serious flaws in the conclusions reached by TxDOT and in the 

underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS).  

  

Why are Segment decisions made with inconsistencies ?   We were told the comments are a small part of the decision, 

while those in Segment B were told that the decision was made because more comments came in against B. 

  

Why was the traffic study done during the 2020 pandemic when no one was driving to work, so that the noise and air 

pollution did not show accurate levels? Why was one mph shown as the normal wind speed in the study? 

  

Why did TxDOT tell our elected officials that there was nothing they could do to influence the decision but tell those 

impacted to go to their elected officials to push them to influence the alignment choices? 

  

Why does it appear that more intense study was done to the affects of a bypass to ManeGate than to Tucker Hill, as our 

parks, pool, clubhouse etc.  were not identified so no impact studies were done? 

  

Is TxDOT pushing the Bypass thru to gain federal funding while available, without doing their due diligence to study the 

full effects to the Homeowners and businesses involved? 

  

What is the plan for emergency services, school busses and individuals to enter and exit the Tucker Hill community 

during construction?  

  

If the City of McKinney cannot come up with the money to move utilities where will this money come from? 

  

Will or can Segment A shift closer to Tucker Hill, without study to affects of the shift?  

  

How do paid lobbyist effect the decision making process?  We have seen that money and influence obviously have 

effects.   

  

Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants that cause harm to humans and a 

rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current and future impacts. If TxDOT will not mitigate these harms, 

then TxDOT should at the very least do a rigorous analysis of these harms and explicitly note the opportunities we for go 
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with the current preferred alignment.  See attached document outlining all the inconsistencies we have found int the EIS 

study, also the areas we believe need more study to see the actual impacts to out neighborhood as well as the other 

affected by Segment A.  

  

Thank you, 

David Carmichael 



From: David Chapman 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 4:43 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: I say NO to Segment A! 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  

 
David Chapman 

 

 

 



From: David Coggiola

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 11:38 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 8:59 AM
To: David F 
Subject: RE: 380 Bypass
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 
 

From: David F
Sent: Friday, February 17, 2023 1:43 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: 380 Bypass
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Hello. My name is David Farmer and I would like to voice my opposition to the 380 bypass (route C).
The bypass would destroy the property owned by a good friend. This property serves as a place for
therapeutic horse riding, community rides, events, and church services. The bypass would go directly
through the riding arena and honey bee area on the property, and the noise from the highway
would be incredibly detrimental to the animals.

I would instead like to voice support of route D. It crosses through the flood plain, and would only
disrupt 7 homes instead of 29. Thank you for listening, and I hope you will consider the impact of
route D on the people and animals that call the area home.

 

Thank you,

David Farmer

830-876-8096

 

mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
mailto:sbagwellrudy@burnsmcd.com
mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7C3a4a8a97b82042fc36b608db13573bb8%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638125037596898874%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=yMI6qp8tRQRcofwCoBCV4OIWZJcWICPSdf%2F%2FZFowY3I%3D&reserved=0
mailto:dfarmer.creative@gmail.com
mailto:Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov


From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Monday, January 30, 2023 11:41 AM
To: Barada Paul < >
Subject: RE: US380EIS: Segment B consideration request
 
Your comments will be included in public hearing summary.
 

From: Barada Pau
Sent: Thursday, January 26, 2023 5:29 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: US380EIS: Segment B consideration request
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

 
Hi Mr. Stephen,
My name is Paul Barada and my company name is S. A. Paul Enterprise who owns the land NEC of US
Highway 380 and Walnut Grove. I see the Schematic or segment A passing through on my property.
If it happens then I would lose high quality tenants and I cannot afford to lose the valuable land. I
already designed the multi-tenant shopping center and I have multi-million dollars debt on this
property and cannot afford to lose my property.
Secondly, I see there are two Segments (alternative routes) like A and B. I think the city of McKinney
passed the resolution Segment B last year. I would suggest Segment B is the best option because it
will be less displacement for the businesses and residential. I oppose TXDOT’s decision if Txdot
decide to move Segment A option. Please consider the alternative option Segment B. You can reach
me anytime for my concern
Thanks Paul
214-9864538
Sent from Mail for Windows
 

 

mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
mailto:kmkenneally@burnsmcd.com
mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckmkenneally%40burnsmcd.com%7Ce32392a91c6242fe08c108db02ebc014%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638106983777881931%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=8VmOSUFndbHzjuFf4UxJs0vifw1mSuTqBdNLHultlp0%3D&reserved=0
mailto:paulbarada@gmail.com
mailto:Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fgo.microsoft.com%2Ffwlink%2F%3FLinkId%3D550986&data=05%7C01%7Ckmkenneally%40burnsmcd.com%7Ce32392a91c6242fe08c108db02ebc014%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638106983777881931%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=BX%2Brs%2BqxOpgMdU7qcGRoqMoa7oF4ew7pk9MYq5Est%2Bs%3D&reserved=0


From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 4:35 PM 

To: David Hedgpeth 

Cc: Dan Perge; John Hudspeth; Travis Campbell; Ashton Strong; Grace Lo; Melissa 

Meyer; Tony Hartzel; Madison Schein; Christine Polito; Ceason Clemens 

Subject: RE: US 380  

 

We received your request to extend the comment period for the US 380 EIS project. 

 

The Notice of Availability (NOA) for Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was posted on January 

20, 2023. 

The public hearing was held on February 16th and 21st. 

The original comment period ended on March 21, 2023. 

 

TxDOT will extend the comment period 15 days one time only to April 5, 2023. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: David Hedgpeth  

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 9:43 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>; Ceason Clemens <Ceason.Clemens@txdot.gov> 

Subject: US 380  

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

I would like to formally request an extension of the comment period as we need more time to 
fully evaluate the impacts and possible mitigation measures that can be taken to protect Tucker 
Hill as well as the other communities and businesses affected by Option A. 
 

David Hedgpeth CFS/CDS/ASC,  Principal 
Hill Country Transportation Resources, LLC 

Litigation Support 

2005 Tremont Blvd 

McKinney, Texas 75071 

214-843-6689 

 

 
 



From: D hughey  

Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2023 12:45 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

David Hughey 
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From: David Johnson 

Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2023 8:52 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: Additional 380 Comments

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
 
Having further reviewed the proposed Segment A impact to myself and my neighbors during the extended 
comment period, I have found substantial new points of discussion as well as questions that should be 
answered. These are in addition to my earlier submitted comments. 
 
Both my wife and I are elderly as are 75% of the people on my street which is located very near the proposed 
extended 380. Even closer than us to the proposed extension are other neighbors in the same demographic. 
Not surprisingly, this population is already experiencing numerous health issues. Moreover, many children 
reside in close proximity to the proposed construction. In my opinion, TxDOT’s study fails to address the 
increased noise, adverse mental health effects, and significant air pollution that will accompany the widening of 
380 and which will be deleterious to the people who live here. Even for those who are young and healthy, the 
fact that Tucker Hill is a “front porch community” with many outdoor facilities and events has been overlooked 
by the study. 
 
Also concerning to me is the lack of study applied to safety issues during and after the construction process. 
My safety concerns include having sufficient neighborhood access for both residents and emergency 
personnel. The safety of having two 90 degree turns in the freeway has likewise not been properly considered 
when compared to the alternative. 
 
Questions that I need to have addressed include the following: 
 

1.  
2.  
3. Beyond depressing the fast lanes that pass in front of Tucker Hill, how will TxDOT further reduce 
4.  the unacceptable noise level that is going to accompany the new roadway (unacceptable considering 

the neighborhood demographic and lifestyle)? 
5.  
6.  
7.  
8. What does adding a sound wall, in addition to the depression, do to mitigate the unreasonable levels 
9.  of noise? 
10.  
11.  
12.  
13. What is TxDOT planning to do to add back additional parking for the Harvard building which is currently 
14.  slated to lose an entire row of spaces (and this will lead to the already limited resident-only Residents’ 

Club parking being inappropriately used by those who don’t live here)? 
15.  
16.  
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17.  
18. What would implementing a cantilevered approach in front of the Harvard building do in terms of 
19.  both space and noise reduction (helping to address concerns raised in the previous two questions)? 
20.  
21.  
22.  
23. What would a combined depression, sound wall, and cantilevered approach do in terms of space and 
24.  noise reduction?  
25.  
26.  
27.  
28. How will emergency response services be affected during the period of construction? 
29.  
30.  
31.  
32. When is TxDOT going to complete and publish a vibration analysis that identifies impact to homes 
33.  near the construction area (homes that can already rumble when a large truck passes by), or if already 

published, where are the results of the analysis? 
34.  
35.  
36.  
37. What is the full impact of increased air pollution as a result of the widening (both before and 
38.  after construction)? 
39.  
40.  
41.  
42. Where were monitors for air quality installed for the current study? 
43.  
44.  
45.  
46. What is the effect of air pollution on the neighborhood when CURRENT traffic studies are considered 
47.  on both the SOUTH and EAST sides? 
48.  
49.  
50.  
51. What is the effect of noise on the neighborhood when an UPGRADED monitoring package is used 

along 
52.  with CURRENT measurements during PEAK periods of traffic on BOTH the SOUTH and EAST sides? 
53.  
54.  
55.  
56. Where is the complete analysis of safety impacts due to the sharper turns involved in segment A 
57.  versus segment B? 
58.  
59.  
60.  
61. Where is TxDOT’s study of the aesthetic impacts that 380 widening will cause? 
62.  
63.  
64.  
65. Where can we obtain a copy of the study that explains everything in language which a non-technical 
66.  person is able to understand?  
67.  
68.  
69.  
70. What assurances is TxDOT providing that no further western shifts of the “first curve” of 380 (already 
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71.  UNACCEPTABLE!!!) will take place? 
72.  
73.  
74.  
75. What will TxDOT do to lower the elevation of the eastern bypass portion that heads to the north? 
76.  
77.  
78.  
79. What engineering possibilities exist for TxDOT to erect a sound wall on the eastern bypass portion 
80.  that heads to the north? 
81.  

 
Besides the concerns and questions raised above, please note MY OFFICIAL AGREEMENT with the research 
below which spells out many other deficiencies regarding TxDOT’s position. 
 
Regards,  
 

 
Dave Johnson 
7505 Wescott Ln 
McKinney, TX 75071 
 
***** Research Notes 
 

As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of Segment A over 
Segment B is fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150 million more, applies criteria 
to support their decision inconsistently, and provides numerous biased, false, and inconsistent 
findings in their environmental study. Furthermore, there is objective evidence of political 
maneuvering, campaigning, and rezoning efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that 
ostensibly has swayed TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn these actions as unethical and 
improper.  

The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021), decisions on an alignment must be based 
on what is practical and feasible from a technical and economic standpoint, rather than what is 
desirable from the standpoint of the agency (i.e, TxDOT).  

As a McKinney homeowner, I believe a bypass may be required to support growth in the northern 
corridor. However, in selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do harm to a significant 
percentage of McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant fiscal irresponsibility. This decision 
is made more egregious with the existence of a viable lower impact alternative. It appears irrefutable 
that Segment B is the better alternative and that there are serious flaws in the conclusions reached by 
TxDOT and in the underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS).  

Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants that cause harm to 
humans and a rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current and future impacts. If 
TxDOT will not mitigate these harms, then TxDOT should at the very least do a rigorous analysis of 
these harms and explicitly note the opportunities we forgo with the current preferred alignment. The 
pollution appendices are missing critical analyses and portions are invalid as presented. This project 
should not proceed until those egregious omissions and errors are corrected.  
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In order to ensure resolution and the creation of the best project possible, we request that:  

● TxDOT issue a second draft of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in the current draft 
EIS.  
● Any Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) have a 90-day review period, with an official 
public comment period, and that the FEIS be unbundled from the Record of Decision 

 
 

The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A:  

● Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes 2 versus 5. However, segment A is one mile 
longer, has 6 new interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential major utility conflicts versus 
just two for Segment B and displaces 15 businesses versus zero businesses for Segment B.  
● Segment B would have less of an environmental impact. Segment A would encroach on twice 
the wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and streams and more acreage of 
forests, prairies and grasslands than Segment B. Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable 
Heritage trees, aged over 150 years. Finally, there would be no hazardous material sites 
impacted on Segment B and TXDOT has identified 2 with Segment A.  
● Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to the taxpayers is 
that the estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M more than Segment B.  
● Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 Highway increasing 
the risk of work zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic patterns. Additionally, the 
requirement to lower the existing grade in bedrock and cantilever local lanes in a restricted ROW 
width, while preferred for the longterm, will significantly increase the construction time, safety risk 
and disruption compared to route B. Priority has not been given to safety and the increased risk of 
fatal accidents, including those induced by a change in grade and, not one, but two 90 degree 
turns.  
● TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned future 
residential homes. It appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of unidentified future residents, 
property investors or developers over the impact of existing McKinney residents. The voices of 
the current residents should be a priority over unidentified future residents.  
● TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under 
construction west of Custer Road. Once again, this appears to accrue to the benefit of future 
residents or current investors, not the current residents of McKinney.  
● TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic Horsemanship 
property, the subject of substantial public concern”. In fact, there is no great “public concern” over 
MainGait. The facility does serve a noble purpose, but that purpose is nowhere near the public 
concern of the impact to the existing residents of Tucker Hill who include retired veterans, 
disabled residents (both young and old), seniors 55+ and countless children. More concerning to 
members of Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney community is that TxDOT calls out the 
impact of the ROW to the property belonging to the founder of MainGait. The founder of MainGait 
is no ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill Darling, a former real estate developer and home builder 
who stands to gain personally by the selection of Segment A over B. In particular, Bill Darling 
and/or other associates of the Darling company, leveraged ownership of 43 Tucker Hill lots to 
submit comments against Segment B in favor of Segment A – essentially impersonated residents 
of Tucker Hill. TxDOT’s own findings indicate that the continued emphasis on ManeGait is 
unwarranted and has stated Segment B “would not make the ManeGait inaccessible to persons 
with disabilities and would not violate the Americans with Disabilities Act.” Furthermore and 
perhaps most egregious is that ManeGait stated and TxDOT perpetuated the false claim that 
ManeGait provides “essential” services to protected citizens, which was a misrepresentation and 
may have swayed public opinion.  
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In direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT still concluded Segment A was the preferred 
route option.  

TxDOT relied on the EIS to support their conclusion. Of critical concern to Tucker Hill and the 
greater McKinney community is what appears to be flaws in the underlying TxDOT analysis and 
interpretation of the EIS. I will attempt to detail each of my concerns individually. My comments 
however, are not meant to be a complete listing of the errors or omissions in the study, but simply 
those that this compressed timeframe has allowed me to identify.  

Noise Pollution  

The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased. The importance of this is underscored 
by the existing scientific literature showing the association between traffic and related noise on 
physical and mental health. The study evaluated only a single barrier south of the community. It 
appears the study was biased toward providing more data around MainGait, a facility with transient 
guests, then Tucker Hill, a community of over 380 homes with plans for over 600. Additionally, it 
appears that there has been no regard taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous veteran residents, elderly 
residents or our residents with disabilities – collectively, who likely outnumber MainGait’s transient 
guests. In fact, Tucker Hill was classified, by TxDOT, as a standard residential area with an 
acceptable NAC level of 67 and precluded from participating in any future noise studies. This is both 
incorrect and unacceptable. Tucker Hill is a “front porch” community and every home is designed with 
a front porch that encourages outdoor activities and interactions between neighbors. Tucker Hill 
should be reclassified as Category A to preserve the essence of the neighborhood and the 
neighborhood should be included in any future noise abatement studies.  

The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise on the community. 
Yet, TxDOT, while proposing to surround the neighborhood on both the south and east side with a 
highway, believes the noise impact to be acceptable. TxDOT has not met their burden in any way, and 
moving forward with flawed data will cause irreparable harm to the residents of Tucker Hill, especially 
the young, elderly and disabled who do not regularly leave the neighborhood. A new noise study must 
be conducted with more receptors and sound barriers across both the south and east side of the 
neighborhood must be included in any Segment A option. Finally, it appears untenable that TxDOT 
could make any conclusion about the noise impact on Tucker Hill without fully understanding the impact 
of their proposed Segment A shift on the east side of the neighborhood.  

Community Impacts  

TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park and the Tucker Hill Community Center in their 
community impact study as the only community spaces without identifying the population they serve. 
First, Tucker Hill houses a community center, two town squares, two community parks, a community 
pool, a dog park, two fire pits, an amphitheater and a rooftop event space in the Harvard Park 
commercial area. The community spaces can be found filled with residents on almost any sunny 
day. Tucker Hill hosts many little league practices from Prosper and McKinney in our neighborhood 
parks and is a Christmas Holiday destination for people all across the region to visit our lighted 
homes. Furthermore, the community has a long history of events supporting organizations like Ethan 
for Autism, 29 Acres and the Down Syndrome Guild of Dallas. TxDOT has not demonstrated that 
they have completed any research into the impacted population (including children of all ages, 
elderly, seniors 55+, veterans and residents with disabilities) of these facilities. Once again, this is an 
egregious omission and appears to show substantial bias for MainGait and other facilities that serve 
guests as opposed to residents.  

Aesthetic Impacts  
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TxDOT has not completed the required aesthetic impact analysis for the whole project.  

Traffic Analysis  

TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed. TxDOT’s original traffic projection methodology was 
deemed to be incomplete and inconsistent by the Texas A&M Transportation Institute (TTI) in 
September of 2020. In March 2021, TTI noted that they still had not been provided traffic data for the 
“No Build vs Build scenarios”. At that time, TTI deemed that the growth rates used in the revised 

study were acceptable for “short-term growth (from 2020 to the pivot year of 2040)”. Unfortunately, 
TxDOT has not addressed how their growth rate calculation using a linear regression could be 
acceptable if the baseline year for traffic growth is 2020. In every commercial or municipal 
environment, 2020 is seen as a data anomaly because of the impact of the pandemic and an 
unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes of any kind. TxDOT’s traffic analysis continues to 
be flawed and incomplete.  

Two 90 degree curves  

More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a horizontal curve, and the average 
crash rate for horizontal curves is about three times that of other types of highway segments  
(https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/). In 2022 the United States 
Department of Transportation released their National Roadway Safety Strategy, which endorsed 
zero fatalities as the national goal and promotes building safety into the design of roads. TxDOT did 
not compare the safety risks including injury and fatality based on the highway designs of 
alternatives A and B. Segment A (the current preferred alignment) has two 90 degree curves. It 
also does not appear that TxDOT considered this safety risk in their decision.  

As such, TxDOT must include an analysis that compares alternatives A and B on the probability of 
accidents, injury, and fatalities. In addition, TxDOT must justify why they would choose a more 
dangerous alignment and one that goes against the US Department of Transportation’s strategy.  

Community Cohesion  

TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to Tucker Hill with 
Segment A and that there appears to be existing cohesion between Whitley Place, Mansions of 
Prosper, Luxe Prosper and Walnut Grove due to school districting once again is incorrect and 
appears to show a bias or, simply, a failure to conduct proper research.  

Segment A will effectively sever Tucker Hill on both the south and eastern sides of the neighborhood 
from McKinney. This is atypical and will leave Tucker Hill, established within the city limits of 
McKinney in 2008, as the only established subdivision completely blocked off from McKinney on two 
sides of the neighborhood. In fact, the highway will sever Tucker Hill from the districted school, 
Reeves Elementary in Auburn Hills. It will also impact and, possibly, imperil the plans to connect 
Tucker Hill to both the school and the hike and bike trail system already in the city’s plans. The City of 
McKinney has noted in their planning documents and as Mayor Fuller reiterated in his email to 
Ceason 
Clemons and TxDOT staff dated February 26th, 2023, Tucker Hill is a significant asset to the city.  

What may be most troubling, though, is TxDOT’s conclusion that somehow there is no cohesion 
impact when cutting Tucker Hill off from Reeves Elementary, but there appears to be an impact to 
the Prosper neighborhoods due to school zoning. However, the Walnut Grove neighborhood is not 
districted for Prosper ISD. The Mansions of Prosper neighborhood and the Luxe Prosper 
neighborhood are districted for different elementary and high schools than the Whitley Place 
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neighborhood. In fact, Mansions of Prosper and Luxe Prosper share school zoning with Tucker Hill. 
The correct conclusion here should have been that given the shared school zoning between these 
neighborhoods (Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper, Tucker Hill and Auburn Hills) and the fact that 
Tucker Hill would become the only established subdivision to be severed from McKinney by the 
highway on two sides, with respect to community cohesion, Segment B is clearly the better 
alternative.  

Construction and Noise Pollution  

TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to construction and noise pollution. 
According to the TxDOT handbook this is incorrect and TxDOT must also include:  

“Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This section of the EA must identify and 
explain any impacts associated with construction activities. This includes light pollution; 
impacts associated with physical construction activity, temporary lane, road or bridge 
closures (including detours); and other traffic disruptions. Include the expected duration of 
any construction impacts, and explain any BMPs or other strategies that will be used to 
mitigate such impacts.”  

TxDOT must outline and detail all potential impacts during construction for both proposed 
Segments A and B and appropriately evaluate those impacts as part of the study. Importantly, 
TxDOT should provide all impacts and mitigation strategies related to construction prior to 
proceeding. Critically, with respect to Tucker Hill and the surrounding neighborhoods, what are the 
plans for egress to the neighborhood during construction and how will those plans impact the 
response time of emergency vehicles to points within the neighborhood?  

Shift Closer to Tucker Hill  

TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the already flawed 
analysis that produced a preference for Segment A creates an unfair burden on the residents of 
Tucker Hill. Once again, TxDOT appears to be showing a callous bias toward ‘future 
development’ rather than a commitment to current residents. It is impossible to fully understand 
the additional noise pollution, air pollution and other effects without additional study. It’s 
important to note that even with this new shifted Segment A, the cost to construct Segment B 
would be $100M less than Segment A. TxDOT’s actions are placing the residents of Tucker Hill 
in an untenable position and are knowingly causing irreparable harm to the community in favor of 
future development. I strongly object to the proposed shift of the A alignment.  

Air Pollution  

Air pollution is a documented public health emergency, and can affect every organ in the body, 
including cognition. Children and the elderly are disproportionately vulnerable to air pollution, 
specifically PM2.5, and more so if they live in close proximity to a highway. Air pollution can cause a 
multitude of diseases in adults, including heart disease, and can breach the placental barrier during 
pregnancy, causing miscarriages and birth defects. These impacts are well documented and have 
been noted in academic studies for over a decade. TxDOT should not proceed with this project until 
they have conducted a full study of existing and future air pollution on this highway, both at the 
regional scale and immediately adjacent to the highway. TxDOT must be compliant with EPA’s 
health-based National Ambient Air Quality Standards.  

The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill neighborhood on the South and East 
sides. Winds in McKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-East meaning that for more 
days than not air pollution will be blown and settled on the residents of Tucker Hill.  
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It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT utilized an airspeed of 1 MPH. 
The average wind speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the prevailing winds are from the south 
and south-east. It appears that additional study must be completed to correctly understand what the 
adverse effects of air pollution would be on the Tucker Hill population. Additionally, if Segment A is 
selected, monitoring devices must be installed to monitor air quality before, during and after 
construction.  

The DEIS fails to address air pollution from traffic beyond tailpipe emissions. A growing body of 
academic research cites brake wear and tire friction as primary pollutants from traffic. The DEIS has 
not addressed either of these sources of pollutants, nor does it address benzene or Volatile Organic 
Compounds (VOCs). We request that TxDOT complete detailed analyses of each of these pollutants, 
and compare pollutant levels on 380 (for each pollutant) to expected levels during and after 
construction Segment A. The DEIS notes in several places that expected proliferation of electric 
vehicles (EVs) should improve air pollution in this corridor. This is not only abdicating responsibility 
for mitigating air pollution, but a misrepresentation of electric vehicles and their environmental 
benefits. While EVs do reduce tailpipe emissions from internal combustion engines (ICEs), they do 
nothing to reduce pollution from non-tailpipe sources including brake dust and tire friction. Pollution 
from tire friction may worsen in EVs due to increases in vehicle weight from electric batteries. 
Further, Texas’ electric grid is far from clean, and EVs that source their energy from unclean sources 
are, therefore, unclean themselves.  

The Mobile Source Air Toxins analysis in the DEIS is lacking and includes only a qualitative 
analysis. The DEIS claims that MSAT will decrease with time because of improved federal 
standards. We argue that this is an outsourcing of responsibility to mitigate air pollution in the 380 
corridor, and request that TxDOT complete a quantitative MSAT analysis and a health impact 
assessment for all criteria pollutants.  

Quality of Comments Collected  

As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in soliciting comments. 
In addition to submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill residents, comments were solicited via 
Facebook with no links to the underlying studies or segment alternatives. TxDOT must vet all of the 
comments collected during the scoping project fully and determine that they were legitimately 
provided by residents. If the comments were not legitimate, they should be stricken from the project 
record.  

NEPA  

Paraphrasing from The Council on Environmental Quality (2021), TxDOT is obligated to evaluate 
feasible alternatives in enough detail so that a reader can compare and contrast the environmental 
effects of the various alternatives. Of note, NEPA reasonable alternatives include those that are 
practical or feasible from the technical and economic standpoint, rather than simply desirable from 
the standpoint of TxDOT.  

“NEPA is About People and Places”  
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"Impacts include ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health impacts, 
whether adverse or beneficial. It is important to note that human beings are part of the 
environment (indeed, that is why Congress used the phrase “human environment” in NEPA), so 
when an EIS is prepared and economic or social and natural or physical environmental effects 
are interrelated, the EIS should discuss all of these effects."  

It is clear that TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst, unsavory. I ask 
that TxDOT respond to each of the issues discussed. As it stands, if TxDOT proceeds with their 
preferred Segment A they will be irreparably harming the residents of Tucker Hill, unfairly seizing the 
residents’ ability to enjoy their neighborhood, severing them from their broader community and, 
potentially, justifying it with a fatally flawed Environmental Impact Study.  

  

Induced Demand  
1. RMI SHIFT Calculator  
2. RMI_SHIFT (STATE HIGHWAY INDUCED FREQUENCE OF TRAVEL) 
CALCULATOR_About the methodology  
3. American Economic Review_2011_The Fundamental Law of Road Congestion: Evidence from 
US Cities  
4. California EPA Air Resources Board_2014_Policy Brief_Impact of Highway Capacity and Induced Travel 
on Passenger Vehicle Use and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 5. UC Davis_2015_Policy Brief_Increasing 
Highway Capacity Unlikely to Relieve Traffic Congestion  

Case Studies & TxDOT Publications  
1. Air Alliance Houston_2019_Health Impact Assessment of the North Houston Highway Improvement 
Project  
2. Air Alliance Houston_2022_Why are we still building highways?  
3. TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS  
4. TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS Appendix P Air Quality  
5. TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS Appendix V Greenhouse Gas and Climate Change 6. Thomson 
Reuters Foundation_2022_In 'world's most polluted city', Indian workers unaware of toxic air  
7. Reuters_2021_Pollution likely to cut 9 years of life expectancy of 40% of Indians 8. The 
Guardian_2022_‘It’s just more and more lanes’ the Texan revolt against giant new highways 
9. The New York Times_2022_Can Portland Be a Climate Leader Without Reducing Driving?  
10. TxDOT_2023_TxDOT Statewide On-Road Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis and Climate 
Change Assessment Update Summer 2023  
11. TxDOT_2018_Technical Report_Statewide On-Road Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis and 
Climate Change Assessment  

Tailpipe Emissions vs. Tire Friction Pollution  
1. The Guardian_2022_Car Tyres Produce Vastly More Particle Pollution Than Exhausts, Tests Show  
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2. Jalopnik_2022_Emissions from Tire Wear Are a Whole Lot Worse Than We Thought  

Congestion vs. Idling Emissions  
1. City Observatory_2017_Urban Myth Busting: Congestion, Idling, and Carbon Emissions 2. 
Transportation Research_2012_Congestion and emissions mitigation: A comparison of capacity, demand, 
and vehicle based strategies  

Policy vs. Behavior Changes  
1. Transportation Research Interdisciplinary Perspectives_2023_Driven by head or heart? Testing the 
effect of rational and emotional anti-speeding messages on self-reported speeding intentions  

Effects on Human Health  
1. The Guardian_2019_Revealed: air pollution may be damaging ‘every organ in the body’ 2. 
Chest_2019_Air Pollution and Noncommunicable Diseases  
3. PNAS_2018_Global estimates of mortality associated with long-term exposure to outdoor fine 
particulate matter  
4. Environmental Pollution_2008_Human health effects of air pollution  
5. Environmental Health Perspectives_2007_Short-Term Effects of Carbon Monoxide on Mortality: An 
Analysis within the APHEA Project  
6. Respiratory Medicine_2015_Allergy and asthma: Effects of the exposure to particulate matter and 
biological allergens  
7. American Journal of Physiology_2008_Particulate matter exposure induces persistent lung 
inflammation and endothelial dysfunction  
8. Environmental Health Perspectives_2016_Prenatal Air Pollution Exposures, DNA Methyl Transferase 
Genotypes, and Associations with Newborn LINE1 and Alu Methylation and Childhood Blood Pressure 
and Carotid Intima-Media Thickness in the Children’s Health Study  
9. Environmental Health Perspectives_2010_Childhood Incident Asthma and Traffic-Related 
Air Pollution at Home and School 
10. Environmental Pollution_2017_Maternal exposure to air pollutants during the first trimester and 
foetal growth in Japanese term infants  
11. Environmental Health Perspectives_2009_Association between Local Traffic-Generated Air Pollution 
and Preeclampsia and Preterm Delivery in the South Coast Air Basin of California  
12. Obesity_2016_Residential proximity to major roadways, fine particulate matter, and adiposity: 
The framingham heart study  
13. Environmental Health Perspectives_2006_Separate and Unequal: Residential Segregation and 
Estimated Cancer Risks Associated with Ambient Air Toxics in U.S. Metropolitan Areas  
14. The Guardian_2019_Air pollution deaths are double previous estimates, finds research 15. European 
Heart Journal_2019_Cardiovascular disease burden from ambient air pollution in Europe reassessed using 
novel hazard ratio functions  
16. The Guardian_2019_Air pollution 'as bad as smoking in increasing risk of miscarriage' 17. Fertility 
and Sterility_2019_Acute effects of air pollutants on spontaneous pregnancy loss: a case-crossover 
study  
18. Fertility and Sterility_2018_Ambient air pollution and the risk of pregnancy loss: a prospective 
cohort study  
19. The Guardian_2018_Air pollution particles found in mothers' placentas 20. The Guardian_2018_Air 
pollution causes ‘huge’ reduction in intelligence, study reveals 21. PNAS_2018_The impact of exposure 
to air pollution on cognitive performance 22. The Guardian_2017_Air pollution harm to unborn babies 
may be global health catastrophe, warn doctors  
23. BMJ_2017_Impact of London's road traffic air and noise pollution on birth weight: retrospective 
population based cohort study  



11

24. The Guardian_2017_Global pollution kills 9m a year and threatens 'survival of human societies'  
25. The Guardian_2018_Diesel pollution stunts children’s lung growth, major study shows 26. The 
Lancet_2019_Impact of London's low emission zone on air quality and children's respiratory health: a 
sequential annual cross-sectional study  
27. The Guardian_2017_How conniving carmakers caused the diesel air pollution crisis 28. The 
Guardian_2018_Childhood obesity linked to air pollution from vehicles 29. Environmental 
Health_2018_Longitudinal associations of in utero and early life  

near-roadway air pollution with trajectories of childhood body mass index 30. Preventive 
Medicine_2010_Automobile traffic around the home and attained body mass index: a longitudinal cohort 
study of children aged 10-18 years  
31. The Guardian_2016_Air pollution linked to increased mental illness in children 32. 
BMJ_2016_Association between neighbourhood air pollution concentrations and dispensed medication 
for psychiatric disorders in a large longitudinal cohort of Swedish children and adolescents  
33. The Guardian_2018_Air pollution: everything you should know about a public health emergency  
34. The Guardian_2017_Electric cars are not the answer to air pollution, says top UK adviser 
35. The New York Times_2022_Enough About Climate Change. Air Pollution Is Killing Us Now.  
36. Air Alliance Houston_No Safe Level of Transportation Emissions  
37. Elsevier_2017_Increased air pollution cuts victims' lifespan by a decade, costing billions 38. 
Harvard_2016_Air pollution below EPA standards linked with higher death rates 39. Environmental Health 
Perspectives_2016_Low-Concentration PM2.5 and Mortality: Estimating Acute and Chronic Effects in a 
Population-Based Study  
40. Texas Pedestrian Safety Coalition_2023_Exploring Transportation-Related Air Quality Impacts on 
Pedestrians in Disadvantaged Communities_Video  
41. Texas Pedestrian Safety Coalition_2023_Exploring Transportation-Related Air Quality Impacts on 
Pedestrians in Disadvantaged Communities_Slides  
42. Texas Pedestrian Safety Coalition_2023_Exploring Transportation-Related Air Quality Impacts on 
Pedestrians in Disadvantaged Communities_HBW Notes.docx 43. University of British 
Columbia_2023_Traffic pollution impairs brain function 44. Environmental Health_2023_Brief diesel 
exhaust exposure acutely impairs functional brain connectivity in humans: a randomized controlled 
crossover study  
45. Dezeen_2023_MIT study finds huge carbon cost to self-driving cars 46. Journal of the American 
Heart Association_2022_Pandemic‐Related Pollution Decline and ST‐Segment‒Elevation Myocardial 
Infarctions  
47. American Lung Association_2022_Living Near Highways and Air Pollution 48. Environmental 
Health Perspectives_2011_Traffic-related air pollution and cognitive function in a cohort of older 
men  
49. The Lancet_2017_Living near major roads and the incidence of dementia, Parkinson's disease, and 
multiple sclerosis: a population-based cohort study  
50. Environmental Health Perspectives_2008_Association between traffic-related black carbon 
exposure and lung function among urban women  
51. The New England Journal of Medicine_2004_Exposure to Traffic and the Onset of Myocardial 
Infarction  
52. The Lancet_2002_Association between mortality and indicators of traffic-related air pollution in 
the Netherlands: a cohort study  
53. American Journal of Respiratory and Critical Care Medicine_2010_Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary 
Disease and Long-Term Exposure to Traffic-related Air Pollution_A Cohort Study  
54. The Urban Institute_2022_The Polluted Life Near the Highway  

Expert Publications & Guidelines  
1. Planetizen_2022_The Urgent Need for Climate Action Includes Land Use Reforms, IPCC Report 
Says  
2. IPCC_2022_Chapter 8 Transport  
3. WHO_2021_Global Air Quality Guidelines  
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4. USPIRG_2021_Transform Transportation_Strategies For A Healthier Future 5. The World 
Bank and IHME_2016_The Cost of Air Pollution  
6. Transportation for America_Driving Down Emissions 

 

 
Induced Demand  

1. Journal of Transport Economics and Policy 2002 Induced Travel Demand and Induced Road 
Investment: A Simultaneous Equation Analysis  

Tailpipe Emissions vs. Tire Friction Pollution/ Brake Dust Pollution/ Electric Vehicle Pollution 1. Int J 
Environ Res Public Health 2017 Wear and Tear of Tyres: A Stealthy Source of Microplastics in the 
Environment  

2. Report EUR 2014 Non-exhaust traffic related emissions. Brake and tyre wear PM 3. Atmospheric 
Environment 2011 Investigation on the potential generation of ultrafine particles from the tire–road 
interface  
4. Journal of Environmental Protection 2013 Dust Resulting from Tire Wear and the Risk of Health 
Hazards  
5. Environmental Science & Technology 2004 Tire-Wear Particles as a Source of Zinc to the 
Environment  
6. Environmental Science and Pollution Research 2015 Brake wear particle emissions: a review  
7. Science of the Total Environment 2008 Sources and properties of non-exhaust particulate 
matter from road traffic: A review  
8. Science of the Total Environment 2020 Tyre and road wear particles (TRWP) - A review of generation, 
properties, emissions, human health risk, ecotoxicity, and fate in the environment  
9. Science of the Total Environment 2022 Tire wear particle emissions: Measurement data where are 
you?  
10. Science of the Total Environment 2022 Effect of treadwear grade on the generation of tire PM 
emissions in laboratory and real-world driving conditions  
11. Emission Control Science and Technology 2021 Development of Tire-Wear Particle Emission 
Measurements for Passenger Vehicles  
12. Wear 2018 Investigation of ultra fine particulate matter emission of rubber tires 13. Bloomberg 2022 
New Tech Aims to Capture Electric Vehicle Tire Emissions 14. Arizona Department of Transportation 2006 
Tire Wear Emissions for Asphalt Rubber and Portland Cement Concrete Pavement Surfaces  
15. The Conversation 2020 Air pollution from brake dust may be as harmful as diesel exhaust on 
immune cells – new study  
16. UK Research and Innovation 2020 Brake dust air pollution may have same harmful effects on 
immune cells as diesel exhaust  
17. U.S. Department of Energy Alternative Fuels Data Center Emissions from Electric Vehicles  
18. U.S. Department of Energy Argonne Laboratory 2009 Well-to-Wheels Energy Use and Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions Analysis of Plug-in Hybrid Electric Vehicles 
19. National Renewable Energy Laboratory 2016 Emissions Associated with Electric Vehicle Charging: 
Impact of Electricity Generation Mix, Charging Infrastructure Availability, and Vehicle Type  
20. US News 2020 Brake Dust Another Driver of Air Pollution  
21. The New York Times 2021 How Green Are Electric Vehicles?  
22. Scientific American 2016 Electric Cars Are Not Necessarily Clean  
23. The Guardian 2016 Why electric cars are only as clean as their power supply 24. Biofriendly 
Planet 2022 Electric Vehicles and Their Impact on the Environment 25. California Air Resources 
Board 2022 California moves to accelerate to 100% new zero-emission vehicle sales by 2035  
26. CNN 2022 Car tires are disastrous for the environment. This startup wants to be a driving force 
in fixing the problem.  

VOCs/ PM2.5/ Greenhouse Gases  
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1. World Health Organization 2019 Exposure to benzene: a major public health concern 2. American 
Lung Association 2022 Volatile Organic Compounds  
3. National Cancer Institute 2022 Benzene  
4. Environmental Research 2020 Characteristics of volatile organic compounds from vehicle 
emissions through on-road test in Wuhan, China.  
5. Aerosol and Air Quality Research 2018 Emission Characteristics of VOCs from On-Road Vehicles in an 
Urban Tunnel in Eastern China and Predictions for 2017–2026 6. Atmospheric Environment 2017 
Characteristics of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) from the evaporative emissions of modern 
passenger cars  
7. Atmospheric Environment 2012 Volatile organic compounds from the exhaust of light-duty 
diesel vehicles  
8. Analytical Sciences 2012 Measurement of volatile organic compounds in vehicle exhaust using single-
photon ionization time-of-flight mass spectrometry  
9. PubMed 2001 Exposure to volatile organic compounds for individuals with occupations associated 
with potential exposure to motor vehicle exhaust and/or gasoline vapor emissions  
10. Environmental Research 1999 Assessment of benzene and toluene emissions from automobile 
exhaust in Bangkok  
11. Atmospheric Environment 1967 Benzene, toluene and xylene concentrations in car exhausts and 
in city air  
12. Environmental Science and Technology 1992 On-line measurement of benzene and toluene in 
dilute vehicle exhaust by mass spectrometry  
13. Iowa State University 2015 Quantification of benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene and o-xylene in internal 
combustion engine exhaust with time-weighted average solid phase microextraction and gas 
chromatography mass spectrometry  
14. Journal of Exposure Science & Environmental Epidemiology 2003 Measurement of volatile 
organic compounds inside automobiles  
15. Chronic Diseases and Translational Medicine 2018 Fine particulate matter (PM2.5): The culprit for 
chronic lung diseases in China.  

16. Journal of Thoracic Disease 2016 The impact of PM2.5 on the human respiratory system 
17. US EPA 2022 Health and Environmental Effects of Particulate Matter (PM) 18. Harvard School of 
Public Health 2011 Greenhouse gases pose threat to public health 19. CDC 2022 Climate Effects on 
Health.  
20. NAQTS, Emissions Analytics, Lancaster University 2018 Vehicle Interior Air Quality: Volatile 
Organic Compounds  

Congestion vs. Idling Emissions (Traffic Emissions)  
1. Transportation Research Record Comparison of Vehicular Emissions in Free-Flow and Congestion 
Using MOBILE4 and Highway Performance Monitoring System 2. Atmospheric Environment 2011 
Vehicle emissions in congestion: Comparison of work zone, rush hour and free-flow conditions  
3. Institute for Transport and Economics 2007 How Much does Traffic Congestion Increase Fuel 
Consumption and Emissions? Applying a Fuel Consumption Model to the NGSIM Trajectory Data  
4. Science of The Total Environment 2013 Air pollution and health risks due to vehicle traffic  
5. USA Today 2011 Study blames 2,200 deaths on traffic emissions  

Resources  
1. TxDOT 2022 DEIS 



Mr. Stephen Endres
Texas Department of Transportation
Dallas District
4777 E. US Highway 80
Mesquite, Texas 75750

Re: US 380 from Coit Road to FM 1827

Dear Mr. Endres:

I write this letter as a Collin County, Texas resident due to my concerns that the selection of Segment A

for the 380 bypass will negatively impact significantly more Collin County residents and businesses than

Segment B, as well as result in a significantly higher costs than Segment B. Texas Department of

Transportation has provided several justifications for the preliminary selection of Segment A, however,

the factors in favor of Segment B significantly outweigh the factors supporting Segment A.

Segment A is more expensive than Segment B, is longer than Segment B, and will result in negative impacts

to significantly more residents and commercial businesses in Collin County, Texas than Segment B.

With the movement of Segment A west 100 feet, which was very recently proposed “in order to minimize

impacts to future developments”, this will result in Segment A encroaching upon more wetland acreage.

Segment A, as proposed adversely impacts the environment more than Segment B. Segment A will

encroach upon twice the waterway and wetland areas than Segment B. Segment A will further require

the removal of more than 30 large trees estimated to be over 150 years old. Segment A additionally will

adversely impact animal habitats established within the southerly portion of Segment A.

The Segment A project will result in construction and resulting traffic impacts on approximately 4 miles of

current Highway 380 between Segment A and Coit Road, and will result in the displacement or impact on

14 commercial properties, whereas Segment B will alleviate both of these significant and expensive

adverse impacts.

One of the justifications published by TxDOT for Segment A is that it will not displace any community

facilities. However, Segment B will not displace any community facilities either, which renders this

justification point invalid. The EIS has identified 21 community facilities adjacent to Segment A, with only

4 community facilities adjacent to Segment B. Construction of Segment A will impact significantly more

community facilities than Segment B.

Among the most egregious justifications for Segment A are that Segment A avoids displacing proposed

construction or development in the path of Segment B. The mere fact that something has been claimed

to be planned for development does not address the fact that Segment A will create real impacts on

current Collin County, Texas residents.

The study reserves hundreds of references to Mane Gait, which is a horse property which ostensibly serves

persons with disabilities. As a parent of a child with cerebral palsy, I can attest to the fact that after over

3 years of being on the “waiting list” and offering to volunteer, we have not been contacted by, or had

any responses from this entity to allow our child to participate in their supposed services. While Mane

Gait is a non profit entity, and does appear to file required reporting for non profit entities, this facility

does not, based upon my personal experience, provide services to members of the community of Collin



County, Texas. Further, the claimed impact by TxDOT upon Mane Gait is a proximity concern. Given that

Main Gait ostensibly provides horse-based therapeutic services on a one-hour at a time basis, the use of

the facility is transient in nature. Mane Gait clients, if any, will therefore use the facility for extremely

short periods of time, and the impact of noise created by Segment B will not impact any permanent

residents of Mane Gait.

Several commenters have noted that the impact of noise from Segment A on the Tucker Hill community

is not accurately identified or analyzed in the EIS. Among the concerns of Segment A is the gradient of

the curve of the proposed alignment at the south junction turning west onto existing 380 will result in a

superelevation, resulting in direct noise reflection directly into the neighborhood of Tucker Hill. This

impact was not fully or accurately evaluated in the draft EIS.

The technical components of the EIS further appear to be lacking, including but not limited to traffic

projections, which appear to be utilizing improper methodology and projections, construction phase

impacts upon the communities of Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch and planning for traffic flows, and

air pollution analysis, which utilized incorrect testing parameters.

It appears that the comment and vetting process of the evaluation of Segment A versus Segment B may

have been influenced by more than practical reasons and justifications. It has become apparent that many

of the comments submitted to TxDOT may have been artificially overstated, and possibly submitted by

parties other than residents of the impacted areas. This has possibly resulted in an incorrect decision-

making process in the determination of Segment A as the site of the 380 bypass. I would urge TxDOT to

re-evaluate the factors considered in the entire decisioning process regarding the Highway 380 route and

improvements, and provide a response to the comments raised in this letter.

Sincerely

David Keese



From: 

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 5:55 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

I vote NO to Segment A 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

David Norton 

 



From: David Smedley

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 10:45 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

I live in Tucker Hill at 2300 Grassmere Lane. It’s the first house on the southeast side. I’m still baffled 

that Segment B wasn’t selected. Segment A appears that it would be about 100 yards from my house on 

the South. Then when the bypass turns North the highway will be 1628 feet from my house on the East 

side. In effect I will be cornered in by the bypass. Also, I understand that you caved to Billingsley and 

adjusted bringing the North turning part further West towards my house and Tucker Hill. Why in the 

world would you agree to that? 

By 380 cornering my house my home value will be dramatically negatively impacted. Will I be 

compensated. 

Thank you in advance for your response. 

 

Sent from my iPad 



From: David Sylvester 

Sent: Tuesday, April 4, 2023 8:14 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Tucker Hill 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

My wife and I are 10-year residents of Tucker Hill and we feel that Option B is the 

ideal solution as it has the hallmark of "Less Is More" which makes it the most 

“Ethical” of choices.  A solid business ethic is the result of good people expressing 

wisdom and high purpose while making decisions that result in less harm to its 

citizens and the environment, all for the ultimate good of the community.  Tucker Hill 

is fortunate to have sincere ethical leaders who have been consistently engaged 

and  focused on obtaining a result that achieves the least harm and the "ultimate 

good" for Tucker Hill and the local community as a whole. 

  

Option B fulfills this: 

  Option B is less costly. 

  Option B has less business impact. 

  Option B has low home displacement. 

  Option B provides a more direct and expedient route and will be safer. 

  Option B has far less environmental impact. 

  Option B provides less disruption to Collin College and Baylor Hospital. 

  Option B benefits are many, detailed and support “Less is More”. 

  

Truly Option B is the most ethical, cost effective and beneficial  -  providing the least 

harm to its citizens and environment - all for the "ultimate good" of the community. 

  
Most Sincerely, David and Pam Sylvester - Tucker Hill 

April 2, 2020 



From: David Teed 

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 8:50 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

David Teed 

 

Sent from my iPad 



From: Scott & Dawn Craven 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 6:41 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Thank you for your time. 

Dawn & Scott Craven 

Stonebridge Ranch residents 

 

Sent from my iPhone 







From: Debbie Cagle Wells  

Sent: Friday, March 10, 2023 9:45 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Debbra Block 

Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2023 1:33 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Change 380 bypass from route C to D 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 
I am writing to express my opposition to Route C on the TX-DOT Spur 399 extension project. 

 
Route C affects and displaces significantly more homes, businesses, and community resources 

than route D. It also divides the residential and farming/ranching communities that make this 

area of Collin County unique. Perhaps even more concerning, Route C severely damages one of 

the largest remaining forests in central Collin County. It destroys 71% more acres of forests and 

woodland and 141% more acres of grassland and prairie than Route D. Not surprisingly, Route C 

is also strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. 

 
While Route C may be the more economical option in the short-term, Route D will preserve 

more developable land for future growth in Collin County by making use of flood plain space 

that is otherwise unusable. 

 
Sincerely, 
Debby Block 
 

Sent from my iPhone 



To whom it may concern: 

 
As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of 

Segment A over Segment B is fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150 

million more, applies criteria to support their decision inconsistently, and provides 

numerous biased, false, and inconsistent findings in their environmental study. 

Furthermore, there is objective evidence of political maneuvering, campaigning, and 

rezoning efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed 

TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn these actions as unethical and improper. 

 

The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council on 

Environmental Quality (CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021), decisions on an alignment 

must be based on what is practical and feasible from a technical and economic 

standpoint, rather than what is desirable from the standpoint of the agency (i.e, 

TxDOT). 

 
As a McKinney homeowner, I believe a bypass may be required to support growth in the 

northern corridor. However, in selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do 

harm to a significant percentage of McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant 

fiscal irresponsibility. This decision is made more egregious with the existence of a 

viable lower impact alternative. It appears irrefutable that Segment B is the better 

alternative and that there are serious flaws in the conclusions reached by TxDOT and in 

the underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS). 

 

Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants that 

cause harm to humans and a rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current 

and future impacts. If TxDOT will not mitigate these harms, then TxDOT should at the 

very least do a rigorous analysis of these harms and explicitly note the opportunities we 

forgo with the current preferred alignment. The pollution appendices are missing critical 

analyses and portions are invalid as presented. This project should not proceed until 

those egregious omissions and errors are corrected. 

 

In order to ensure resolution and the creation of the best project possible, we request 

that: 

 

● TxDOT issue a second draft of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in the 

current draft EIS. 

● Any Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) have a 90-day review period, 

with an official public comment period, and that the FEIS be unbundled from the 

Record of Decision 



 

The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A: 

 
● Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes 2 versus 5. However, segment A 

is one mile longer, has 6 new interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential 

major utility conflicts versus just two for Segment B and displaces 15 businesses 

versus zero businesses for Segment B. 

● Segment B would have less of an environmental impact. Segment A would 

encroach on twice the wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and 

streams and more acreage of forests, prairies and grasslands than Segment B. 

Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged over 150 

years. Finally, there would be no hazardous material sites impacted on Segment 

B and TXDOT has identified 2 with Segment A. 

● Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to 

the taxpayers is that the estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M 

more than Segment B. 

● Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 

Highway increasing the risk of work zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic 

patterns. Additionally, the requirement to lower the existing grade in bedrock and 

cantilever local lanes in a restricted ROW width, while preferred for the longterm, 

will significantly increase the construction time, safety risk and disruption 

compared to route B. Priority has not been given to safety and the increased risk 

of fatal accidents, including those induced by a change in grade and, not one, but 

two 90 degree turns. 

● TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned 

future residential homes. It appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of 

unidentified future residents, property investors or developers over the impact of 

existing McKinney residents. The voices of the current residents should be a 

priority over unidentified future residents. 

● TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed 

residences under construction west of Custer Road. Once again, this appears to 

accrue to the benefit of future residents or current investors, not the current 

residents of McKinney. 

● TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic 

Horsemanship property, the subject of substantial public concern”. In fact, there 

is no great “public concern” over MainGait. The facility does serve a noble 

purpose, but that purpose is nowhere near the public concern of the impact to the 

existing residents of Tucker Hill who include retired veterans, disabled residents 

(both young and old), seniors 55+ and countless children. More concerning to 



members of Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney community is that TxDOT 

calls out the impact of the ROW to the property belonging to the founder of 

MainGait. The founder of MainGait is no ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill Darling, 

a former real estate developer and home builder who stands to gain personally 

by the selection of Segment A over B. In particular, Bill Darling and/or other 

associates of the Darling company, leveraged ownership of 43 Tucker Hill lots to 

submit comments against Segment B in favor of Segment A – essentially 

impersonated residents of Tucker Hill. TxDOT’s own findings indicate that the 

continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and has stated Segment B 

“would not make the ManeGait inaccessible to persons with disabilities and 

would not violate the Americans with Disabilities Act.” Furthermore and perhaps 

most egregious is that ManeGait stated and TxDOT perpetuated the false claim 

that ManeGait provides “essential” services to protected citizens, which was a 

misrepresentation and may have swayed public opinion. 

 
In direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT still concluded Segment A was the 

preferred route option. 

 
TxDOT relied on the EIS to support their conclusion. Of critical concern to Tucker Hill 

and the greater McKinney community is what appears to be flaws in the underlying 

TxDOT analysis and interpretation of the EIS. I will attempt to detail each of my 

concerns individually. My comments however, are not meant to be a complete listing of 

the errors or omissions in the study, but simply those that this compressed timeframe 

has allowed me to identify. 

 
Noise Pollution 

The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased. The importance of this 

is underscored by the existing scientific literature showing the association between 

traffic and related noise on physical and mental health. The study evaluated only a 

single barrier south of the community. It appears the study was biased toward providing 

more data around MainGait, a facility with transient guests, then Tucker Hill, a 

community of over 380 homes with plans for over 600. Additionally, it appears that 

there has been no regard taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous veteran residents, elderly 

residents or our residents with disabilities – collectively, who likely outnumber 

MainGait’s transient guests. In fact, Tucker Hill was classified, by TxDOT, as a 

standard residential area with an acceptable NAC level of 67 and precluded from 

participating in any future noise studies. This is both incorrect and unacceptable. 

Tucker Hill is a “front porch” community and every home is designed with a front porch 

that encourages outdoor activities and interactions between neighbors. Tucker Hill 



should be reclassified as Category A to preserve the essence of the neighborhood and 

the neighborhood should be included in any future noise abatement studies. 

 
The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise on 

the community. Yet, TxDOT, while proposing to surround the neighborhood on both the 

south and east side with a highway, believes the noise impact to be acceptable. TxDOT 

has not met their burden in any way, and moving forward with flawed data will cause 

irreparable harm to the residents of Tucker Hill, especially the young, elderly and 

disabled who do not regularly leave the neighborhood. A new noise study must be 

conducted with more receptors and sound barriers across both the south and east side 

of the neighborhood must be included in any Segment A option. Finally, it appears 

untenable that TxDOT could make any conclusion about the noise impact on Tucker Hill 

without fully understanding the impact of their proposed Segment A shift on the east 

side of the neighborhood. 

 
Community Impacts 

TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park and the Tucker Hill Community 

Center in their community impact study as the only community spaces without 

identifying the population they serve. First, Tucker Hill houses a community center, two 

town squares, two community parks, a community pool, a dog park, two fire pits, an 

amphitheater and a rooftop event space in the Harvard Park commercial area. The 

community spaces can be found filled with residents on almost any sunny day. Tucker 

Hill hosts many little league practices from Prosper and McKinney in our neighborhood 

parks and is a Christmas Holiday destination for people all across the region to visit our 

lighted homes. Furthermore, the community has a long history of events supporting 

organizations like Ethan for Autism, 29 Acres and the Down Syndrome Guild of Dallas. 

TxDOT has not demonstrated that they have completed any research into the impacted 

population (including children of all ages, elderly, seniors 55+, veterans and residents 

with disabilities) of these facilities. Once again, this is an egregious omission and 

appears to show substantial bias for MainGait and other facilities that serve guests as 

opposed to residents. 

 
Aesthetic Impacts 

TxDOT has not completed the required aesthetic impact analysis for the whole project. 

 
Traffic Analysis 

TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed. TxDOT’s original traffic projection 

methodology was deemed to be incomplete and inconsistent by the Texas A&M 

Transportation Institute (TTI) in September of 2020. In March 2021, TTI noted that they 

still had not been provided traffic data for the “No Build vs Build scenarios”.  At that time 



, TTI deemed that the growth rates used in the revised study were acceptable for 

“short-term growth (from 2020 to the pivot year of 2040)”. Unfortunately, TxDOT has not 

addressed how their growth rate calculation using a linear regression could be 

acceptable if the baseline year for traffic growth is 2020. In every commercial or 

municipal environment, 2020 is seen as a data anomaly because of the impact of the 

pandemic and an unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes of any kind. 

TxDOT’s traffic analysis continues to be flawed and incomplete. 

 
Two 90 degree curves 

More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a horizontal curve, and the 

average crash rate for horizontal curves is about three times that of other types of 

highway segments 

(https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/). In 2022 the 

United States Department of Transportation released their National Roadway Safety 

Strategy, which endorsed zero fatalities as the national goal and promotes building 

safety into the design of roads. TxDOT did not compare the safety risks including injury 

and fatality based on the highway designs of alternatives A and B. Segment A (the 

current preferred alignment) has two 90 degree curves. It also does not appear that 

TxDOT considered this safety risk in their decision. 

 
As such, TxDOT must include an analysis that compares alternatives A and B on the 

probability of accidents, injury, and fatalities. In addition, TxDOT must justify why they 

would choose a more dangerous alignment and one that goes against the US 

Department of Transportation’s strategy. 

 
Community Cohesion 

TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to Tucker 

Hill with Segment A and that there appears to be existing cohesion between Whitley 

Place, Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper and Walnut Grove due to school districting 

once again is incorrect and appears to show a bias or, simply, a failure to conduct 

proper research. 

 
Segment A will effectively sever Tucker Hill on both the south and eastern sides of the 

neighborhood from McKinney. This is atypical and will leave Tucker Hill, established 

within the city limits of McKinney in 2008, as the only established subdivision completely 

blocked off from McKinney on two sides of the neighborhood. In fact, the highway will 

sever Tucker Hill from the districted school, Reeves Elementary in Auburn Hills. It will 

also impact and, possibly, imperil the plans to connect Tucker Hill to both the school and 

the hike and bike trail system already in the city’s plans. The City of McKinney has 

noted in their planning documents and as Mayor Fuller reiterated in his email to Ceason  



Clemons and TxDOT staff dated February 26th, 2023, Tucker Hill is a significant asset to 

the city. 

 
What may be most troubling, though, is TxDOT’s conclusion that somehow there is no 

cohesion impact when cutting Tucker Hill off from Reeves Elementary, but there 

appears to be an impact to the Prosper neighborhoods due to school zoning. However, 

the Walnut Grove neighborhood is not districted for Prosper ISD. The Mansions of 

Prosper neighborhood and the Luxe Prosper neighborhood are districted for different 

elementary and high schools than the Whitley Place neighborhood. In fact, Mansions of 

Prosper and Luxe Prosper share school zoning with Tucker Hill. The correct 

conclusion here should have been that given the shared school zoning between these 

neighborhoods (Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper, Tucker Hill and Auburn Hills) and 

the fact that Tucker Hill would become the only established subdivision to be severed 

from McKinney by the highway on two sides, with respect to community cohesion, 

Segment B is clearly the better alternative. 

 
Construction and Noise Pollution 

TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to construction and noise 

pollution. According to the TxDOT handbook this is incorrect and TxDOT must also 

include: 

 
“Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This section of the EA must 

identify and explain any impacts associated with construction activities. This 

includes light pollution; impacts associated with physical construction activity, 

temporary lane, road or bridge closures (including detours); and other traffic 

disruptions. Include the expected duration of any construction impacts, and 

explain any BMPs or other strategies that will be used to mitigate such 

impacts.” 

 
TxDOT must outline and detail all potential impacts during construction for both 

proposed Segments A and B and appropriately evaluate those impacts as part of the 

study. Importantly, TxDOT should provide all impacts and mitigation strategies related 

to construction prior to proceeding. Critically, with respect to Tucker Hill and the 

surrounding neighborhoods, what are the plans for egress to the neighborhood during 

construction and how will those plans impact the response time of emergency vehicles 

to points within the neighborhood? 

 
Shift Closer to Tucker Hill 

TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the 

already flawed analysis that produced a preference for Segment A creates an unfair 



burden on the residents of Tucker Hill. Once again, TxDOT appears to be showing a 

callous bias toward ‘future development’ rather than a commitment to current residents. 

It is impossible to fully understand the additional noise pollution, air pollution and other 

effects without additional study. It’s important to note that even with this new shifted 

Segment A, the cost to construct Segment B would be $100M less than Segment A. 

TxDOT’s actions are placing the residents of Tucker Hill in an untenable position and 

are knowingly causing irreparable harm to the community in favor of future 

development. I strongly object to the proposed shift of the A alignment. 

 
Air Pollution 

Air pollution is a documented public health emergency, and can affect every organ in the 

body, including cognition. Children and the elderly are disproportionately vulnerable to 

air pollution, specifically PM2.5, and more so if they live in close proximity to a highway. 

Air pollution can cause a multitude of diseases in adults, including heart disease, and 

can breach the placental barrier during pregnancy, causing miscarriages and birth 

defects. These impacts are well documented and have been noted in academic studies 

for over a decade. TxDOT should not proceed with this project until they have 

conducted a full study of existing and future air pollution on this highway, both at the 

regional scale and immediately adjacent to the highway. TxDOT must be compliant with 

EPA’s health-based National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

 

The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill neighborhood on the South 

and East sides. Winds in McKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-East 

meaning that for more days than not air pollution will be blown and settled on the 

residents of Tucker Hill. 

 
 

It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT utilized an airspeed 

of 1 MPH. The average wind speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the prevailing 

winds are from the south and south-east. It appears that additional study must be 

completed to correctly understand what the adverse effects of air pollution would be on 

the Tucker Hill population. Additionally, if Segment A is selected, monitoring devices 

must be installed to monitor air quality before, during and after construction. 

 

 
The DEIS fails to address air pollution from traffic beyond tailpipe emissions. A growing 

body of academic research cites brake wear and tire friction as primary pollutants from 

traffic. The DEIS has not addressed either of these sources of pollutants, nor does it 

address benzene or Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs). We request that TxDOT 

complete detailed analyses of each of these pollutants, and compare pollutant levels on 

380 (for each pollutant) to expected levels during and after construction Segment A. 



The DEIS notes in several places that expected proliferation of electric vehicles (EVs) 

should improve air pollution in this corridor. This is not only abdicating responsibility for 

mitigating air pollution, but a misrepresentation of electric vehicles and their 

environmental benefits. While EVs do reduce tailpipe emissions from internal 

combustion engines (ICEs), they do nothing to reduce pollution from non -tailpipe 

sources including brake dust and tire friction. Pollution from tire friction may worsen in 

EVs due to increases in vehicle weight from electric batteries. Further, Texas’ electric 

grid is far from clean, and EVs that source their energy from unclean sources are, 

therefore, unclean themselves. 

 
 

The Mobile Source Air Toxins analysis in the DEIS is lacking and includes only a 

qualitative analysis. The DEIS claims that MSAT will decrease with time because of 

improved federal standards. We argue that this is an outsourcing of responsibility to 

mitigate air pollution in the 380 corridor, and request that TxDOT complete a 

quantitative MSAT analysis and a health impact assessment for all criteria pollutants. 

 

 

 

 

 
Quality of Comments Collected 

As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in 

soliciting comments. In addition to submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill 

residents, comments were solicited via Facebook with no links to the underlying studies 

or segment alternatives. TxDOT must vet all of the comments collected during the 

scoping project fully and determine that they were legitimately provided by residents. If 

the comments were not legitimate, they should be stricken from the project record. 

 
NEPA 

Paraphrasing from The Council on Environmental Quality (2021), TxDOT is obligated to 

evaluate feasible alternatives in enough detail so that a reader can compare and 

contrast the environmental effects of the various alternatives. Of note, NEPA reasonable 

alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from the technical and economic 

standpoint, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of TxDOT. 

 
“NEPA is About People and Places” 

 
"Impacts include ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health 

impacts, whether adverse or beneficial. It is important to note that human beings are 

part of the environment (indeed, that is why Congress used the phrase “human  



environment” in NEPA), so when an EIS is prepared and economic or social and natural 

or physical environmental effects are interrelated, the EIS should discuss all of these 

effects." 

 

 
It is clear that TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst, 

unsavory. I ask that TxDOT respond to each of the issues discussed. As it stands, if 

TxDOT proceeds with their preferred Segment A they will be irreparably harming the 

residents of Tucker Hill, unfairly seizing the residents’ abi lity to enjoy their 

neighborhood, severing them from their broader community and, potentially, justifying it 

with a fatally flawed Environmental Impact Study. 

 

In conclusion, I am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed 

construction of Segment A freeway that will run in front of our front porch 

neighborhood. This freeway will cause significant disruptions to our everyday life and 

noise levels, and I urge you to reconsider this project. 

  

As you may be aware, our neighborhood is a peaceful and tranquil community where 

families and children enjoy spending time on their front porches and engaging in 

outdoor activities. However, the construction of Segment A will result in a constant 

stream of traffic passing right in front of our homes, causing an unacceptable level of 

noise pollution and making it difficult for us to enjoy our outdoor spaces. 

  

Furthermore, the increased traffic flow will create safety concerns for our residents, 

particularly for children who play in the neighborhood. It is simply unacceptable that the 

construction of this highway could put our families and children at risk. 

  

We believe that the proposed construction of Segment A is unnecessary and will have 

a significant negative impact on our community. Instead, we urge you to explore 

alternative routes that would not disrupt the peaceful and tranquil nature of our 

neighborhood. 

  

In conclusion, I urge you to reconsider the construction of Segment A and explore 

alternative options that would be less disruptive to our community. Our neighborhood 

deserves to be protected and preserved, and we trust that you will take our concerns 

into consideration. 

 

 
Regards, 

 

The Kaufmann Family  

Tucker Hill 

 

 



 
Induced Demand 

1. RMI SHIFT Calculator 

2. RMI_SHIFT (STATE HIGHWAY INDUCED FREQUENCE OF TRAVEL) 

CALCULATOR_About the methodology 

3. American Economic Review_2011_The Fundamental Law of Road Congestion: 

Evidence from US Cities 

4. California EPA Air Resources Board_2014_Policy Brief_Impact of Highway Capacity and 

Induced Travel on Passenger Vehicle Use and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

5. UC Davis_2015_Policy Brief_Increasing Highway Capacity Unlikely to Relieve Traffic 

Congestion 

 

 
Case Studies & TxDOT Publications 

1. Air Alliance Houston_2019_Health Impact Assessment of the North Houston Highway 

Improvement Project 

2. Air Alliance Houston_2022_Why are we still building highways? 

3. TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS 

4. TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS Appendix P Air Quality 

5. TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS Appendix V Greenhouse Gas and Climate Change 

6. Thomson Reuters Foundation_2022_In 'world's most polluted city', Indian workers 

unaware of toxic air 

7. Reuters_2021_Pollution likely to cut 9 years of life expectancy of 40% of Indians 

8. The Guardian_2022_‘It’s just more and more lanes’ the Texan revolt against giant new 

highways 



9. The New York Times_2022_Can Portland Be a Climate Leader Without Reducing 

Driving? 

10. TxDOT_2023_TxDOT Statewide On-Road Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis and 

Climate Change Assessment Update Summer 2023 

11. TxDOT_2018_Technical Report_Statewide On-Road Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Analysis and Climate Change Assessment 

 

 
Tailpipe Emissions vs. Tire Friction Pollution 

1. The Guardian_2022_Car Tyres Produce Vastly More Particle Pollution Than Exhausts, 

Tests Show 

2. Jalopnik_2022_Emissions from Tire Wear Are a Whole Lot Worse Than We Thought 

 

 
Congestion vs. Idling Emissions 

1. City Observatory_2017_Urban Myth Busting: Congestion, Idling, and Carbon Emissions 

2. Transportation Research_2012_Congestion and emissions mitigation: A comparison of 

capacity, demand, and vehicle based strategies 

 

 
Policy vs. Behavior Changes 

1. Transportation Research Interdisciplinary Perspectives_2023_Driven by head or heart? 

Testing the effect of rational and emotional anti-speeding messages on self-reported 

speeding intentions 

 

 
Effects on Human Health 

1. The Guardian_2019_Revealed: air pollution may be damaging ‘every organ in the body’ 

2. Chest_2019_Air Pollution and Noncommunicable Diseases 

3. PNAS_2018_Global estimates of mortality associated with long-term exposure to 

outdoor fine particulate matter 

4. Environmental Pollution_2008_Human health effects of air pollution 

5. Environmental Health Perspectives_2007_Short-Term Effects of Carbon Monoxide on 

Mortality: An Analysis within the APHEA Project 

6. Respiratory Medicine_2015_Allergy and asthma: Effects of the exposure to particulate 

matter and biological allergens 

7. American Journal of Physiology_2008_Particulate matter exposure induces persistent 

lung inflammation and endothelial dysfunction 

8. Environmental Health Perspectives_2016_Prenatal Air Pollution Exposures, DNA Methyl 

Transferase Genotypes, and Associations with Newborn LINE1 and Alu Methylation and 

Childhood Blood Pressure and Carotid Intima-Media Thickness in the Children’s Health 

Study 

9. Environmental Health Perspectives_2010_Childhood Incident Asthma and 

Traffic-Related Air Pollution at Home and School 



10. Environmental Pollution_2017_Maternal exposure to air pollutants during the first 

trimester and foetal growth in Japanese term infants 

11. Environmental Health Perspectives_2009_Association between Local Traffic-Generated 

Air Pollution and Preeclampsia and Preterm Delivery in the South Coast Air Basin of  

California 

12. Obesity_2016_Residential proximity to major roadways, fine particulate matter, and 

adiposity: The framingham heart study 

13. Environmental Health Perspectives_2006_Separate and Unequal: Residential 

Segregation and Estimated Cancer Risks Associated with Ambient Air Toxics in U.S. 

Metropolitan Areas 

14. The Guardian_2019_Air pollution deaths are double previous estimates, finds research 

15. European Heart Journal_2019_Cardiovascular disease burden from ambient air pollution 

in Europe reassessed using novel hazard ratio functions 

16. The Guardian_2019_Air pollution 'as bad as smoking in increasing risk of miscarriage' 

17. Fertility and Sterility_2019_Acute effects of air pollutants on spontaneous pregnancy 

loss: a case-crossover study 

18. Fertility and Sterility_2018_Ambient air pollution and the risk of pregnancy loss: a 

prospective cohort study 

19. The Guardian_2018_Air pollution particles found in mothers' placentas 

20. The Guardian_2018_Air pollution causes ‘huge’ reduction in intelligence, study reveals 

21. PNAS_2018_The impact of exposure to air pollution on cognitive performance 

22. The Guardian_2017_Air pollution harm to unborn babies may be global health 

catastrophe, warn doctors 

23. BMJ_2017_Impact of London's road traffic air and noise pollution on birth weight: 

retrospective population based cohort study 

24. The Guardian_2017_Global pollution kills 9m a year and threatens 'survival of human 

societies' 

25. The Guardian_2018_Diesel pollution stunts children’s lung growth, major study shows 

26. The Lancet_2019_Impact of London's low emission zone on air quality and children's 

respiratory health: a sequential annual cross-sectional study 

27. The Guardian_2017_How conniving carmakers caused the diesel air pollution crisis 

28. The Guardian_2018_Childhood obesity linked to air pollution from vehicles 

29. Environmental Health_2018_Longitudinal associations of in utero and early life 

near-roadway air pollution with trajectories of childhood body mass index 

30. Preventive Medicine_2010_Automobile traffic around the home and attained body mass 

index: a longitudinal cohort study of children aged 10-18 years 

31. The Guardian_2016_Air pollution linked to increased mental illness in children 

32. BMJ_2016_Association between neighbourhood air pollution concentrations and 

dispensed medication for psychiatric disorders in a large longitudinal cohort of Swedish 

children and adolescents 

33. The Guardian_2018_Air pollution: everything you should know about a public health 

emergency 

34. The Guardian_2017_Electric cars are not the answer to air pollution, says top UK 

adviser 



35. The New York Times_2022_Enough About Climate Change. Air Pollution Is Killing Us 

Now. 

36. Air Alliance Houston_No Safe Level of Transportation Emissions 

37. Elsevier_2017_Increased air pollution cuts victims' lifespan by a decade, costing billions 

38. Harvard_2016_Air pollution below EPA standards linked with higher death rates 

39. Environmental Health Perspectives_2016_Low-Concentration PM2.5 and Mortality: 

Estimating Acute and Chronic Effects in a Population-Based Study 

40. Texas Pedestrian Safety Coalition_2023_Exploring Transportation-Related Air Quality 

Impacts on Pedestrians in Disadvantaged Communities_Video 

41. Texas Pedestrian Safety Coalition_2023_Exploring Transportation-Related Air Quality 

Impacts on Pedestrians in Disadvantaged Communities_Slides 

42. Texas Pedestrian Safety Coalition_2023_Exploring Transportation-Related Air Quality 

Impacts on Pedestrians in Disadvantaged Communities_HBW Notes.docx 

43. University of British Columbia_2023_Traffic pollution impairs brain function 

44. Environmental Health_2023_Brief diesel exhaust exposure acutely impairs functional 

brain connectivity in humans: a randomized controlled crossover study 

45. Dezeen_2023_MIT study finds huge carbon cost to self-driving cars 

46. Journal of the American Heart Association_2022_Pandemic‐Related Pollution Decline 

and ST‐Segment‒Elevation Myocardial Infarctions 

47. American Lung Association_2022_Living Near Highways and Air Pollution 

48. Environmental Health Perspectives_2011_Traffic-related air pollution and cognitive 

function in a cohort of older men 

49. The Lancet_2017_Living near major roads and the incidence of dementia, Parkinson's 

disease, and multiple sclerosis: a population-based cohort study 

50. Environmental Health Perspectives_2008_Association between traffic-related black 

carbon exposure and lung function among urban women 

51. The New England Journal of Medicine_2004_Exposure to Traffic and the Onset of 

Myocardial Infarction 

52. The Lancet_2002_Association between mortality and indicators of traffic-related air 

pollution in the Netherlands: a cohort study 

53. American Journal of Respiratory and Critical Care Medicine_2010_Chronic Obstructive 

Pulmonary Disease and Long-Term Exposure to Traffic-related Air Pollution_A Cohort 

Study 

54. The Urban Institute_2022_The Polluted Life Near the Highway 

 

 
Expert Publications & Guidelines 

1. Planetizen_2022_The Urgent Need for Climate Action Includes Land Use Reforms, 

IPCC Report Says 

2. IPCC_2022_Chapter 8 Transport 

3. WHO_2021_Global Air Quality Guidelines 

4. USPIRG_2021_Transform Transportation_Strategies For A Healthier Future 

5. The World Bank and IHME_2016_The Cost of Air Pollution 

6. Transportation for America_Driving Down Emissions 



 

 
Induced Demand 

1. Journal of Transport Economics and Policy 2002 Induced Travel Demand and Induced 

Road Investment: A Simultaneous Equation Analysis 

 
Tailpipe Emissions vs. Tire Friction Pollution/ Brake Dust Pollution/ Electric Vehicle Pollution 

1. Int J Environ Res Public Health 2017 Wear and Tear of Tyres: A Stealthy Source of 

Microplastics in the Environment 

2. Report EUR 2014 Non-exhaust traffic related emissions. Brake and tyre wear PM 

3. Atmospheric Environment 2011 Investigation on the potential generation of ultrafine 

particles from the tire–road interface 

4. Journal of Environmental Protection 2013 Dust Resulting from Tire Wear and the Risk of 

Health Hazards 

5. Environmental Science & Technology 2004 Tire-Wear Particles as a Source of Zinc to 

the Environment 

6. Environmental Science and Pollution Research 2015 Brake wear particle emissions: a 

review 

7. Science of the Total Environment 2008 Sources and properties of non-exhaust 

particulate matter from road traffic: A review 

8. Science of the Total Environment 2020 Tyre and road wear particles (TRWP) - A review 

of generation, properties, emissions, human health risk, ecotoxicity, and fate in the 

environment 

9. Science of the Total Environment 2022 Tire wear particle emissions: Measurement data 

where are you? 

10. Science of the Total Environment 2022 Effect of treadwear grade on the generation of 

tire PM emissions in laboratory and real-world driving conditions 

11. Emission Control Science and Technology 2021 Development of Tire-Wear Particle 

Emission Measurements for Passenger Vehicles 

12. Wear 2018 Investigation of ultra fine particulate matter emission of rubber tires 

13. Bloomberg 2022 New Tech Aims to Capture Electric Vehicle Tire Emissions 

14. Arizona Department of Transportation 2006 Tire Wear Emissions for Asphalt Rubber and 

Portland Cement Concrete Pavement Surfaces 

15. The Conversation 2020 Air pollution from brake dust may be as harmful as diesel 

exhaust on immune cells – new study 

16. UK Research and Innovation 2020 Brake dust air pollution may have same harmful 

effects on immune cells as diesel exhaust 

17. U.S. Department of Energy Alternative Fuels Data Center Emissions from Electric 

Vehicles 

18. U.S. Department of Energy Argonne Laboratory 2009 Well-to-Wheels Energy Use and 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis of Plug-in Hybrid Electric Vehicles 



19. National Renewable Energy Laboratory 2016 Emissions Associated with Electric Vehicle 

Charging: Impact of Electricity Generation Mix, Charging Infrastructure Availability, and 

Vehicle Type 

20. US News 2020 Brake Dust Another Driver of Air Pollution 

21. The New York Times 2021 How Green Are Electric Vehicles? 

22. Scientific American 2016 Electric Cars Are Not Necessarily Clean 

23. The Guardian 2016 Why electric cars are only as clean as their power supply 

24. Biofriendly Planet 2022 Electric Vehicles and Their Impact on the Environment 

25. California Air Resources Board 2022 California moves to accelerate to 100% new 

zero-emission vehicle sales by 2035 

26. CNN 2022 Car tires are disastrous for the environment. This startup wants to be a 

driving force in fixing the problem. 

 
VOCs/ PM2.5/ Greenhouse Gases 

1. World Health Organization 2019 Exposure to benzene: a major public health concern 

2. American Lung Association 2022 Volatile Organic Compounds 

3. National Cancer Institute 2022 Benzene 

4. Environmental Research 2020 Characteristics of volatile organic compounds from 

vehicle emissions through on-road test in Wuhan, China. 

5. Aerosol and Air Quality Research 2018 Emission Characteristics of VOCs from On-Road 

Vehicles in an Urban Tunnel in Eastern China and Predictions for 2017–2026 

6. Atmospheric Environment 2017 Characteristics of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) 

from the evaporative emissions of modern passenger cars 

7. Atmospheric Environment 2012 Volatile organic compounds from the exhaust of 

light-duty diesel vehicles 

8. Analytical Sciences 2012 Measurement of volatile organic compounds in vehicle exhaust 

using single-photon ionization time-of-flight mass spectrometry 

9. PubMed 2001 Exposure to volatile organic compounds for individuals with occupations 

associated with potential exposure to motor vehicle exhaust and/or gasoline vapor 

emissions 

10. Environmental Research 1999 Assessment of benzene and toluene emissions from 

automobile exhaust in Bangkok 

11. Atmospheric Environment 1967 Benzene, toluene and xylene concentrations in car 

exhausts and in city air 

12. Environmental Science and Technology 1992 On-line measurement of benzene and 

toluene in dilute vehicle exhaust by mass spectrometry 

13. Iowa State University 2015 Quantification of benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene and 

o-xylene in internal combustion engine exhaust with time-weighted average solid phase 

microextraction and gas chromatography mass spectrometry 

14. Journal of Exposure Science & Environmental Epidemiology 2003 Measurement of 

volatile organic compounds inside automobiles 

15. Chronic Diseases and Translational Medicine 2018 Fine particulate matter (PM2.5): The 

culprit for chronic lung diseases in China. 

16. Journal of Thoracic Disease 2016 The impact of PM2.5 on the human respiratory system 



17. US EPA 2022 Health and Environmental Effects of Particulate Matter (PM) 

18. Harvard School of Public Health 2011 Greenhouse gases pose threat to public health 

19. CDC 2022 Climate Effects on Health. 

20. NAQTS, Emissions Analytics, Lancaster University 2018 Vehicle Interior Air Quality: 

Volatile Organic Compounds 

 
Congestion vs. Idling Emissions (Traffic Emissions) 

1. Transportation Research Record Comparison of Vehicular Emissions in Free-Flow and 

Congestion Using MOBILE4 and Highway Performance Monitoring System 

2. Atmospheric Environment 2011 Vehicle emissions in congestion: Comparison of work 

zone, rush hour and free-flow conditions 

3. Institute for Transport and Economics 2007 How Much does Traffic Congestion Increase 

Fuel Consumption and Emissions? Applying a Fuel Consumption Model to the NGSIM 

Trajectory Data 

4. Science of The Total Environment 2013 Air pollution and health risks due to vehicle 

traffic 
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Resources 

1. TxDOT 2022 DEIS 



From: Debora Kaufmann 

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 9:38 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US 380 Segment A Comments 

Attachments: 380 Segment A Comments .pdf 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Good evening,   

 

Please see attached our family's opposition to segment A.  

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

Debora S. Kaufmann 

MBA, Finance and Global Business 

cell: 818-568-0738 
Email:

 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, February 22, 2023 1:35 PM
To: Debra Campbell 
Subject: RE: Tucker Hill and 380
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 
 

From: Debra Campbell 
Sent: Tuesday, February 21, 2023 8:21 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: Tucker Hill and 380
 
This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

My name is Debra Campbell and I live at 2101 State Blvd in McKinney (Tucker Hill)
  214-842-1683

 
I am not employed by TXDOT or do Business with TXDOT.  
I will not benefit monetarily from the project or other item about which I am commenting.
(It's a shame that other cities, builders etc can't say the same thing.  Mane Gait could have lots
of options for moving their facility IF the traffic even affected their horses.)
 

US 380 from Coit Road to FM 1827, Collin County, Texas 

NO TO A.  B costs a lot less money and would be least disruptive to traffic in
McKinney.  I thought it was interesting that there will be 3 lanes going into
McKinney and 5 lanes going into Prosper.  Prosper is who will benefit the most
from this bypass because of their tremendous growth but they are not willing
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to negotiate for a solution.   

We should complete the outer loop for Collin County and then reacess what
would be best for 380. 

Make improvements to 380, not this bypass.  It makes no sense 

Tucker Hill worked tirelessly with honesty and integrity seeking viable solutions
and advocating for a route that was least impactful overall. 

The dishonest antics of others (Prosper) paid off for them by encouraging
everybody they knew to write in to say NO to B.  My cousin who worked in by
Highland Park ISD said there were petitions and examples of letters being sent
around for everyone to sign.  These questions should be answered by people
who will be affected by the bypass not individuals for other counties. 

I was told there was an individual who send in a No to B using all the empty lot
addresses.   

Prosper declaring in November they were putting in a cemetery along Route B
so that wouldn’t be acceptable. 

I’ve been told deals were made to vote for the airport and they would let Route
A go thru without resistance.  What a bunch of unethical people who got their
way. 

It is not right for this bypass to affect Tucker Hill  on two sides while other Cities
want the Bypass as long as they don’t have to give up anything.  So Unfair. 
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From: Debra Campbell 

Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2023 11:02 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: 380 bypass

This email originated from outside of the organiza�on. Do not click links or open a�achments unless you recognize the 

sender and know the content is safe. 

 

 As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s recommenda�on of Segment A over Segment B is fiscally 

irresponsible to the taxpayers cos�ng over $150 million more, applies criteria to support their decision inconsistently, 

and provides numerous biased, false, and inconsistent findings in their environmental study. 

Furthermore, there is objec�ve evidence of poli�cal maneuvering, campaigning, and rezoning efforts by the City of 

Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed TxDOT’s posi�on, and I publicly condemn these ac�ons as unethical.  

Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do harm to a significant percentage of McKinney residents and will 

demonstrate significant fiscal irresponsibility. This decision is made more egregious with the existence of a viable lower 

impact.  This does not make sense. 

Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants that cause harm to humans and a 

rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current and future.  The pollu�on appendices are missing cri�cal 

analyses and por�ons are invalid as presented. This project should not proceed un�l those egregious omissions and 

errors are corrected. 

Tucker Hill is a very unique front porch community.  We spend a lot of �me on our porches and walking the 

neighborhood. 

I am in my 70’s and have had numerous  health problems including cancer. 

Can u guarantee that 380 will Not be detrimental to my health and well being a;er construc�on and during construc�on 

due to the excessive noise and environmental pollu�on?  Have you researched the correla�on between noise and mental 

and physical health?  This can be very stressful and detrimental to everyone’s health and well being. 

I’m also concerned about emergency vehicle access to Tucker Hill.  Can you guarantee that Stonebridge will be 

completed before any construc�on on 380 Is started in front of Tucker Hill? 

Why can’t the outer loop be used as a solu�on? 

Wouldn’t it make more sense to connect to NDT and 35??? 

I’d the 380 segment A is selected and all the studies regarding our health are completed you must promise a depressed 

380 in front of Tucker hill with large sound barriers.  I can’t even imagine how loud the noise will be.  Why are we the 

only neighborhood that will be affected on 2 sides by 380 Bypass and flood plains on the north side with no way to exit 

the neighborhood I’m the rear. 

Thanks in advance for your considera�on to all my ques�ons. 

Debra Campbell. 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Debra Flowers

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 6:06 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Debra Flowers 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Debra Jordan 

Sent: Sunday, March 26, 2023 8:28 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: debra kerner 

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 11:46 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

debra 









From: D B  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 8:50 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to US 380 Bypass Segment A!!!! 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX. for over 26 years, I STRONGLY OPPOSE the construction of 

Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an 

existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 

fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents 

and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement SEGMENT B as the 

preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Thank you for your careful consideration for this bypass. 

 

 

����Denise Bouhasin ���� 

Round Hill Rd.  McKinney TX 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Monday, January 23, 2023 8:47 AM
To: Denise VanderHeiden
Subject: RE: US 380 from Coit Road to FM 1827 DEIS and Public Hearing Comment
 
Your comments will be added to public hearing summary.
 

From: Denise VanderHeiden
Sent: Friday, January 20, 2023 4:45 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: US 380 from Coit Road to FM 1827 DEIS and Public Hearing Comment
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Why would DOT choose to disrupt hundreds if not thousands of homeowners and put a route close
to Stonebridge Ranch and Tucker Hill when they could go up Custer Road? Is it because the Mane
Event horse people have so much money and have such good PR? This is ridiculous and stinks of
political payoff.
 
I think DOT should look at areas of less impact on current residents. Mane Event can stay where they
are if the route goes up Custer Road (it has been proved that it would not affect the horses) and, if
they don't like it, they can relocate! Many of the homeowners that will be affected do not have the
same resources that Mane Event has. Sadly, that is probably why we will end up dealing with the
horrible effects of having a huge freeway cutting through our neighborhoods where many houses
and families live. 
 
I hope that DOT will reconsider and put this bypass in an area that won't affect so many families that
have no choice but to stay in their homes in this terrible real estate market that we find ourselves in
with the high interest rates making it another impediment to moving. I have lived here for 13 years
and am very close to highway 380, same as hundreds of other households that would be affected by
this. We do not have the option of moving. It is unconscionable that DOT would do this to this many
homeowners as opposed to displaced a horse therapy operation.
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From: Denise VanderHeiden 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 6:50 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 



From: Dennis Burkett  

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 3:21 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Re: US 380 from Coit Road to FM 1827 Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement & Notice of Public Hearing 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Good afternoon Stephen,  

 

Again, thanks for your dedication to these projects!  I’m sure you’ll be glad when this one is finalized & 

you guys are able to start the process for construction. 

 

I would like to suggest that because of the on-going current construction of Ridge Road north of US 380 

(bridge over the creek, etc.) that the choice to go east of 

Tucker Hill will be much more expensive than previously estimated.  This project (which is currently well 

underway) is significant (a divided 4-lane roadway).  I would 

anticipate that it’s completion will require additional re-drawing of the 380 project.  Thus I would again 

suggest that the route which goes west of Tucker Hill & west of 

Custer Road would be a better choice.  (I realize that ManeGait’s 14 acres is a political issue, but surely 

their relocation would not be as expensive as some might  

suggest.  Additionally I understand that the Darling family has some experience in acquiring & 

developing land when they were previously involved in subdivision 

development.) 

 

Thanks for accepting feedback from area residents! 

 

Dennis Burkett 

 

 

 

 

On Jan 13, 2023, at 11:49 AM, Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> wrote: 

 





From: McKee, Dennis (D.)

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 7:12 PM 

To: Stephen Endres; Ceason Clemens 

Cc: Dennis Mckee  

Subject: US 380 expansion Option A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

To whom it may concern: 

  

This letter contains questions to which I seek answers and expresses how this project will personally 

impact my and my wife’s quality of life. 

  

As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of Segment A over 

Segment B is fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150 million more, applies criteria to 

support their decision inconsistently, and provides numerous biased, false, and inconsistent findings in 

their environmental study. 

  

Furthermore, there is objective evidence of political maneuvering, campaigning, and rezoning efforts by 

the City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn 

these actions as unethical and improper. 

  

The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council on Environmental 

Quality (CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021), decisions on an alignment must be based on what is practical 

and feasible from a technical and economic standpoint, rather than what is desirable from the 

standpoint of the agency (i.e, TxDOT). 

  

As a McKinney homeowner, I believe a bypass may be required to support growth in the northern 

corridor. However, in selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do harm to a significant 

percentage of McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant fiscal irresponsibility. This decision is 

made more egregious with the existence of a viable lower impact alternative. It appears irrefutable that 

Segment B is the better alternative and that there are serious flaws in the conclusions reached by TxDOT 

and in the underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS). 

  

Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants that cause harm to 

humans and a rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current and future impacts. If TxDOT 

will not mitigate these harms, then TxDOT should at the very least do a rigorous analysis of these harms 

and explicitly note the opportunities we forgo with the current preferred alignment. The pollution 

appendices are missing critical analyses and portions are invalid as presented. This project should not 

proceed until those egregious omissions and errors are corrected. 

  

In order to ensure resolution and the creation of the best project possible, we request that: 

  

● TxDOT issue a second draft of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in the current draft EIS. 



● Any Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) have a 90-day review period, with an official public 

comment period, and that the FEIS be unbundled from the Record of Decision 

  

The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A: 

  

● Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes; 2 versus 5. However, segment A is one mile longer, has 

6 new interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential major utility conflicts versus just two for Segment 

B and displaces 15 businesses versus zero businesses for Segment B. 

● Segment B would have less of an environmental impact. Segment A would encroach on twice the 

wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and streams and more acreage of forests, prairies 

and grasslands than Segment B. Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged 

over 150 years. Finally, there would be no hazardous material sites impacted on Segment B and TXDOT 

has identified 2 with Segment A. 

● Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to the taxpayers is that the 

estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M more than Segment B. 

● Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 Highway increasing the risk 

of work zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic patterns. Additionally, the requirement to lower 

the existing grade in bedrock and cantilever local lanes in a restricted ROW width, while preferred for 

the longterm, will significantly increase the construction time, safety risk and disruption compared to 

route B. Priority has not been given to safety and the increased risk of fatal accidents, including those 

induced by a change in grade and, not one, but two 90 degree turns.  This would create a traffic choke 

point directly in front of our neighborhood. 

● TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned future residential 

homes. It appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of unidentified future residents, property 

investors or developers over the impact of existing McKinney residents. The voices of the current 

residents should be a priority over unidentified future residents. 

● TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under 

construction west of Custer Road. Once again, this appears to accrue to the benefit of future residents 

or current investors, not the current residents of McKinney. 

● TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, 

the subject of substantial public concern”. In fact, there is no great “public concern” over MainGait. The 

facility does serve a noble purpose, but that purpose is nowhere near the public concern of the impact 

to the existing residents of Tucker Hill who include retired veterans, disabled residents (both young and 

old), seniors 55+ and countless children. More concerning to 

members of Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney community is that TxDOT calls out the impact of 

the ROW to the property belonging to the founder of MainGait. The founder of MainGait is no ordinary 

philanthropist, but, Bill Darling, a former real estate developer and home builder who stands to gain 

personally by the selection of Segment A over B. In particular, Bill Darling and/or other associates of the 

Darling company, leveraged ownership of 43 Tucker Hill lots to submit comments against Segment B in 

favor of Segment A – essentially impersonated residents of Tucker Hill. TxDOT’s own findings indicate 

that the continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and has stated Segment B “would not make 

the ManeGait inaccessible to persons with disabilities and would not violate the Americans with 

Disabilities Act.” Furthermore and perhaps most egregious is that ManeGait stated and TxDOT 

perpetuated the false claim that ManeGait provides “essential” services to protected citizens, which was 

a misrepresentation and may have swayed public opinion. In direct conflict with their own findings, 

TxDOT still concluded Segment A was the preferred route option. 

  



TxDOT relied on the EIS to support their conclusion. Of critical concern to Tucker Hill and the greater 

McKinney community is what appears to be flaws in the underlying TxDOT analysis and interpretation of 

the EIS. I will attempt to detail each of my concerns individually. My comments however, are not meant 

to be a complete listing of the errors or omissions in the study, but simply those that this compressed 

timeframe has allowed me to identify. 

  

Noise Pollution 

  

The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased. The importance of this is underscored by 

the existing scientific literature showing the association between traffic and related noise on physical 

and mental health. The study evaluated only a single barrier south of the community. It appears the 

study was biased toward providing more data around MainGait, a facility with transient guests, then 

Tucker Hill, a community of over 380 homes with plans for over 600. Additionally, it appears that there 

has been no regard taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous veteran residents, elderly residents or our residents 

with disabilities – collectively, who likely outnumber MainGait’s transient guests. In fact, Tucker Hill was 

classified, by TxDOT, as a standard residential area with an acceptable NAC level of 67 and precluded 

from participating in any future noise studies. This is both incorrect and unacceptable.  Tucker Hill is a 

“front porch” community and every home is designed with a front porch that encourages outdoor 

activities and interactions between neighbors. Tucker Hill should be reclassified as Category A to 

preserve the essence of the neighborhood and the neighborhood should be included in any future noise 

abatement studies. 

  

The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise on the community. 

Yet, TxDOT, while proposing to surround the neighborhood on both the south and east side with a 

highway, believes the noise impact to be acceptable. TxDOT has not met their burden in any way, and 

moving forward with flawed data will cause irreparable harm to the residents of Tucker Hill, especially 

the young, elderly and disabled who do not regularly leave the neighborhood. A new noise study must 

be conducted with more receptors and sound barriers across both the south and east side of the 

neighborhood must be included in any Segment A consideration. Finally, it appears untenable that 

TxDOT could make any conclusion about the noise impact on Tucker Hill without fully understanding the 

impact of their recently proposed Segment A shift on the east side of the neighborhood. 

  

Community Impacts 

  

TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park and the Tucker Hill Community Center in their 

community impact study as the only community spaces without identifying the population they serve. 

First, Tucker Hill houses a community center, two town squares, two community parks, a community 

pool, a dog park, two fire pits, an amphitheater and a rooftop event space in the Harvard Park 

commercial area. The community spaces can be found filled with residents on almost any sunny day. 

Tucker Hill hosts many little league practices from Prosper and McKinney in our neighborhood parks and 

is a Christmas Holiday destination for people all across the region to visit our lighted homes. 

Furthermore, the community has a long history of events supporting organizations like Ethan for Autism, 

29 Acres and the Down Syndrome Guild of Dallas. TxDOT has not demonstrated that they have 

completed any research into the impacted population (including children of all ages, elderly, seniors 

55+, veterans and residents with disabilities) of these facilities. Once again, this is an egregious omission 

and appears to show substantial bias for MainGait and other facilities that serve guests as opposed to 

residents.  We moved to Tucker Hill for the ability to live a life of quiet enjoyment of such beautiful 



outdoor spaces.  We worked all our lives to be able to live here.  For TXDOT to take that away from us is 

unconscionable. 

  

Aesthetic Impacts 

  

TxDOT has not completed the required aesthetic impact analysis for the whole project. 

  

Traffic Analysis 

  

TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed. TxDOT’s original traffic projection methodology was deemed to 

be incomplete and inconsistent by the Texas A&M Transportation Institute (TTI) in September of 2020. 

In March 2021, TTI noted that they still had not been provided traffic data for the “No Build vs Build 

scenarios”.  At that time, TTI deemed that the growth rates used in the revised study were acceptable 

for “short-term growth (from 2020 to the pivot year of 2040)”. Unfortunately, TxDOT has not addressed 

how their growth rate calculation using a linear regression could be acceptable if the baseline year for 

traffic growth is 2020. In every commercial or municipal environment, 2020 is seen as a data anomaly 

because of the impact of the pandemic and an unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes of any 

kind.  TxDOT’s traffic analysis continues to be flawed and incomplete. 

  

Two 90 degree curves 

  

More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a horizontal curve, and the average crash rate 

for horizontal curves is about three times that of other types of highway segments 

(https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/). In 2022 the United States 

Department of Transportation released their National Roadway Safety Strategy, which endorsed zero 

fatalities as the national goal and promotes building safety into the design of roads. TxDOT did not 

compare the safety risks including injury and fatality based on the highway designs of alternatives A and 

B. Segment A (the current preferred alignment) has two 90 degree curves. It also does not appear 

that TxDOT considered this safety risk in their decision. 

  

As such, TxDOT must include an analysis that compares alternatives A and B on the probability of 

accidents, injury, and fatalities. In addition, TxDOT must justify why they would choose a more 

dangerous alignment and one that goes against the US Department of Transportation’s strategy. 

  

Community Cohesion 

  

TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to Tucker Hill with Segment A 

and that there appears to be existing cohesion between Whitley Place, Mansions of Prosper, Luxe 

Prosper and Walnut Grove due to school districting once again is incorrect and appears to show a bias 

or, simply, a failure to conduct proper research. 

  

Segment A will effectively sever Tucker Hill on both the south and eastern sides of the neighborhood 

from McKinney. This is atypical and will leave Tucker Hill, established within the city limits of McKinney 

in 2008, as the only established subdivision completely blocked off from McKinney on two sides of the 

neighborhood. In fact, the highway will sever Tucker Hill from the districted school, Reeves Elementary 

in Auburn Hills. It will also impact and, possibly, imperil the plans to connect Tucker Hill to both the 

school and the hike and bike trail system already in the city’s plans. The City of McKinney has noted in 



their planning documents and as Mayor Fuller reiterated in his email to Ceason Clemons and TxDOT staff 

dated February 26th, 2023, Tucker Hill is a significant asset to the city. 

  

What may be most troubling, though, is TxDOT’s conclusion that somehow there is no cohesion impact 

when cutting Tucker Hill off from Reeves Elementary, but there appears to be an impact to the Prosper 

neighborhoods due to school zoning. However, the Walnut Grove neighborhood is not districted for 

Prosper ISD. The Mansions of Prosper neighborhood and the Luxe Prosper neighborhood are districted 

for different elementary and high schools than the Whitley Place neighborhood. In fact, Mansions of 

Prosper and Luxe Prosper share school zoning with Tucker Hill. The correct conclusion here should have 

been that given the shared school zoning between these neighborhoods (Mansions of Prosper, Luxe 

Prosper, Tucker Hill and Auburn Hills) and the fact that Tucker Hill would become the only established 

subdivision to be severed from McKinney by the highway on two sides, with respect to community 

cohesion, Segment B is clearly the better alternative. 

  

Construction and Noise Pollution 

  

TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to construction and noise pollution. According to 

the TxDOT handbook this is incorrect and TxDOT must also include: 

  

“Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This section of the EA must identify and explain any 

impacts associated with construction activities. This includes light pollution; impacts associated with 

physical construction activity, temporary lane, road or bridge closures (including detours); and other 

traffic disruptions. Include the expected duration of any construction impacts, and explain any BMPs or 

other strategies that will be used to mitigate such impacts.” 

  

TXDOT must outline and detail all potential impacts during construction for both proposed Segments A 

and B and appropriately evaluate those impacts as part of the study. Importantly, TXDOT should provide 

all impacts and mitigation strategies related to construction prior to proceeding. Critically, with respect 

to Tucker Hill and the surrounding neighborhoods, what are the plans for egress to the neighborhood 

during construction and how will those plans impact the response time of emergency vehicles to points 

within the neighborhood?  We are in our 60s and suffer from long term illnesses that can be life 

threatening.  My husband is a diabetic and I have severe asthma and allergies, which would be further 

aggravated by the increased air pollution should Segment A move forward.  How can we be sure 

emergency teams could reach us given the single entry point and likely choke points for traffic directly in 

front of our neighborhood? 

  

Shift Closer to Tucker Hill 

  

TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the already flawed 

analysis that produced a preference for Segment A creates an unfair burden on the residents of Tucker 

Hill. Once again, TxDOT appears to be showing a callous bias toward ‘future development’ rather than a 

commitment to current residents. It is impossible to fully understand the additional noise pollution, air 

pollution and other effects without additional study. It’s important to note that even with this new 

shifted Segment A, the cost to construct Segment B would be $100M less than Segment A. TxDOT’s 

actions are placing the residents of Tucker Hill in an untenable position and are knowingly causing 

irreparable harm to us personally and to the community in favor of future development. I strongly 

object to the proposed shift of the A alignment. 

  



Air Pollution 

  

Air pollution is a documented public health emergency, and can affect every organ in the body, including 

cognition. Children and the elderly are disproportionately vulnerable to air pollution, specifically PM2.5, 

and more so if they live in close proximity to a highway. Air pollution can cause a multitude of diseases 

in adults, including heart disease, and can breach the placental barrier during pregnancy, causing 

miscarriages and birth defects. These impacts are well documented and have been noted in academic 

studies for over a decade. TxDOT should not proceed with this project until they have conducted a full 

study of existing and future air pollution on this highway, both at the regional scale and immediately 

adjacent to the highway. TxDOT must be compliant with EPA’s health-based National Ambient Air 

Quality Standards. 

  

The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill neighborhood on the South and East sides. 

Winds in McKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-East meaning that for more days 

than not air pollution will be blown and settled on the residents of Tucker Hill. 

  

It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT utilized an airspeed of 1 MPH. The 

average wind speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the prevailing winds are from the south and 

south-east. It appears that additional study must be completed to correctly understand what the 

adverse effects of air pollution would be on the Tucker Hill population. Additionally, if Segment A is 

selected, monitoring devices must be installed to monitor air quality before, during and after 

construction.  But let me ask you this; would you want to live in this neighborhood if Segment A moves 

forward?  Would you want to have that kind of a health risk in your own home? 

  

The DEIS fails to address air pollution from traffic beyond tailpipe emissions. A growing body of 

academic research cites brake wear and tire friction as primary pollutants from traffic. The DEIS has not 

addressed either of these sources of pollutants, nor does it address benzene or Volatile Organic 

Compounds (VOCs). We request that TxDOT complete detailed analyses of each of these pollutants, and 

compare pollutant levels on 380 (for each pollutant) to expected levels during and after construction 

Segment A. 

  

The DEIS notes in several places that expected proliferation of electric vehicles (EVs) should improve air 

pollution in this corridor. This is not only abdicating responsibility for mitigating air pollution, but a 

misrepresentation of electric vehicles and their environmental benefits. While EVs do reduce tailpipe 

emissions from internal combustion engines (ICEs), they do nothing to reduce pollution from non-

tailpipe sources including brake dust and tire friction. Pollution from tire friction may worsen in EVs due 

to increases in vehicle weight from electric batteries. Further, Texas’ electric grid is far from clean, and 

EVs that source their energy from unclean sources are, therefore, unclean themselves.  My husband 

works in the experimental motors division of Ford motor company.  He is well aware that EVs are a very 

long way off from having a significant impact on air quality. 

  

The Mobile Source Air Toxins analysis in the DEIS is lacking and includes only a qualitative analysis. The 

DEIS claims that MSAT will decrease with time because of improved federal standards. We argue that 

this is an outsourcing of responsibility to mitigate air pollution in the 380 corridor, and request that 

TxDOT complete a quantitative MSAT analysis and a health impact assessment for all criteria pollutants. 

  

Quality of Comments Collected 

  



As described above, Bill Darling and others appear to have acted in bad faith in soliciting comments. In 

addition to submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill residents, comments were solicited via 

Facebook with no links to the underlying studies or segment alternatives. TxDOT must vet all of the 

comments collected during the scoping project fully and determine that they were legitimately provided 

by residents. If the comments were not legitimate, they should be stricken from the project 

record.  Even so, making a choice of Segment A based on comments and ignoring the overwhelming 

facts for a better alternative is nit the way to make a decision. 

  

NEPA 

  

Paraphrasing from The Council on Environmental Quality (2021), TxDOT is obligated to evaluate feasible 

alternatives in enough detail so that a reader can compare and contrast the environmental effects of the 

various alternatives. Of note, NEPA reasonable alternatives include those that are practical or feasible 

from the technical and economic standpoint, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of 

TxDOT. “NEPA is About People and Places”.  “Impacts include ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, 

economic, social, or health impacts, whether adverse or beneficial. It is important to note that human 

beings are part of the environment (indeed, that is why Congress used the phrase “human environment” 

in NEPA), so when an EIS is prepared and economic or social and natural or physical environmental 

effects are interrelated, the EIS should discuss all of these effects." 

  

It is clear that TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst, unsavory. I ask that 

TxDOT respond to each of the issues discussed. As it stands, if TxDOT proceeds with their preferred 

Segment A they will be irreparably harming the residents of Tucker Hill, unfairly seizing the residents’ 

ability to enjoy their neighborhood, severing them from their broader community and, potentially, 

justifying it with a fatally flawed Environmental Impact Study. 

  

Regards, 

  

Dennis McKee 

2720 Majestic Ave  

McKinney, TX 75071 
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From: Diane Heldreth 

Sent: Tuesday, April 18, 2023 1:44 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Cc:

Subject: 2nd Email - - NO to Segment A

This email originated from outside of the organiza�on. Do not click links or open a�achments unless you recognize the 

sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Hi Stephen, 

 

I previously sent an email - but with the date coming soon…I am just re-emphasizing my husband and I say - “No to 

Segment A”. 

 

Just from a monetary/cost standpoint - - (which should be “the #1 reason/item TxDot should look at” - - Segment B costs 

less, so why not go with Segment B? 

 

I am truly praying that common sense and TxDot looking at the lower cost of Segment B (less expensive, less destruc�on 

of homes, businesses, etc.) in addi�on to the reasons below … Will Prevail!!! ���� 

 

Thank you, Stephen!  Have a great week! 

 

Diane and Carl Heldreth 

Stonebridge Ranch resident (for approx. 17 years) 

 

 

And: 

As a homeowner and ci�zen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construc�on of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass 

from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an exis�ng op�on, Segment B, that will cost less, 

reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disrup�on 

to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of ci�zens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement 

Segment B as the preferred op�on for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



-----Original Message----- 

From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Wednesday, February 22, 2023 1:36 PM 

To: Diane Heldreth <diane.heldreth@sbcglobal.net> 

Subject: RE: Highway 380 Project - McKinney (our thoughts since we can’t be at mee3ng tonight) 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Diane Heldreth <diane.heldreth@sbcglobal.net> 

Sent: Tuesday, February 21, 2023 6:33 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Highway 380 Project - McKinney (our thoughts since we can’t be at mee3ng tonight) 

 

This email originated from outside of the organiza3on. Do not click links or open a;achments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hi Stephen, 

I hope you are doing well!  My husband and I live in Stonebridge Ranch in McKinney and have lived here 

for almost 17 years!  We s3ll live here - because we love McKinney…wonderful neighborhood! 

My husband and I have plans tonight, otherwise we’d be there to hear info and ask ques3ons. 

Per emails from Stonebridge Ranch HOA - it says the project that TXDot is proposing will cost “McKinney 

residents an unbudgeted $120 Million Dollars”?  We don’t understand why residents of McKinney have 

to be responsible for paying the unbudgeted $120 million dollars?   As you know - there will be 

millions/billions++ drivers’ that will forever be using 380, etc. (non-residents of McKinney, out of 

towners, visitors, out of state truckers, etc.) - so, 

why do McKinney residents have to pay the $120 million dollar bill?  We also understand per the 

informa3on received, that if you stay with the projected plan, it will disrupt many homes/homeowners’ 

dream homes, and many businesses (who I would imagine chose their loca3ons to build their businesses 

and build their clientele/ customers).  If any of this informa3on is incorrect, please let me know. 

Also, if this project happens - will Highway 380 and all other roads involved in this project be Toll Roads?  

And, if so, where would the toll road money be allocated for years’ to come? 

Wish we could be there tonight…and, if you are able to provide/email the mee3ng Minutes, we would 

appreciate it! 

Thank you, Stephen! 

RespecIully, 

Diane Heldreth 



From: Diane Herod

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 5:04 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Diane Herod 

 

Sent from my iPhone 





From: Diane Miller 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 11:32 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Option c no good  

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

When considering the 380by pass, Please choose option D which is mostly flood plane snd disturbs 

fewer homes and farms than option C. It really matters to those who live in the path. 

Thank you 

 

Diane Miller 



-----Original Message----- 

From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Thursday, February 23, 2023 9:05 AM 

To: Diane Reynolds <ldianereynolds@icloud.com> 

Subject: RE: 380 bypass 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Diane Reynolds <ldianereynolds@icloud.com> 

Sent: Wednesday, February 22, 2023 5:09 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organiza6on. Do not click links or open a8achments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

My husband and I re6red in Tucker Hill 10 years ago. We have been involved in mee6ngs concerning this 

issue for the past several years, and the decision to use the most expensive route is outrageous. Tucker 

Hill has one way in and one way out of this neighborhood. Residents enter and leave the neighborhood 

via 380. The promise of a Stonebridge extension going north has been promised since we purchased our 

home, but nothing has been done. When 

this construc6on on the 380 bypass begins we will essen6ally be landlocked. Emergency vehicles will not 

have easy access to Tucker Hill, and the construc6on, air quality, and noise will be unbearable for 

residents living in Tucker Hill. From all the bullet points I’ve read, Main Gait, and the parks, etc. recently 

started in Prosper are the deciding factors for TxDot. How can TxDot jus6fy the addi6onal cost of this 

route over the less expensive routes? This 

decision is wasteful of resources and irresponsible of cost. TxDot needs to do the right thing by ALL 

taxpayers and not just those that live in Prosper and on Main Gate property. Also, why is the Outer Loop 

that is already under development not considered instead of the bypass. 

Diane Reynolds 

7416 Ardmore St 

McKinney, TX 75071 

Sent from my iPad 



From: L Diane Reynolds (Gmail)

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 9:59 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US 380 Segment A  

 

This email originated from outside of the organiza.on. Do not click links or open a0achments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Stephen: 

 

As a McKinney homeowner and tax payer, I find that TXDT’s recommenda.on of Segment A over 

Segment B to be fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers by cos.ng over $150 million more. TXDT applies 

criteria to support their decision inconsistently, and provides numerous biased, false, and inconsistent 

findings in their environmental study. The poli.cal maneuvering, campaigning and rezoning efforts by 

the City of Prosper and ManeGait has swayed TXDT’s posi.on. I find these ac.ons unethical and 

improper. My neighborhood, Tucker Hill, will be effec.vely cut off from the City of McKinney by Segment 

A. We have only one way in and one way out of this neighborhood. How will TXDT mi.gate this problem? 

We have been promised another entrance for years. My husband and I chose this neighborhood for the 

front porch community and close proximity to Baylor Hospital.  Access to emergency services are 

important for all of us in Tucker Hill. Please explain how our safety will be considered for emergency 

situa.ons with only one entrance? Unlike those who u.lize the services at ManeGait periodically, we live 

in our homes 24/7. We will experience increased air pollu.on and increased noise pollu.on 24/7 

reducing our quality of life and forcing us to stay inside our homes as much as possible. TXDT’s study of 

air pollu.on was based on 1MPH wind. The wind in TuckerHill is consistently much higher in the 10-20 

MPH range. I check the wind frequently because of my allergies. How can TXDT jus.fy the 1MPH study? 

The study is most definitely flawed with incorrect data. Families in TuckerHill with medical condi.ons, 

allergies and disabili.es will be nega.vely impacted by the new condi.ons of a freeway surrounding our 

neighborhood. ManeGait was given more considera.on than an en.re community of McKinney ci.zens 

that live 24/7 in their homes as opposed to a client popula.on who visit periodically. ManeGait was 

offered another loca.on at no charge, but they refused the offer. Our neighborhood residents do not 

have the op.on of a no cost reloca.on. 

We currently experience consistent traffic backups from Ridge Rd to Hwy 75. How does Segment A 

impact that por.on of 380? Will Segment A alleviate traffic problems from Ridge Rd to Hwy75? Does 

TXDT have data on the traffic traveling east on this por.on of 380 that need a northern route at this 

intersec.on? 

Ridge Rd is currently being built out going north across 380. Has TXDT considered using this Ridge Rd 

north artery instead of building the bypass in close proximity to this newly constructed road? 

Please consider the less expensive and less disrup.ve route Segment B or look for another completely 

different op.on. 

 

Diane Reynolds 

7416 Ardmore St 

McKinney TX 75071 

 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 11 

 



From: 

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 1:24 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Dianna Porter 

Stonebridge Ranch McKinney resident and local business supporter 

 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 10:00 AM 

To: Dillon 

Subject: RE: Segment B over Segment A - U.S. 380 Bypass - McKinney, TX Homeowner Comments 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Dillon 

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 1:12 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Segment B over Segment A - U.S. 380 Bypass - McKinney, TX Homeowner Comments 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Endres,  

 

With great respect, I ask that you consider my comments below regarding the 380 bypass.  

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827. 

 

Reasons to consider OPPOSING Segment A: 

• Costs taxpayers $98.8 million more 

• Impacts 57% more natural wetlands  & wildlife 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C6a7eb65b45d0452e1f5a08db19a61b3c%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131973424265956%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=szBIuDjOAvloQEjZnlvuskSgU0s2wD4JekgBIwVqMSc%3D&reserved=0


• Negatively impacts Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 

Reasons to SUPPORT Segment B: 

• Requires 73% fewer business and residential displacements 

• Avoids costly reconstruction of the intersection at U.S. 380 & Custer Road 

• 14% shorter, saving time and money 

Thank you for your consideration, 

 

Dillon Mitchell 

  

 

 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Monday, March 6, 2023 1:17 PM 

To: DJ Mechler 

Subject: RE: 380 Bypass NE McKinney: Oppose C, Support D 380 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: DJ Mechler 

Sent: Monday, March 6, 2023 12:11 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 Bypass NE McKinney: Oppose C, Support D 380 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Why? 

• C severely damages one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin County. 

•  C destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodlands and 141% more acres of grassland and prairie. 

• C disturbs the wetlands that serve as a refuge for wildlife, including beavers, river otters, turtles, 

migratory and non-migratory water and forest birds, frogs, etc. 

• C eliminates a large area of suitable habitat for endangered/threatened species. 

• C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife (prefers Segment D). 

• C divides residential and farming/ranching communities. 

• C affects and displaces significantly more homes, businesses, and community resources. 

• C has worse traffic performance (lower traffic capacity, slower travel speeds, and more elevation 

changes). 

 

Please oppose Segment C and make Segment D the preferred route. 

Thank you. 

 



From: DELOU DOUTHITT 

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 12:49 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A 

for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an 

existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, 

destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 

Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from 

Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Sincerely, 

Dolisa Douthitt 



From: 

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 3:54 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 

construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 

1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 

that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 

fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 

Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 

McKinney. My property value is ALREADY being negatively impacted and 

once construction begins it will be SEVERLY impacted. Did TxDot even 

consider the economic impact on homeowners within half a mile of Segment 

A? 

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

The choice of Segment A strongly suggests inappropriate influence by pro-

Prosper sources. We have yet to hear any rational and transparent 

explanation for this choice. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Don DeBoer 



From: Don Hooton 

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 1:44 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: No to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Don Hooton 

7713 Thistledown Dr. 

McKinney, TX  75071 

 

 

 



From: Don Maher  

Sent: Sunday, March 26, 2023 4:13 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Don Maher 

5213 Turnbridge Ct 

McKinney Tx 75072 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 





To: Stephen Endres, TXDOT

February 28, 2023

 NO TO ROUTE “A” OF 380 PROJECT

As both a resident of Stonebridge Ranch and a Realtor, I do not support the preferred route “A” for the 
following reasons:

1. NOISE:  TXDOT’s noise study is flawed in multiple assumptions. As a P.E. who has managed 
similar projects points out, once completed, current & distant home owners WILL experience an 
increase in noise levels from the elevated bridges with low walls & increased traffic speeds. 

2. HOME VALUES:  Thousands of north Texas Realtors calculate property values daily via 
competitive pricing analysis.  It is A FACT that close proximity to busy highways lowers property 
selling prices & reduces the number of prospective buyers.  The projected duration of the 
TXDOT 380 route “A” will negatively impact property values FOR YEARS.  

3. CONSTRUCTION:   The dirt generated by a project of this size & duration historically produces 
significant dust on surrounding properties. Traffic flow becomes bumper-to-bumper as the 
current TXDOT Denton to Collin County line project does. 

4. CONFLICT OF INTERESTS:  Developers heavily invested in their own current & future Parker 
development projects publicly supported the PAC that rallied Parker & surrounding 
“Commentors” This is in direct violation of the State of Texas ergo TXDOT’s operating protocol.    

5. COST: The $100,000,000+ (& historically more) is hardly justified by TXDOT’s flawed sales pitch 

Donald L. Stopfel & Lisa Stopfel
6820 Thorntree Drive
Mckinney, TX 75072



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Friday, March 3, 2023 2:06 PM 

To: Don Stopfel  

Cc: Lisa Stopfel, Email Only

Subject: RE: Attached 380 Comments re: A route 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C77409247a1ad4d13010808db1e521161%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638137110047052954%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=N71%2Fj5q7%2BtQFVR5R4rkdeGFsHxgzlqFkD7cDukZ1%2F0Y%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C77409247a1ad4d13010808db1e521161%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638137110047052954%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=N71%2Fj5q7%2BtQFVR5R4rkdeGFsHxgzlqFkD7cDukZ1%2F0Y%3D&reserved=0


Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Don Stopfel

Sent: Wednesday, March 1, 2023 11:56 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Cc: Lisa Stopfel, Email Only

Subject: Attached 380 Comments re: A route 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres,   

Please include our comments (in the attached document) on the US 380 Project 

 

 

--  

Best Regards, 

  Don 

Don Stopfel, SRES, CRLS 

REALTOR      TX#0635061  

 

Ph/Txt 214.213.0600 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  

  



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Monday, March 6, 2023 11:18 AM 

To: DONALD MARTINEZ  

Subject: RE: No to segment A 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: DONALD MARTINEZ 

Sent: Saturday, March 4, 2023 6:21 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: No to segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Stephen,   

 

I am writing in opposition of segment A. Option B continues to be a better option, less expensive and 

less north/south versus A. B also impacts less established neighborhoods versus A.  

 

The overpass at Stonebridge Drive is such a significant impact to North Texas’ largest master planned 

community they has been here for over 30 years. The argument that B is impacting neighborhoods is 

laughable considering those neighborhoods are not even built, yet alone not established for 30 years. I  

 

I also do not understand why Prosper is treated differently with the layout from Coit to Custer. From the 

flyovers, it appears that the road is much smaller and less impactful in that section. Why cannot it not be 

that way through Custer? A better solution for Stonebridge Drive must be engineered if A ends up being 

the option. Again, I strongly oppose option A as a resident of Stonebridge Ranch. 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C5dabc16cc0c84040a3c008db1e6a3cf0%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638137213848396923%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=jtZSYhJTKRYB%2FTgl56nawddcv2L%2BOv%2FVrgrVz19fP%2Fo%3D&reserved=0


From: Donna Tarallo 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 6:30 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Donna Tarallo 

2608 White Owl Dr. 

McKinney, TX 

 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 8:48 AM 

To: Doug Dodson  

Subject: RE: 380 Bypass - NO TO SEGMENT A! 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Doug Dodson

Sent: Monday, February 27, 2023 5:20 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 Bypass - NO TO SEGMENT A! 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Sir - I dont understand at all the merits of choosing a more expensive option that disrupt more 

businesses and homes. WHY SEGMENT B VERSUS SEGMENT A?  

 

I've attended two different public hearings and i just don't get it. 

 

As a resident of Stonebridge Ranch, with my home about ,2 miles from the current intersection of 380 

and Stonebridge Drive, I cannot express how much I oppose the SEGMENT B option. 

 

The McKinney City Council and the Stonebridge Rancg HOA feel the same.  

 

Won't you reconsider your recommendation? 

 

Thank you 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cf54f6c9f79e946e7a4ff08db199bb3a8%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131928737826921%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=TSChcVyNXJ2Ot4MVSFHZhJbRzVKNfNU3RQvnEp3atf8%3D&reserved=0


Mr.  Endres, 

 

As one of the elderly residents of Tucker Hill, I have written to you several times regarding my 

opposition to Option A for the ByPass.  Below is a more eloquent and substantiated numerous reasons 

why this is a bad idea.  Our community has worked tirelessly trying to get our concerns heard that would 

result in a different choice.  Below consists of the documented reasons why it is not too late to 

reconsider your decision.  I sincerely hope it helps sway you to our side. 

 

As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of Segment A over 

Segment B is fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150 million more, applies criteria to 

support their decision inconsistently, and provides numerous biased, false, and inconsistent findings in 

their environmental study. Furthermore, there is objective evidence of political maneuvering, 

campaigning, and rezoning efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed 

TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn these actions as unethical and improper.  

 

The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council on Environmental 

Quality (CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021), decisions on an alignment must be based on what is practical 

and feasible from a technical and economic standpoint, rather than what is desirable from the 

standpoint of the agency (i.e, TxDOT).  

 

As a McKinney homeowner, I believe a bypass may be required to support growth in the northern 

corridor. However, in selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do harm to a significant 

percentage of McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant fiscal irresponsibility. This decision is 

made more egregious with the existence of a viable lower impact alternative. It appears irrefutable that 

Segment B is the better alternative and that there are serious flaws in the conclusions reached by TxDOT 

and in the underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS).  

 

Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants that cause harm to 

humans and a rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current and future impacts. If TxDOT 

will not mitigate these harms, then TxDOT should at the very least do a rigorous analysis of these harms 

and explicitly note the opportunities we forgo with the current preferred alignment. The pollution 

appendices are missing critical analyses and portions are invalid as presented. This project should not 

proceed until those egregious omissions and errors are corrected.  

 

In order to ensure resolution and the creation of the best project possible, we request that:  

• TxDOT issue a second draft of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in the current draft EIS.  

• Any Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) have a 90-day review period, with an official 

public comment period, and that the FEIS be unbundled from the Record of Decision 

 

The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A:  

• Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes 2 versus 5. However, segment A is one mile 

longer, has 6 new interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential major utility conflicts versus 

just two for Segment B and displaces 15 businesses versus zero businesses for Segment B.  



• Segment B would have less of an environmental impact. Segment A would encroach on twice 

the wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and streams and more acreage of 

forests, prairies and grasslands than Segment B. Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable 

Heritage trees, aged over 150 years. Finally, there would be no hazardous material sites 

impacted on Segment B and TXDOT has identified 2 with Segment A. 

• Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to the taxpayers is 

that the estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M more than Segment B. 

• Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 Highway increasing the 

risk of work zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic patterns. Additionally, the 

requirement to lower the existing grade in bedrock and cantilever local lanes in a restricted 

ROW width, while preferred for the longterm, will significantly increase the construction time, 

safety risk and disruption compared to route B. Priority has not been given to safety and the 

increased risk of fatal accidents, including those induced by a change in grade and, not one, but 

two 90 degree turns. 

• TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned future 

residential homes. It appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of unidentified future 

residents, property investors or developers over the impact of existing McKinney residents. The 

voices of the current residents should be a priority over unidentified future residents. 

• TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under 

construction west of Custer Road. Once again, this appears to accrue to the benefit of future 

residents or current investors, not the current residents of McKinney.  

• TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic Horsemanship 

property, the subject of substantial public concern”. In fact, there is no great “public concern” 

over MainGait. The facility does serve a noble purpose, but that purpose is nowhere near the 

public concern of the impact to the existing residents of Tucker Hill who include retired 

veterans, disabled residents (both young and old), seniors 55+ and countless children. More 

concerning to members of Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney community is that TxDOT 

calls out the impact of the ROW to the property belonging to the founder of MainGait. The 

founder of MainGait is no ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill Darling, a former real estate 

developer and home builder who stands to gain personally by the selection of Segment A over 

B. In particular, Bill Darling and/or other associates of the Darling company, leveraged 

ownership of 43 Tucker Hill lots to submit comments against Segment B in favor of Segment A – 

essentially impersonated residents of Tucker Hill. TxDOT’s own findings indicate that the 

continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and has stated Segment B “would not make 

the ManeGait inaccessible to persons with disabilities and would not violate the Americans with 

Disabilities Act.” Furthermore and perhaps most egregious is that ManeGait stated and TxDOT 

perpetuated the false claim that ManeGait provides “essential” services to protected citizens, 

which was a misrepresentation and may have swayed public opinion.  

 

In direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT still concluded Segment A was the preferred route 

option.  

 

TxDOT relied on the EIS to support their conclusion. Of critical concern to Tucker Hill and the greater 

McKinney community is what appears to be flaws in the underlying TxDOT analysis and interpretation of 



the EIS. I will attempt to detail each of my concerns individually. My comments however, are not meant 

to be a complete listing of the errors or omissions in the study, but simply those that this compressed 

timeframe has allowed me to identify.  

 

Noise Pollution  

The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased. The importance of this is underscored by 

the existing scientific literature showing the association between traffic and related noise on physical 

and mental health. The study evaluated only a single barrier south of the community. It appears the 

study was biased toward providing more data around MainGait, a facility with transient guests, then 

Tucker Hill, a community of over 380 homes with plans for over 600. Additionally, it appears that there 

has been no regard taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous veteran residents, elderly residents or our residents 

with disabilities – collectively, who likely outnumber MainGait’s transient guests. In fact, Tucker Hill was 

classified, by TxDOT, as a standard residential area with an acceptable NAC level of 67 and precluded 

from participating in any future noise studies. This is both incorrect and unacceptable. Tucker Hill is a 

“front porch” community and every home is designed with a front porch that encourages outdoor 

activities and interactions between neighbors. Tucker Hill should be reclassified as Category A to 

preserve the essence of the neighborhood and the neighborhood should be included in any future noise 

abatement studies.  

 

The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise on the community. 

Yet, TxDOT, while proposing to surround the neighborhood on both the south and east side with a 

highway, believes the noise impact to be acceptable. TxDOT has not met their burden in any way, and 

moving forward with flawed data will cause irreparable harm to the residents of Tucker Hill, especially 

the young, elderly and disabled who do not regularly leave the neighborhood. A new noise study must 

be conducted with more receptors and sound barriers across both the south and east side of the 

neighborhood must be included in any Segment A option. Finally, it appears untenable that TxDOT could 

make any conclusion about the noise impact on Tucker Hill without fully understanding the impact of 

their proposed Segment A shift on the east side of the neighborhood.  

 

Community Impacts  

TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park and the Tucker Hill Community Center in their 

community impact study as the only community spaces without identifying the population they serve. 

First, Tucker Hill houses a community center, two town squares, two community parks, a community 

pool, a dog park, two fire pits, an amphitheater and a rooftop event space in the Harvard Park 

commercial area. The community spaces can be found filled with residents on almost any sunny day. 

Tucker Hill hosts many little league practices from Prosper and McKinney in our neighborhood parks and 

is a Christmas Holiday destination for people all across the region to visit our lighted homes. 

Furthermore, the community has a long history of events supporting organizations like Ethan for Autism, 

29 Acres and the Down Syndrome Guild of Dallas. TxDOT has not demonstrated that they have 

completed any research into the impacted population (including children of all ages, elderly, seniors 

55+, veterans and residents with disabilities) of these facilities. Once again, this is an egregious omission 

and appears to show substantial bias for MainGait and other facilities that serve guests as opposed to 

residents.  

 



Aesthetic Impacts  

TxDOT has not completed the required aesthetic impact analysis for the whole project.  

 

Traffic Analysis  

TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed. TxDOT’s original traffic projection methodology was deemed to 

be incomplete and inconsistent by the Texas A&M Transportation Institute (TTI) in September of 2020. 

In March 2021, TTI noted that they still had not been provided traffic data for the “No Build vs Build 

scenarios”. At that time, TTI deemed that the growth rates used in the revised study were acceptable for 

“short-term growth (from 2020 to the pivot year of 2040)”. Unfortunately, TxDOT has not addressed 

how their growth rate calculation using a linear regression could be acceptable if the baseline year for 

traffic growth is 2020. In every commercial or municipal environment, 2020 is seen as a data anomaly 

because of the impact of the pandemic and an unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes of any 

kind. TxDOT’s traffic analysis continues to be flawed and incomplete.  

 

Two 90 degree curves  

More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a horizontal curve, and the average crash rate 

for horizontal curves is about three times that of other types of highway segments 

(https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/). In 2022 the United States 

Department of Transportation released their National Roadway Safety Strategy, which endorsed zero 

fatalities as the national goal and promotes building safety into the design of roads. TxDOT did not 

compare the safety risks including injury and fatality based on the highway designs of alternatives A and 

B. Segment A (the current preferred alignment) has two 90 degree curves. It also does not appear that 

TxDOT considered this safety risk in their decision.  

 

As such, TxDOT must include an analysis that compares alternatives A and B on the probability of 

accidents, injury, and fatalities. In addition, TxDOT must justify why they would choose a more 

dangerous alignment and one that goes against the US Department of Transportation’s strategy.  

 

Community Cohesion  

TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to Tucker Hill with Segment A 

and that there appears to be existing cohesion between Whitley Place, Mansions of Prosper, Luxe 

Prosper and Walnut Grove due to school districting once again is incorrect and appears to show a bias 

or, simply, a failure to conduct proper research.  

 

Segment A will effectively sever Tucker Hill on both the south and eastern sides of the neighborhood 

from McKinney. This is atypical and will leave Tucker Hill, established within the city limits of McKinney 

in 2008, as the only established subdivision completely blocked off from McKinney on two sides of the 

neighborhood. In fact, the highway will sever Tucker Hill from the districted school, Reeves Elementary 

in Auburn Hills. It will also impact and, possibly, imperil the plans to connect Tucker Hill to both the 

school and the hike and bike trail system already in the city’s plans. The City of McKinney has noted in 

their planning documents and as Mayor Fuller reiterated in his email to Ceason Clemons and TxDOT staff 

dated February 26th, 2023, Tucker Hill is a significant asset to the city.  

 



What may be most troubling, though, is TxDOT’s conclusion that somehow there is no cohesion impact 

when cutting Tucker Hill off from Reeves Elementary, but there appears to be an impact to the Prosper 

neighborhoods due to school zoning. However, the Walnut Grove neighborhood is not districted for 

Prosper ISD. The Mansions of Prosper neighborhood and the Luxe Prosper neighborhood are districted 

for different elementary and high schools than the Whitley Place neighborhood. In fact, Mansions of 

Prosper and Luxe Prosper share school zoning with Tucker Hill. The correct conclusion here should have 

been that given the shared school zoning between these neighborhoods (Mansions of Prosper, Luxe 

Prosper, Tucker Hill and Auburn Hills) and the fact that Tucker Hill would become the only established 

subdivision to be severed from McKinney by the highway on two sides, with respect to community 

cohesion, Segment B is clearly the better alternative.  

 

Construction and Noise Pollution  

TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to construction and noise pollution. According to 

the TxDOT handbook this is incorrect and TxDOT must also include:  

 

“Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This section of the EA must identify and explain 

any impacts associated with construction activities. This includes light pollution; impacts 

associated with physical construction activity, temporary lane, road or bridge closures (including 

detours); and other traffic disruptions. Include the expected duration of any construction 

impacts, and explain any BMPs or other strategies that will be used to mitigate such impacts.”  

 

TxDOT must outline and detail all potential impacts during construction for both proposed Segments A 

and B and appropriately evaluate those impacts as part of the study. Importantly, TxDOT should provide 

all impacts and mitigation strategies related to construction prior to proceeding. Critically, with respect 

to Tucker Hill and the surrounding neighborhoods, what are the plans for egress to the neighborhood 

during construction and how will those plans impact the response time of emergency vehicles to points 

within the neighborhood?  

 

Shift Closer to Tucker Hill  

TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the already flawed 

analysis that produced a preference for Segment A creates an unfair burden on the residents of Tucker 

Hill. Once again, TxDOT appears to be showing a callous bias toward ‘future development’ rather than a 

commitment to current residents. It is impossible to fully understand the additional noise pollution, air 

pollution and other effects without additional study. It’s important to note that even with this new 

shifted Segment A, the cost to construct Segment B would be $100M less than Segment A. TxDOT’s 

actions are placing the residents of Tucker Hill in an untenable position and are knowingly causing 

irreparable harm to the community in favor of future development. I strongly object to the proposed 

shift of the A alignment.  

 

Air Pollution  

Air pollution is a documented public health emergency, and can affect every organ in the body, including 

cognition. Children and the elderly are disproportionately vulnerable to air pollution, specifically PM2.5, 

and more so if they live in close proximity to a highway. Air pollution can cause a multitude of diseases 

in adults, including heart disease, and can breach the placental barrier during pregnancy, causing 



miscarriages and birth defects. These impacts are well documented and have been noted in academic 

studies for over a decade. TxDOT should not proceed with this project until they have conducted a full 

study of existing and future air pollution on this highway, both at the regional scale and immediately 

adjacent to the highway. TxDOT must be compliant with EPA’s health-based National Ambient Air 

Quality Standards.  

 

The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill neighborhood on the South and East sides. 

Winds in McKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-East meaning that for more days 

than not air pollution will be blown and settled on the residents of Tucker Hill.  

 

It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT utilized an airspeed of 1 MPH. The 

average wind speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the prevailing winds are from the south and 

south-east. It appears that additional study must be completed to correctly understand what the 

adverse effects of air pollution would be on the Tucker Hill population. Additionally, if Segment A is 

selected, monitoring devices must be installed to monitor air quality before, during and after 

construction.  

 

The DEIS fails to address air pollution from traffic beyond tailpipe emissions. A growing body of 

academic research cites brake wear and tire friction as primary pollutants from traffic. The DEIS has not 

addressed either of these sources of pollutants, nor does it address benzene or Volatile Organic 

Compounds (VOCs). We request that TxDOT complete detailed analyses of each of these pollutants, and 

compare pollutant levels on 380 (for each pollutant) to expected levels during and after construction 

Segment A.  

 

The DEIS notes in several places that expected proliferation of electric vehicles (EVs) should improve air 

pollution in this corridor. This is not only abdicating responsibility for mitigating air pollution, but a 

misrepresentation of electric vehicles and their environmental benefits. While EVs do reduce tailpipe 

emissions from internal combustion engines (ICEs), they do nothing to reduce pollution from non-

tailpipe sources including brake dust and tire friction. Pollution from tire friction may worsen in EVs due 

to increases in vehicle weight from electric batteries. Further, Texas’ electric grid is far from clean, and 

EVs that source their energy from unclean sources are, therefore, unclean themselves.  

 

The Mobile Source Air Toxins analysis in the DEIS is lacking and includes only a qualitative analysis. The 

DEIS claims that MSAT will decrease with time because of improved federal standards. We argue that 

this is an outsourcing of responsibility to mitigate air pollution in the 380 corridor, and request that 

TxDOT complete a quantitative MSAT analysis and a health impact assessment for all criteria pollutants.  

 

Quality of Comments Collected  

As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in soliciting comments. In 

addition to submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill residents, comments were solicited via 

Facebook with no links to the underlying studies or segment alternatives. TxDOT must vet all of the 

comments collected during the scoping project fully and determine that they were legitimately provided 

by residents. If the comments were not legitimate, they should be stricken from the project record.  

 



NEPA  

Paraphrasing from The Council on Environmental Quality (2021), TxDOT is obligated to evaluate feasible 

alternatives in enough detail so that a reader can compare and contrast the environmental effects of the 

various alternatives. Of note, NEPA reasonable alternatives include those that are practical or feasible 

from the technical and economic standpoint, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of 

TxDOT.  

“NEPA is About People and Places”  

 

"Impacts include ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health impacts, whether 

adverse or beneficial. It is important to note that human beings are part of the environment (indeed, 

that is why Congress used the phrase “human environment” in NEPA), so when an EIS is prepared and 

economic or social and natural or physical environmental effects are interrelated, the EIS should discuss 

all of these effects."  

 

It is clear that TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst, unsavory. I ask that 

TxDOT respond to each of the issues discussed. As it stands, if TxDOT proceeds with their preferred 

Segment A they will be irreparably harming the residents of Tucker Hill, unfairly seizing the residents’ 

ability to enjoy their neighborhood, severing them from their broader community and, potentially, 

justifying it with a fatally flawed Environmental Impact Study.  

 

Regards, 

 

 

Induced Demand 

1. RMI SHIFT Calculator 

2. RMI_SHIFT (STATE HIGHWAY INDUCED FREQUENCE OF TRAVEL) CALCULATOR_About the 

methodology 

3. American Economic Review_2011_The Fundamental Law of Road Congestion: Evidence from US 

Cities 

4. California EPA Air Resources Board_2014_Policy Brief_Impact of Highway Capacity and Induced 

Travel on Passenger Vehicle Use and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

5. UC Davis_2015_Policy Brief_Increasing Highway Capacity Unlikely to Relieve Traffic Congestion  

 

Case Studies & TxDOT Publications 

1. Air Alliance Houston_2019_Health Impact Assessment of the North Houston Highway 

Improvement Project 

2. Air Alliance Houston_2022_Why are we still building highways? 

3. TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS 

4. TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS Appendix P Air Quality 

5. TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS Appendix V Greenhouse Gas and Climate Change 

6. Thomson Reuters Foundation_2022_In 'world's most polluted city', Indian workers unaware of 

toxic air 

7. Reuters_2021_Pollution likely to cut 9 years of life expectancy of 40% of Indians 

8. The Guardian_2022_‘It’s just more and more lanes’ the Texan revolt against giant new Highways 



9. The New York Times_2022_Can Portland Be a Climate Leader Without Reducing Driving? 

10. TxDOT_2023_TxDOT Statewide On-Road Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis and Climate 

Change Assessment Update Summer 2023 

11. TxDOT_2018_Technical Report_Statewide On-Road Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis and 

Climate Change Assessment 

 

Tailpipe Emissions vs. Tire Friction Pollution 

1. The Guardian_2022_Car Tyres Produce Vastly More Particle Pollution Than Exhausts, Tests Show 

2. Jalopnik_2022_Emissions from Tire Wear Are a Whole Lot Worse Than We Thought 

 

Congestion vs. Idling Emissions 

1. City Observatory_2017_Urban Myth Busting: Congestion, Idling, and Carbon Emissions 

2. Transportation Research_2012_Congestion and emissions mitigation: A comparison of capacity, 

demand, and vehicle based strategies 

 

Policy vs. Behavior Changes 

1. Transportation Research Interdisciplinary Perspectives_2023_Driven by head or heart? Testing 

the effect of rational and emotional anti-speeding messages on self-reported speeding 

intentions 

 

Effects on Human Health 

1. The Guardian_2019_Revealed: air pollution may be damaging ‘every organ in the body’ 

2. Chest_2019_Air Pollution and Noncommunicable Diseases 

3. PNAS_2018_Global estimates of mortality associated with long-term exposure to outdoor fine 

particulate matter 

4. Environmental Pollution_2008_Human health effects of air pollution 

5. Environmental Health Perspectives_2007_Short-Term Effects of Carbon Monoxide on Mortality: 

An Analysis within the APHEA Project 

6. Respiratory Medicine_2015_Allergy and asthma: Effects of the exposure to particulate matter 

and biological allergens 

7. American Journal of Physiology_2008_Particulate matter exposure induces persistent lung 

inflammation and endothelial dysfunction 

8. Environmental Health Perspectives_2016_Prenatal Air Pollution Exposures, DNA Methyl 

Transferase Genotypes, and Associations with Newborn LINE1 and Alu Methylation and 

Childhood Blood Pressure and Carotid Intima-Media Thickness in the Children’s Health Study 

9. Environmental Health Perspectives_2010_Childhood Incident Asthma and Traffic-Related Air 

Pollution at Home and School 

10. Environmental Pollution_2017_Maternal exposure to air pollutants during the first trimester 

and foetal growth in Japanese term infants 

11. Environmental Health Perspectives_2009_Association between Local Traffic-Generated Air 

Pollution and Preeclampsia and Preterm Delivery in the South Coast Air Basin of California 

12. Obesity_2016_Residential proximity to major roadways, fine particulate matter, and adiposity: 

The framingham heart study 



13. Environmental Health Perspectives_2006_Separate and Unequal: Residential Segregation and 

Estimated Cancer Risks Associated with Ambient Air Toxics in U.S. Metropolitan Areas 

14. The Guardian_2019_Air pollution deaths are double previous estimates, finds research 

15. European Heart Journal_2019_Cardiovascular disease burden from ambient air pollution in 

Europe reassessed using novel hazard ratio functions 

16. The Guardian_2019_Air pollution 'as bad as smoking in increasing risk of miscarriage' 

17. Fertility and Sterility_2019_Acute effects of air pollutants on spontaneous pregnancy loss: a 

case-crossover study 

18. Fertility and Sterility_2018_Ambient air pollution and the risk of pregnancy loss: a prospective 

cohort study 

19. The Guardian_2018_Air pollution particles found in mothers' placentas 

20. The Guardian_2018_Air pollution causes ‘huge’ reduction in intelligence, study reveals 

21. PNAS_2018_The impact of exposure to air pollution on cognitive performance 

22. The Guardian_2017_Air pollution harm to unborn babies may be global health catastrophe, 

warn doctors 

23. BMJ_2017_Impact of London's road traffic air and noise pollution on birth weight: retrospective 

population based cohort study 

24. The Guardian_2017_Global pollution kills 9m a year and threatens 'survival of human societies' 

25. The Guardian_2018_Diesel pollution stunts children’s lung growth, major study shows 

26. The Lancet_2019_Impact of London's low emission zone on air quality and children's respiratory 

health: a sequential annual cross-sectional study 

27. The Guardian_2017_How conniving carmakers caused the diesel air pollution crisis 

28. The Guardian_2018_Childhood obesity linked to air pollution from vehicles 

29. Environmental Health_2018_Longitudinal associations of in utero and early life near-roadway air 

pollution with trajectories of childhood body mass index 

30. Preventive Medicine_2010_Automobile traffic around the home and attained body mass index: 

a longitudinal cohort study of children aged 10-18 years 

31. The Guardian_2016_Air pollution linked to increased mental illness in children 

32. BMJ_2016_Association between neighbourhood air pollution concentrations and dispensed 

medication for psychiatric disorders in a large longitudinal cohort of Swedish children and 

adolescents 

33. The Guardian_2018_Air pollution: everything you should know about a public health emergency 

34. The Guardian_2017_Electric cars are not the answer to air pollution, says top UK Adviser 

35. The New York Times_2022_Enough About Climate Change. Air Pollution Is Killing Us Now. 

36. Air Alliance Houston_No Safe Level of Transportation Emissions 

37. Elsevier_2017_Increased air pollution cuts victims' lifespan by a decade, costing billions 

38. Harvard_2016_Air pollution below EPA standards linked with higher death rates 

39. Environmental Health Perspectives_2016_Low-Concentration PM2.5 and Mortality: Estimating 

Acute and Chronic Effects in a Population-Based Study 

40. Texas Pedestrian Safety Coalition_2023_Exploring Transportation-Related Air Quality Impacts on 

Pedestrians in Disadvantaged Communities_Video 

41. Texas Pedestrian Safety Coalition_2023_Exploring Transportation-Related Air Quality Impacts on 

Pedestrians in Disadvantaged Communities_Slides 



42. Texas Pedestrian Safety Coalition_2023_Exploring Transportation-Related Air Quality Impacts on 

Pedestrians in Disadvantaged Communities_HBW Notes.docx 

43. University of British Columbia_2023_Traffic pollution impairs brain function 

44. Environmental Health_2023_Brief diesel exhaust exposure acutely impairs functional brain 

connectivity in humans: a randomized controlled crossover study 

45. Dezeen_2023_MIT study finds huge carbon cost to self-driving cars 

46. Journal of the American Heart Association_2022_Pandemic-Related Pollution Decline and ST-

Segment‒Elevation Myocardial Infarctions 

47. American Lung Association_2022_Living Near Highways and Air Pollution 

48. Environmental Health Perspectives_2011_Traffic-related air pollution and cognitive function in a 

cohort of older men 

49. The Lancet_2017_Living near major roads and the incidence of dementia, Parkinson's disease, 

and multiple sclerosis: a population-based cohort study 

50. Environmental Health Perspectives_2008_Association between traffic-related black carbon 

exposure and lung function among urban women 

51. The New England Journal of Medicine_2004_Exposure to Traffic and the Onset of Myocardial 

Infarction 

52. The Lancet_2002_Association between mortality and indicators of traffic-related air pollution in 

the Netherlands: a cohort study 

53. American Journal of Respiratory and Critical Care Medicine_2010_Chronic Obstructive 

Pulmonary Disease and Long-Term Exposure to Traffic-related Air Pollution_A Cohort Study 

54. The Urban Institute_2022_The Polluted Life Near the Highway 

 

Expert Publications & Guidelines 

1. Planetizen_2022_The Urgent Need for Climate Action Includes Land Use Reforms, IPCC Report 

Says 

2. IPCC_2022_Chapter 8 Transport 

3. WHO_2021_Global Air Quality Guidelines 

4. USPIRG_2021_Transform Transportation_Strategies For A Healthier Future 

5. The World Bank and IHME_2016_The Cost of Air Pollution 

6. Transportation for America_Driving Down Emissions 

 

Induced Demand 

1. Journal of Transport Economics and Policy 2002 Induced Travel Demand and Induced Road 

Investment: A Simultaneous Equation Analysis 

 

Tailpipe Emissions vs. Tire Friction Pollution/ Brake Dust Pollution/ Electric Vehicle Pollution 

1. Int J Environ Res Public Health 2017 Wear and Tear of Tyres: A Stealthy Source of Microplastics 

in the Environment 

2. Report EUR 2014 Non-exhaust traffic related emissions. Brake and tyre wear PM 

3. Atmospheric Environment 2011 Investigation on the potential generation of ultrafine particles 

from the tire–road interface 

4. Journal of Environmental Protection 2013 Dust Resulting from Tire Wear and the Risk of Health 

Hazards 



5. Environmental Science & Technology 2004 Tire-Wear Particles as a Source of Zinc to the 

Environment 

6. Environmental Science and Pollution Research 2015 Brake wear particle emissions: a review 

7. Science of the Total Environment 2008 Sources and properties of non-exhaust particulate 

matter from road traffic: A review 

8. Science of the Total Environment 2020 Tyre and road wear particles (TRWP) - A review of 

generation, properties, emissions, human health risk, ecotoxicity, and fate in the environment 

9. Science of the Total Environment 2022 Tire wear particle emissions: Measurement data where 

are you? 

10. Science of the Total Environment 2022 Effect of treadwear grade on the generation of tire PM 

emissions in laboratory and real-world driving conditions 

11. Emission Control Science and Technology 2021 Development of Tire-Wear Particle Emission 

Measurements for Passenger Vehicles 

12. Wear 2018 Investigation of ultra fine particulate matter emission of rubber tires 

13. Bloomberg 2022 New Tech Aims to Capture Electric Vehicle Tire Emissions 

14. Arizona Department of Transportation 2006 Tire Wear Emissions for Asphalt Rubber and 

Portland Cement Concrete Pavement Surfaces 

15. The Conversation 2020 Air pollution from brake dust may be as harmful as diesel exhaust on 

immune cells – new study 

16. UK Research and Innovation 2020 Brake dust air pollution may have same harmful effects on 

immune cells as diesel exhaust 

17. U.S. Department of Energy Alternative Fuels Data Center Emissions from Electric Vehicles 

18. U.S. Department of Energy Argonne Laboratory 2009 Well-to-Wheels Energy Use and 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis of Plug-in Hybrid Electric Vehicles 

19. National Renewable Energy Laboratory 2016 Emissions Associated with Electric Vehicle 

Charging: Impact of Electricity Generation Mix, Charging Infrastructure Availability, and Vehicle 

Type 

20. US News 2020 Brake Dust Another Driver of Air Pollution 

21. The New York Times 2021 How Green Are Electric Vehicles? 

22. Scientific American 2016 Electric Cars Are Not Necessarily Clean 

23. The Guardian 2016 Why electric cars are only as clean as their power supply 

24. Biofriendly Planet 2022 Electric Vehicles and Their Impact on the Environment 

25. California Air Resources Board 2022 California moves to accelerate to 100% new zero-emission 

vehicle sales by 2035 

26. CNN 2022 Car tires are disastrous for the environment. This startup wants to be a driving force 

in fixing the problem. 

 

VOCs/ PM2.5/ Greenhouse Gases 

1. World Health Organization 2019 Exposure to benzene: a major public health concern 

2. American Lung Association 2022 Volatile Organic Compounds 

3. National Cancer Institute 2022 Benzene 

4. Environmental Research 2020 Characteristics of volatile organic compounds from vehicle 

emissions through on-road test in Wuhan, China. 



5. Aerosol and Air Quality Research 2018 Emission Characteristics of VOCs from On-Road Vehicles 

in an Urban Tunnel in Eastern China and Predictions for 2017–2026 

6. Atmospheric Environment 2017 Characteristics of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) from the 

evaporative emissions of modern passenger cars 

7. Atmospheric Environment 2012 Volatile organic compounds from the exhaust of light-duty 

diesel vehicles 

8. Analytical Sciences 2012 Measurement of volatile organic compounds in vehicle exhaust using 

single-photon ionization time-of-flight mass spectrometry 

9. PubMed 2001 Exposure to volatile organic compounds for individuals with occupations 

associated with potential exposure to motor vehicle exhaust and/or gasoline vapor emissions 

10. Environmental Research 1999 Assessment of benzene and toluene emissions from automobile 

exhaust in Bangkok 

11. Atmospheric Environment 1967 Benzene, toluene and xylene concentrations in car exhausts and 

in city air 

12. Environmental Science and Technology 1992 On-line measurement of benzene and toluene in 

dilute vehicle exhaust by mass spectrometry 

13. Iowa State University 2015 Quantification of benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene and o-xylene in 

internal combustion engine exhaust with time-weighted average solid phase microextraction 

and gas chromatography mass spectrometry 

14. Journal of Exposure Science & Environmental Epidemiology 2003 Measurement of volatile 

organic compounds inside automobiles 

15. Chronic Diseases and Translational Medicine 2018 Fine particulate matter (PM2.5): The culprit 

for chronic lung diseases in China. 

16. Journal of Thoracic Disease 2016 The impact of PM2.5 on the human respiratory system 

17. US EPA 2022 Health and Environmental Effects of Particulate Matter (PM) 

18. Harvard School of Public Health 2011 Greenhouse gases pose threat to public health 

19. CDC 2022 Climate Effects on Health. 

20. NAQTS, Emissions Analytics, Lancaster University 2018 Vehicle Interior Air Quality: Volatile 

Organic Compounds 

 

Congestion vs. Idling Emissions (Traffic Emissions) 

1. Transportation Research Record Comparison of Vehicular Emissions in Free-Flow and 

Congestion Using MOBILE4 and Highway Performance Monitoring System 

2. Atmospheric Environment 2011 Vehicle emissions in congestion: Comparison of work zone, rush 

hour and free-flow conditions 

3. Institute for Transport and Economics 2007 How Much does Traffic Congestion Increase Fuel 

Consumption and Emissions? Applying a Fuel Consumption Model to the NGSIM Trajectory Data 

4. Science of The Total Environment 2013 Air pollution and health risks due to vehicle traffic 

5. USA Today 2011 Study blames 2,200 deaths on traffic emissions  

 

Resources 

1. TxDOT 2022 DEIS  



Mr.  Endres, 

 

As one of the elderly residents of Tucker Hill, I have written to you several times regarding my 

opposition to Option A for the ByPass.  Below is a more eloquent and substantiated numerous reasons 

why this is a bad idea.  Our community has worked tirelessly trying to get our concerns heard that would 

result in a different choice.  Below consists of the documented reasons why it is not too late to 

reconsider your decision.  I sincerely hope it helps sway you to our side. 

 

As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of Segment A over 

Segment B is fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150 million more, applies criteria to 

support their decision inconsistently, and provides numerous biased, false, and inconsistent findings in 

their environmental study. Furthermore, there is objective evidence of political maneuvering, 

campaigning, and rezoning efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed 

TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn these actions as unethical and improper.  

 

The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council on Environmental 

Quality (CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021), decisions on an alignment must be based on what is practical 

and feasible from a technical and economic standpoint, rather than what is desirable from the 

standpoint of the agency (i.e, TxDOT).  

 

As a McKinney homeowner, I believe a bypass may be required to support growth in the northern 

corridor. However, in selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do harm to a significant 

percentage of McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant fiscal irresponsibility. This decision is 

made more egregious with the existence of a viable lower impact alternative. It appears irrefutable that 

Segment B is the better alternative and that there are serious flaws in the conclusions reached by TxDOT 

and in the underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS).  

 

Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants that cause harm to 

humans and a rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current and future impacts. If TxDOT 

will not mitigate these harms, then TxDOT should at the very least do a rigorous analysis of these harms 

and explicitly note the opportunities we forgo with the current preferred alignment. The pollution 

appendices are missing critical analyses and portions are invalid as presented. This project should not 

proceed until those egregious omissions and errors are corrected.  

 

In order to ensure resolution and the creation of the best project possible, we request that:  

• TxDOT issue a second draft of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in the current draft EIS.  

• Any Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) have a 90-day review period, with an official 

public comment period, and that the FEIS be unbundled from the Record of Decision 

 

The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A:  

• Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes 2 versus 5. However, segment A is one mile 

longer, has 6 new interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential major utility conflicts versus 

just two for Segment B and displaces 15 businesses versus zero businesses for Segment B.  



• Segment B would have less of an environmental impact. Segment A would encroach on twice 

the wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and streams and more acreage of 

forests, prairies and grasslands than Segment B. Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable 

Heritage trees, aged over 150 years. Finally, there would be no hazardous material sites 

impacted on Segment B and TXDOT has identified 2 with Segment A. 

• Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to the taxpayers is 

that the estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M more than Segment B. 

• Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 Highway increasing the 

risk of work zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic patterns. Additionally, the 

requirement to lower the existing grade in bedrock and cantilever local lanes in a restricted 

ROW width, while preferred for the longterm, will significantly increase the construction time, 

safety risk and disruption compared to route B. Priority has not been given to safety and the 

increased risk of fatal accidents, including those induced by a change in grade and, not one, but 

two 90 degree turns. 

• TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned future 

residential homes. It appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of unidentified future 

residents, property investors or developers over the impact of existing McKinney residents. The 

voices of the current residents should be a priority over unidentified future residents. 

• TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under 

construction west of Custer Road. Once again, this appears to accrue to the benefit of future 

residents or current investors, not the current residents of McKinney.  

• TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic Horsemanship 

property, the subject of substantial public concern”. In fact, there is no great “public concern” 

over MainGait. The facility does serve a noble purpose, but that purpose is nowhere near the 

public concern of the impact to the existing residents of Tucker Hill who include retired 

veterans, disabled residents (both young and old), seniors 55+ and countless children. More 

concerning to members of Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney community is that TxDOT 

calls out the impact of the ROW to the property belonging to the founder of MainGait. The 

founder of MainGait is no ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill Darling, a former real estate 

developer and home builder who stands to gain personally by the selection of Segment A over 

B. In particular, Bill Darling and/or other associates of the Darling company, leveraged 

ownership of 43 Tucker Hill lots to submit comments against Segment B in favor of Segment A – 

essentially impersonated residents of Tucker Hill. TxDOT’s own findings indicate that the 

continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and has stated Segment B “would not make 

the ManeGait inaccessible to persons with disabilities and would not violate the Americans with 

Disabilities Act.” Furthermore and perhaps most egregious is that ManeGait stated and TxDOT 

perpetuated the false claim that ManeGait provides “essential” services to protected citizens, 

which was a misrepresentation and may have swayed public opinion.  

 

In direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT still concluded Segment A was the preferred route 

option.  

 

TxDOT relied on the EIS to support their conclusion. Of critical concern to Tucker Hill and the greater 

McKinney community is what appears to be flaws in the underlying TxDOT analysis and interpretation of 



the EIS. I will attempt to detail each of my concerns individually. My comments however, are not meant 

to be a complete listing of the errors or omissions in the study, but simply those that this compressed 

timeframe has allowed me to identify.  

 

Noise Pollution  

The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased. The importance of this is underscored by 

the existing scientific literature showing the association between traffic and related noise on physical 

and mental health. The study evaluated only a single barrier south of the community. It appears the 

study was biased toward providing more data around MainGait, a facility with transient guests, then 

Tucker Hill, a community of over 380 homes with plans for over 600. Additionally, it appears that there 

has been no regard taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous veteran residents, elderly residents or our residents 

with disabilities – collectively, who likely outnumber MainGait’s transient guests. In fact, Tucker Hill was 

classified, by TxDOT, as a standard residential area with an acceptable NAC level of 67 and precluded 

from participating in any future noise studies. This is both incorrect and unacceptable. Tucker Hill is a 

“front porch” community and every home is designed with a front porch that encourages outdoor 

activities and interactions between neighbors. Tucker Hill should be reclassified as Category A to 

preserve the essence of the neighborhood and the neighborhood should be included in any future noise 

abatement studies.  

 

The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise on the community. 

Yet, TxDOT, while proposing to surround the neighborhood on both the south and east side with a 

highway, believes the noise impact to be acceptable. TxDOT has not met their burden in any way, and 

moving forward with flawed data will cause irreparable harm to the residents of Tucker Hill, especially 

the young, elderly and disabled who do not regularly leave the neighborhood. A new noise study must 

be conducted with more receptors and sound barriers across both the south and east side of the 

neighborhood must be included in any Segment A option. Finally, it appears untenable that TxDOT could 

make any conclusion about the noise impact on Tucker Hill without fully understanding the impact of 

their proposed Segment A shift on the east side of the neighborhood.  

 

Community Impacts  

TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park and the Tucker Hill Community Center in their 

community impact study as the only community spaces without identifying the population they serve. 

First, Tucker Hill houses a community center, two town squares, two community parks, a community 

pool, a dog park, two fire pits, an amphitheater and a rooftop event space in the Harvard Park 

commercial area. The community spaces can be found filled with residents on almost any sunny day. 

Tucker Hill hosts many little league practices from Prosper and McKinney in our neighborhood parks and 

is a Christmas Holiday destination for people all across the region to visit our lighted homes. 

Furthermore, the community has a long history of events supporting organizations like Ethan for Autism, 

29 Acres and the Down Syndrome Guild of Dallas. TxDOT has not demonstrated that they have 

completed any research into the impacted population (including children of all ages, elderly, seniors 

55+, veterans and residents with disabilities) of these facilities. Once again, this is an egregious omission 

and appears to show substantial bias for MainGait and other facilities that serve guests as opposed to 

residents.  

 



Aesthetic Impacts  

TxDOT has not completed the required aesthetic impact analysis for the whole project.  

 

Traffic Analysis  

TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed. TxDOT’s original traffic projection methodology was deemed to 

be incomplete and inconsistent by the Texas A&M Transportation Institute (TTI) in September of 2020. 

In March 2021, TTI noted that they still had not been provided traffic data for the “No Build vs Build 

scenarios”. At that time, TTI deemed that the growth rates used in the revised study were acceptable for 

“short-term growth (from 2020 to the pivot year of 2040)”. Unfortunately, TxDOT has not addressed 

how their growth rate calculation using a linear regression could be acceptable if the baseline year for 

traffic growth is 2020. In every commercial or municipal environment, 2020 is seen as a data anomaly 

because of the impact of the pandemic and an unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes of any 

kind. TxDOT’s traffic analysis continues to be flawed and incomplete.  

 

Two 90 degree curves  

More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a horizontal curve, and the average crash rate 

for horizontal curves is about three times that of other types of highway segments 

(https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/). In 2022 the United States 

Department of Transportation released their National Roadway Safety Strategy, which endorsed zero 

fatalities as the national goal and promotes building safety into the design of roads. TxDOT did not 

compare the safety risks including injury and fatality based on the highway designs of alternatives A and 

B. Segment A (the current preferred alignment) has two 90 degree curves. It also does not appear that 

TxDOT considered this safety risk in their decision.  

 

As such, TxDOT must include an analysis that compares alternatives A and B on the probability of 

accidents, injury, and fatalities. In addition, TxDOT must justify why they would choose a more 

dangerous alignment and one that goes against the US Department of Transportation’s strategy.  

 

Community Cohesion  

TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to Tucker Hill with Segment A 

and that there appears to be existing cohesion between Whitley Place, Mansions of Prosper, Luxe 

Prosper and Walnut Grove due to school districting once again is incorrect and appears to show a bias 

or, simply, a failure to conduct proper research.  

 

Segment A will effectively sever Tucker Hill on both the south and eastern sides of the neighborhood 

from McKinney. This is atypical and will leave Tucker Hill, established within the city limits of McKinney 

in 2008, as the only established subdivision completely blocked off from McKinney on two sides of the 

neighborhood. In fact, the highway will sever Tucker Hill from the districted school, Reeves Elementary 

in Auburn Hills. It will also impact and, possibly, imperil the plans to connect Tucker Hill to both the 

school and the hike and bike trail system already in the city’s plans. The City of McKinney has noted in 

their planning documents and as Mayor Fuller reiterated in his email to Ceason Clemons and TxDOT staff 

dated February 26th, 2023, Tucker Hill is a significant asset to the city.  

 



What may be most troubling, though, is TxDOT’s conclusion that somehow there is no cohesion impact 

when cutting Tucker Hill off from Reeves Elementary, but there appears to be an impact to the Prosper 

neighborhoods due to school zoning. However, the Walnut Grove neighborhood is not districted for 

Prosper ISD. The Mansions of Prosper neighborhood and the Luxe Prosper neighborhood are districted 

for different elementary and high schools than the Whitley Place neighborhood. In fact, Mansions of 

Prosper and Luxe Prosper share school zoning with Tucker Hill. The correct conclusion here should have 

been that given the shared school zoning between these neighborhoods (Mansions of Prosper, Luxe 

Prosper, Tucker Hill and Auburn Hills) and the fact that Tucker Hill would become the only established 

subdivision to be severed from McKinney by the highway on two sides, with respect to community 

cohesion, Segment B is clearly the better alternative.  

 

Construction and Noise Pollution  

TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to construction and noise pollution. According to 

the TxDOT handbook this is incorrect and TxDOT must also include:  

 

“Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This section of the EA must identify and explain 

any impacts associated with construction activities. This includes light pollution; impacts 

associated with physical construction activity, temporary lane, road or bridge closures (including 

detours); and other traffic disruptions. Include the expected duration of any construction 

impacts, and explain any BMPs or other strategies that will be used to mitigate such impacts.”  

 

TxDOT must outline and detail all potential impacts during construction for both proposed Segments A 

and B and appropriately evaluate those impacts as part of the study. Importantly, TxDOT should provide 

all impacts and mitigation strategies related to construction prior to proceeding. Critically, with respect 

to Tucker Hill and the surrounding neighborhoods, what are the plans for egress to the neighborhood 

during construction and how will those plans impact the response time of emergency vehicles to points 

within the neighborhood?  

 

Shift Closer to Tucker Hill  

TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the already flawed 

analysis that produced a preference for Segment A creates an unfair burden on the residents of Tucker 

Hill. Once again, TxDOT appears to be showing a callous bias toward ‘future development’ rather than a 

commitment to current residents. It is impossible to fully understand the additional noise pollution, air 

pollution and other effects without additional study. It’s important to note that even with this new 

shifted Segment A, the cost to construct Segment B would be $100M less than Segment A. TxDOT’s 

actions are placing the residents of Tucker Hill in an untenable position and are knowingly causing 

irreparable harm to the community in favor of future development. I strongly object to the proposed 

shift of the A alignment.  

 

Air Pollution  

Air pollution is a documented public health emergency, and can affect every organ in the body, including 

cognition. Children and the elderly are disproportionately vulnerable to air pollution, specifically PM2.5, 

and more so if they live in close proximity to a highway. Air pollution can cause a multitude of diseases 

in adults, including heart disease, and can breach the placental barrier during pregnancy, causing 



miscarriages and birth defects. These impacts are well documented and have been noted in academic 

studies for over a decade. TxDOT should not proceed with this project until they have conducted a full 

study of existing and future air pollution on this highway, both at the regional scale and immediately 

adjacent to the highway. TxDOT must be compliant with EPA’s health-based National Ambient Air 

Quality Standards.  

 

The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill neighborhood on the South and East sides. 

Winds in McKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-East meaning that for more days 

than not air pollution will be blown and settled on the residents of Tucker Hill.  

 

It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT utilized an airspeed of 1 MPH. The 

average wind speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the prevailing winds are from the south and 

south-east. It appears that additional study must be completed to correctly understand what the 

adverse effects of air pollution would be on the Tucker Hill population. Additionally, if Segment A is 

selected, monitoring devices must be installed to monitor air quality before, during and after 

construction.  

 

The DEIS fails to address air pollution from traffic beyond tailpipe emissions. A growing body of 

academic research cites brake wear and tire friction as primary pollutants from traffic. The DEIS has not 

addressed either of these sources of pollutants, nor does it address benzene or Volatile Organic 

Compounds (VOCs). We request that TxDOT complete detailed analyses of each of these pollutants, and 

compare pollutant levels on 380 (for each pollutant) to expected levels during and after construction 

Segment A.  

 

The DEIS notes in several places that expected proliferation of electric vehicles (EVs) should improve air 

pollution in this corridor. This is not only abdicating responsibility for mitigating air pollution, but a 

misrepresentation of electric vehicles and their environmental benefits. While EVs do reduce tailpipe 

emissions from internal combustion engines (ICEs), they do nothing to reduce pollution from non-

tailpipe sources including brake dust and tire friction. Pollution from tire friction may worsen in EVs due 

to increases in vehicle weight from electric batteries. Further, Texas’ electric grid is far from clean, and 

EVs that source their energy from unclean sources are, therefore, unclean themselves.  

 

The Mobile Source Air Toxins analysis in the DEIS is lacking and includes only a qualitative analysis. The 

DEIS claims that MSAT will decrease with time because of improved federal standards. We argue that 

this is an outsourcing of responsibility to mitigate air pollution in the 380 corridor, and request that 

TxDOT complete a quantitative MSAT analysis and a health impact assessment for all criteria pollutants.  

 

Quality of Comments Collected  

As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in soliciting comments. In 

addition to submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill residents, comments were solicited via 

Facebook with no links to the underlying studies or segment alternatives. TxDOT must vet all of the 

comments collected during the scoping project fully and determine that they were legitimately provided 

by residents. If the comments were not legitimate, they should be stricken from the project record.  

 



NEPA  

Paraphrasing from The Council on Environmental Quality (2021), TxDOT is obligated to evaluate feasible 

alternatives in enough detail so that a reader can compare and contrast the environmental effects of the 

various alternatives. Of note, NEPA reasonable alternatives include those that are practical or feasible 

from the technical and economic standpoint, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of 

TxDOT.  

“NEPA is About People and Places”  

 

"Impacts include ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health impacts, whether 

adverse or beneficial. It is important to note that human beings are part of the environment (indeed, 

that is why Congress used the phrase “human environment” in NEPA), so when an EIS is prepared and 

economic or social and natural or physical environmental effects are interrelated, the EIS should discuss 

all of these effects."  

 

It is clear that TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst, unsavory. I ask that 

TxDOT respond to each of the issues discussed. As it stands, if TxDOT proceeds with their preferred 

Segment A they will be irreparably harming the residents of Tucker Hill, unfairly seizing the residents’ 

ability to enjoy their neighborhood, severing them from their broader community and, potentially, 

justifying it with a fatally flawed Environmental Impact Study.  

 

Regards, 

 

 

Induced Demand 

1. RMI SHIFT Calculator 

2. RMI_SHIFT (STATE HIGHWAY INDUCED FREQUENCE OF TRAVEL) CALCULATOR_About the 

methodology 

3. American Economic Review_2011_The Fundamental Law of Road Congestion: Evidence from US 

Cities 

4. California EPA Air Resources Board_2014_Policy Brief_Impact of Highway Capacity and Induced 

Travel on Passenger Vehicle Use and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

5. UC Davis_2015_Policy Brief_Increasing Highway Capacity Unlikely to Relieve Traffic Congestion  

 

Case Studies & TxDOT Publications 

1. Air Alliance Houston_2019_Health Impact Assessment of the North Houston Highway 

Improvement Project 

2. Air Alliance Houston_2022_Why are we still building highways? 

3. TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS 

4. TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS Appendix P Air Quality 

5. TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS Appendix V Greenhouse Gas and Climate Change 

6. Thomson Reuters Foundation_2022_In 'world's most polluted city', Indian workers unaware of 

toxic air 

7. Reuters_2021_Pollution likely to cut 9 years of life expectancy of 40% of Indians 

8. The Guardian_2022_‘It’s just more and more lanes’ the Texan revolt against giant new Highways 



9. The New York Times_2022_Can Portland Be a Climate Leader Without Reducing Driving? 

10. TxDOT_2023_TxDOT Statewide On-Road Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis and Climate 

Change Assessment Update Summer 2023 

11. TxDOT_2018_Technical Report_Statewide On-Road Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis and 

Climate Change Assessment 

 

Tailpipe Emissions vs. Tire Friction Pollution 

1. The Guardian_2022_Car Tyres Produce Vastly More Particle Pollution Than Exhausts, Tests Show 

2. Jalopnik_2022_Emissions from Tire Wear Are a Whole Lot Worse Than We Thought 

 

Congestion vs. Idling Emissions 

1. City Observatory_2017_Urban Myth Busting: Congestion, Idling, and Carbon Emissions 

2. Transportation Research_2012_Congestion and emissions mitigation: A comparison of capacity, 

demand, and vehicle based strategies 

 

Policy vs. Behavior Changes 

1. Transportation Research Interdisciplinary Perspectives_2023_Driven by head or heart? Testing 

the effect of rational and emotional anti-speeding messages on self-reported speeding 

intentions 

 

Effects on Human Health 

1. The Guardian_2019_Revealed: air pollution may be damaging ‘every organ in the body’ 

2. Chest_2019_Air Pollution and Noncommunicable Diseases 

3. PNAS_2018_Global estimates of mortality associated with long-term exposure to outdoor fine 

particulate matter 

4. Environmental Pollution_2008_Human health effects of air pollution 

5. Environmental Health Perspectives_2007_Short-Term Effects of Carbon Monoxide on Mortality: 

An Analysis within the APHEA Project 

6. Respiratory Medicine_2015_Allergy and asthma: Effects of the exposure to particulate matter 

and biological allergens 

7. American Journal of Physiology_2008_Particulate matter exposure induces persistent lung 

inflammation and endothelial dysfunction 

8. Environmental Health Perspectives_2016_Prenatal Air Pollution Exposures, DNA Methyl 

Transferase Genotypes, and Associations with Newborn LINE1 and Alu Methylation and 

Childhood Blood Pressure and Carotid Intima-Media Thickness in the Children’s Health Study 

9. Environmental Health Perspectives_2010_Childhood Incident Asthma and Traffic-Related Air 

Pollution at Home and School 

10. Environmental Pollution_2017_Maternal exposure to air pollutants during the first trimester 

and foetal growth in Japanese term infants 

11. Environmental Health Perspectives_2009_Association between Local Traffic-Generated Air 

Pollution and Preeclampsia and Preterm Delivery in the South Coast Air Basin of California 

12. Obesity_2016_Residential proximity to major roadways, fine particulate matter, and adiposity: 

The framingham heart study 



13. Environmental Health Perspectives_2006_Separate and Unequal: Residential Segregation and 

Estimated Cancer Risks Associated with Ambient Air Toxics in U.S. Metropolitan Areas 

14. The Guardian_2019_Air pollution deaths are double previous estimates, finds research 

15. European Heart Journal_2019_Cardiovascular disease burden from ambient air pollution in 

Europe reassessed using novel hazard ratio functions 

16. The Guardian_2019_Air pollution 'as bad as smoking in increasing risk of miscarriage' 

17. Fertility and Sterility_2019_Acute effects of air pollutants on spontaneous pregnancy loss: a 

case-crossover study 

18. Fertility and Sterility_2018_Ambient air pollution and the risk of pregnancy loss: a prospective 

cohort study 

19. The Guardian_2018_Air pollution particles found in mothers' placentas 

20. The Guardian_2018_Air pollution causes ‘huge’ reduction in intelligence, study reveals 

21. PNAS_2018_The impact of exposure to air pollution on cognitive performance 

22. The Guardian_2017_Air pollution harm to unborn babies may be global health catastrophe, 

warn doctors 

23. BMJ_2017_Impact of London's road traffic air and noise pollution on birth weight: retrospective 

population based cohort study 

24. The Guardian_2017_Global pollution kills 9m a year and threatens 'survival of human societies' 

25. The Guardian_2018_Diesel pollution stunts children’s lung growth, major study shows 

26. The Lancet_2019_Impact of London's low emission zone on air quality and children's respiratory 

health: a sequential annual cross-sectional study 

27. The Guardian_2017_How conniving carmakers caused the diesel air pollution crisis 

28. The Guardian_2018_Childhood obesity linked to air pollution from vehicles 

29. Environmental Health_2018_Longitudinal associations of in utero and early life near-roadway air 

pollution with trajectories of childhood body mass index 

30. Preventive Medicine_2010_Automobile traffic around the home and attained body mass index: 

a longitudinal cohort study of children aged 10-18 years 

31. The Guardian_2016_Air pollution linked to increased mental illness in children 

32. BMJ_2016_Association between neighbourhood air pollution concentrations and dispensed 

medication for psychiatric disorders in a large longitudinal cohort of Swedish children and 

adolescents 

33. The Guardian_2018_Air pollution: everything you should know about a public health emergency 

34. The Guardian_2017_Electric cars are not the answer to air pollution, says top UK Adviser 

35. The New York Times_2022_Enough About Climate Change. Air Pollution Is Killing Us Now. 

36. Air Alliance Houston_No Safe Level of Transportation Emissions 

37. Elsevier_2017_Increased air pollution cuts victims' lifespan by a decade, costing billions 

38. Harvard_2016_Air pollution below EPA standards linked with higher death rates 

39. Environmental Health Perspectives_2016_Low-Concentration PM2.5 and Mortality: Estimating 

Acute and Chronic Effects in a Population-Based Study 

40. Texas Pedestrian Safety Coalition_2023_Exploring Transportation-Related Air Quality Impacts on 

Pedestrians in Disadvantaged Communities_Video 

41. Texas Pedestrian Safety Coalition_2023_Exploring Transportation-Related Air Quality Impacts on 

Pedestrians in Disadvantaged Communities_Slides 



42. Texas Pedestrian Safety Coalition_2023_Exploring Transportation-Related Air Quality Impacts on 

Pedestrians in Disadvantaged Communities_HBW Notes.docx 

43. University of British Columbia_2023_Traffic pollution impairs brain function 

44. Environmental Health_2023_Brief diesel exhaust exposure acutely impairs functional brain 

connectivity in humans: a randomized controlled crossover study 

45. Dezeen_2023_MIT study finds huge carbon cost to self-driving cars 

46. Journal of the American Heart Association_2022_Pandemic-Related Pollution Decline and ST-

Segment‒Elevation Myocardial Infarctions 

47. American Lung Association_2022_Living Near Highways and Air Pollution 

48. Environmental Health Perspectives_2011_Traffic-related air pollution and cognitive function in a 

cohort of older men 

49. The Lancet_2017_Living near major roads and the incidence of dementia, Parkinson's disease, 

and multiple sclerosis: a population-based cohort study 

50. Environmental Health Perspectives_2008_Association between traffic-related black carbon 

exposure and lung function among urban women 

51. The New England Journal of Medicine_2004_Exposure to Traffic and the Onset of Myocardial 

Infarction 

52. The Lancet_2002_Association between mortality and indicators of traffic-related air pollution in 

the Netherlands: a cohort study 

53. American Journal of Respiratory and Critical Care Medicine_2010_Chronic Obstructive 

Pulmonary Disease and Long-Term Exposure to Traffic-related Air Pollution_A Cohort Study 

54. The Urban Institute_2022_The Polluted Life Near the Highway 

 

Expert Publications & Guidelines 

1. Planetizen_2022_The Urgent Need for Climate Action Includes Land Use Reforms, IPCC Report 

Says 

2. IPCC_2022_Chapter 8 Transport 

3. WHO_2021_Global Air Quality Guidelines 

4. USPIRG_2021_Transform Transportation_Strategies For A Healthier Future 

5. The World Bank and IHME_2016_The Cost of Air Pollution 

6. Transportation for America_Driving Down Emissions 

 

Induced Demand 

1. Journal of Transport Economics and Policy 2002 Induced Travel Demand and Induced Road 

Investment: A Simultaneous Equation Analysis 

 

Tailpipe Emissions vs. Tire Friction Pollution/ Brake Dust Pollution/ Electric Vehicle Pollution 

1. Int J Environ Res Public Health 2017 Wear and Tear of Tyres: A Stealthy Source of Microplastics 

in the Environment 

2. Report EUR 2014 Non-exhaust traffic related emissions. Brake and tyre wear PM 

3. Atmospheric Environment 2011 Investigation on the potential generation of ultrafine particles 

from the tire–road interface 

4. Journal of Environmental Protection 2013 Dust Resulting from Tire Wear and the Risk of Health 

Hazards 



5. Environmental Science & Technology 2004 Tire-Wear Particles as a Source of Zinc to the 

Environment 

6. Environmental Science and Pollution Research 2015 Brake wear particle emissions: a review 

7. Science of the Total Environment 2008 Sources and properties of non-exhaust particulate 

matter from road traffic: A review 

8. Science of the Total Environment 2020 Tyre and road wear particles (TRWP) - A review of 

generation, properties, emissions, human health risk, ecotoxicity, and fate in the environment 

9. Science of the Total Environment 2022 Tire wear particle emissions: Measurement data where 

are you? 

10. Science of the Total Environment 2022 Effect of treadwear grade on the generation of tire PM 

emissions in laboratory and real-world driving conditions 

11. Emission Control Science and Technology 2021 Development of Tire-Wear Particle Emission 

Measurements for Passenger Vehicles 

12. Wear 2018 Investigation of ultra fine particulate matter emission of rubber tires 

13. Bloomberg 2022 New Tech Aims to Capture Electric Vehicle Tire Emissions 

14. Arizona Department of Transportation 2006 Tire Wear Emissions for Asphalt Rubber and 

Portland Cement Concrete Pavement Surfaces 

15. The Conversation 2020 Air pollution from brake dust may be as harmful as diesel exhaust on 

immune cells – new study 

16. UK Research and Innovation 2020 Brake dust air pollution may have same harmful effects on 

immune cells as diesel exhaust 

17. U.S. Department of Energy Alternative Fuels Data Center Emissions from Electric Vehicles 

18. U.S. Department of Energy Argonne Laboratory 2009 Well-to-Wheels Energy Use and 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis of Plug-in Hybrid Electric Vehicles 

19. National Renewable Energy Laboratory 2016 Emissions Associated with Electric Vehicle 

Charging: Impact of Electricity Generation Mix, Charging Infrastructure Availability, and Vehicle 

Type 

20. US News 2020 Brake Dust Another Driver of Air Pollution 

21. The New York Times 2021 How Green Are Electric Vehicles? 

22. Scientific American 2016 Electric Cars Are Not Necessarily Clean 

23. The Guardian 2016 Why electric cars are only as clean as their power supply 

24. Biofriendly Planet 2022 Electric Vehicles and Their Impact on the Environment 

25. California Air Resources Board 2022 California moves to accelerate to 100% new zero-emission 

vehicle sales by 2035 

26. CNN 2022 Car tires are disastrous for the environment. This startup wants to be a driving force 

in fixing the problem. 

 

VOCs/ PM2.5/ Greenhouse Gases 

1. World Health Organization 2019 Exposure to benzene: a major public health concern 

2. American Lung Association 2022 Volatile Organic Compounds 

3. National Cancer Institute 2022 Benzene 

4. Environmental Research 2020 Characteristics of volatile organic compounds from vehicle 

emissions through on-road test in Wuhan, China. 



5. Aerosol and Air Quality Research 2018 Emission Characteristics of VOCs from On-Road Vehicles 

in an Urban Tunnel in Eastern China and Predictions for 2017–2026 

6. Atmospheric Environment 2017 Characteristics of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) from the 

evaporative emissions of modern passenger cars 

7. Atmospheric Environment 2012 Volatile organic compounds from the exhaust of light-duty 

diesel vehicles 

8. Analytical Sciences 2012 Measurement of volatile organic compounds in vehicle exhaust using 

single-photon ionization time-of-flight mass spectrometry 

9. PubMed 2001 Exposure to volatile organic compounds for individuals with occupations 

associated with potential exposure to motor vehicle exhaust and/or gasoline vapor emissions 

10. Environmental Research 1999 Assessment of benzene and toluene emissions from automobile 

exhaust in Bangkok 

11. Atmospheric Environment 1967 Benzene, toluene and xylene concentrations in car exhausts and 

in city air 

12. Environmental Science and Technology 1992 On-line measurement of benzene and toluene in 

dilute vehicle exhaust by mass spectrometry 

13. Iowa State University 2015 Quantification of benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene and o-xylene in 

internal combustion engine exhaust with time-weighted average solid phase microextraction 

and gas chromatography mass spectrometry 

14. Journal of Exposure Science & Environmental Epidemiology 2003 Measurement of volatile 

organic compounds inside automobiles 

15. Chronic Diseases and Translational Medicine 2018 Fine particulate matter (PM2.5): The culprit 

for chronic lung diseases in China. 

16. Journal of Thoracic Disease 2016 The impact of PM2.5 on the human respiratory system 

17. US EPA 2022 Health and Environmental Effects of Particulate Matter (PM) 

18. Harvard School of Public Health 2011 Greenhouse gases pose threat to public health 

19. CDC 2022 Climate Effects on Health. 

20. NAQTS, Emissions Analytics, Lancaster University 2018 Vehicle Interior Air Quality: Volatile 

Organic Compounds 

 

Congestion vs. Idling Emissions (Traffic Emissions) 

1. Transportation Research Record Comparison of Vehicular Emissions in Free-Flow and 

Congestion Using MOBILE4 and Highway Performance Monitoring System 

2. Atmospheric Environment 2011 Vehicle emissions in congestion: Comparison of work zone, rush 

hour and free-flow conditions 

3. Institute for Transport and Economics 2007 How Much does Traffic Congestion Increase Fuel 

Consumption and Emissions? Applying a Fuel Consumption Model to the NGSIM Trajectory Data 

4. Science of The Total Environment 2013 Air pollution and health risks due to vehicle traffic 

5. USA Today 2011 Study blames 2,200 deaths on traffic emissions  

 

Resources 

1. TxDOT 2022 DEIS  
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From: Ed Gistaro  

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 4:47 PM 

To: Ceason Clemens <Ceason.Clemens@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Fwd: 380 ByPass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

 

Begin forwarded message: 

 

From: Ed Gistaro

Subject: 380 ByPass 

Date: April 20, 2023 at 4:13:33 PM CDT 

To: Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov 

 

 

 



From: Ed Smith  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 4:47 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Ed and Melody Smith 

1612 Fife Hills Drive 

McKinney, TX 75072 

 

Sent from my iPad 



1

From: Edward Sommer 

Sent: Monday, April 17, 2023 10:22 AM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: 380 bypass

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

200 million back into your budget. Goes a long way to make other improvements 

Ed Sommer 



From: Edward Siegel 

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 8:29 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: No to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres, 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Edward Siegel 



From: Edward Sommer 

Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2023 4:28 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 extension 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

It would appear that those with the loudest voices take precedence over common sense.  

Adding a route parallel to 380 as far as I 35 north of Denton will provide significant traffic relief for 

decades. 

Now 380 is used for local traffic and is the primary route East and West to the tollway and Denton. 

 

The cost of fuel will move the big trucks to the freeway to avoid the stoplights.  That alone would open 

up 380 because those trucks block traffic by running side by side holding up two or three lanes. 

 

Residents of Prosper and West would most likely choose to add a few miles to their drive as it would be 

a faster drive to 75 on a new freeway with savings in fuel and emissions. 

 

380 has a lot of businesses bringing revenue to the city.  Disrupting those businesses will be a tax burden 

to the residents.  A new road will provide opportunities for new businesses to surface and help with 

future tax needs. 

  

Put yourself in the position of driving from 75 to the toll way.  Given the choice of option A or driving a 

new freeway, which would you honestly choose?  This is what we are all facing.   

 

Main gate can and should be moved.  This single obsticle is impeeding the lives of 10's of thousand 

people for years to come. 

 

I could probably write chapters on why route A is a poor choice but my single voice in a crowd of yelling 

people will go unnoticed.  

 

I appreciate the opportunity to share a few of my opinions. 

 

Warm Regards, 

Edward Sommer  

 

 

Ed Sommer 



From: Elaine Davis < > 

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 8:55 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Please say no to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Endres: 
 
I own a home in Stonebridge Ranch in McKinney, TX   I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. I 
understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax 
burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less 
overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens 
throughout McKinney.  
 
I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 
Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
 
Sincerely, 
Elaine Davis 



From: 

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 9:37 PM 

To: 

Subject: Us 380 Bypass NE Mckinney(I oppose C route and support D) 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

It looks like C will affect more homes and businesses than D.   It also appears to be 

longer and affect more wildlife area. 

 

I think that everyone has lost track on why this is being done.   

 

I drive from Farmersville to McKinney at least 3 7mes a week.  The biggest traffic 

problem is at New Hope road.  Traffic is always backed up there.  Neither of these 

routes fixes that problem. 

 

The next biggest problem is ge;ng thru Princeton.  Princeton is growing rapidly, 

and the traffic is bad.  If you started a route around Princeton near Princeton high 

school and bypass the C/D route completely, that would solve a lot of problems.  I 

know you have plans to build a loop around Princeton.  Why not combine them. 

 

For the last few years, I have no7ced all the road work around me.  It appears that 

TXDot has forgo?en who they work for.   

TxDot rebuilt hwy 78 from Farmersville to hwy 121 recently.  It is a great-smooth 

road.  However, it is dangerous.  For 10 miles , there are  very few passing 

zones.  The zones that are there are unusable.  People make their own passing 

zones.  That is a recipe for disaster.  I know there have been wrecks.  I don’t know 

how many and how bad.  

 

TxDot rebuilt 3 miles of FM2194 about 2 years ago.  While they were building it, 

they ripped my home phone landline 2 7mes.  That is my 911 line.  It was out of 

service for at least 2 weeks.   I am 86 years old.  I cannot be without phone 

service.  When I asked the person that took out my line if he cut my line, he said 

“Yes, and there is nothing you can do about it!”.  The owner of the crew did help 

speed up the fix but they all think that an individual problem is not anything they 

are going to be held accountable for with TxDot. 



 

TxDot behaves as if it is in  Washington DC from the way they support the ci7zens 

of this state. 

 

Please do not forget why 380 workarounds are occurring and make some good, 

educated decisions. 

 

Concerned Ci7zen 

Eldon Pa?erson 

972-784-7167 

 



From: Elena Travassos  

Sent: Friday, March 24, 2023 10:17 PM 

To: 

Subject: 380 Bypass/ NE McKinney  

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Dear Senator Paxton, Representative Leach and Mr Endres , 

 

I am a McKinney resident and I strongly oppose Segment C , and support Segment D as an alternative .  

Segment D affects a significantly lower amount of residential and business properties and prevents them 

from losing their homes and livelihood . Also , Segment D would allow our beautiful city of McKinney to 

keep more forests and woodlands , grasslands and prairies,  and allow to preserve the natural habitat of 

different animals that make our city so unique . 

City of McKinney 's official slogan is "Unique By Nature " . Me , my family and my neighbors would love 

to see McKinney continue to live by their principles . 

 

Thank you for caring . 

 

Best regards , 

 Elena Travassos 

McKinney resident . 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 





From: Elizabeth Bloemer
Sent: Friday, February 17, 2023 9:16 AM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: Re: US 380 from Coit Road to FM 1827 DEIS and Public Hearing Comment
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Thank you, Stephen. My good friends, the Borchard Family, alerted me to this situation, and they are
very concerned about its impact on their apiary. They have spent years developing it and helping
others get started in beekeeping. I hope the Texas DOT will reconsider its plans in favor of one that
doesn't hurt so many families, their homes and their livelihoods.
 
Cordially, 
Elizabeth "Erzsi" Bloemer 

On Fri, Feb 17, 2023, 9:49 AM Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> wrote:

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 

From: Elizabeth Bloemer  
Sent: Thursday, February 16, 2023 2:20 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>

mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
mailto:sbagwellrudy@burnsmcd.com
mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7Cde58cee132dd44f060ae08db1104e19c%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638122484876751989%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=3tfdbqcsMcz4ph00CTc%2F7q21YCMC2MJqcTRGdcwMSIE%3D&reserved=0
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mailto:Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov


Subject: US 380 from Coit Road to FM 1827 DEIS and Public Hearing Comment
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

To Whom It May Concern:
 
As a frequent visitor to north Texas with many friends and family in the area, including in the area affected by the
proposed bypass highway, I am very concerned about the impact of this expansion on my friends in McKinney.
Please abandon Plan C. It will financially ruin too many people who cannot afford a catastrophic loss of the
property values of their homes and land. Plan D will affect far fewer people and therefore make it more feasible
to fairly compensate them for what they will lose in the values of their properties. Smart growth, first and
foremost, must respect ownership of private property, one of our most basic freedoms in this country. Thank you
for your consideration in this matter.
 
Sincerely,
Elizabeth Bloemer
Sterling, MA 

 

 

 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsafety%2Ftraffic-safety-campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7Cde58cee132dd44f060ae08db1104e19c%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638122484876751989%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Wrf9jR7O6%2Bz4p9qcosw324r%2BzPbytva9%2BexLw%2FGpgj0%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsafety%2Ftraffic-safety-campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7Cde58cee132dd44f060ae08db1104e19c%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638122484876751989%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Wrf9jR7O6%2Bz4p9qcosw324r%2BzPbytva9%2BexLw%2FGpgj0%3D&reserved=0


From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Friday, February 17, 2023 8:50 AM
To: Elizabeth Bloemer
Subject: RE: US 380 from Coit Road to FM 1827 DEIS and Public Hearing Comment
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 

From: Elizabeth Bloemer 
Sent: Thursday, February 16, 2023 2:20 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: US 380 from Coit Road to FM 1827 DEIS and Public Hearing Comment
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

To Whom It May Concern:
 
As a frequent visitor to north Texas with many friends and family in the area, including in the area affected by the
proposed bypass highway, I am very concerned about the impact of this expansion on my friends in McKinney.
Please abandon Plan C. It will financially ruin too many people who cannot afford a catastrophic loss of the property
values of their homes and land. Plan D will affect far fewer people and therefore make it more feasible to fairly
compensate them for what they will lose in the values of their properties. Smart growth, first and foremost, must
respect ownership of private property, one of our most basic freedoms in this country. Thank you for your
consideration in this matter.
 
Sincerely,
Elizabeth Bloemer
Sterling, MA 
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From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Monday, January 23, 2023 8:37 AM
To: Elizabeth Minchey
Subject: RE: Support of Segment D for the 380 Bypass
 
Your comments will be added to public hearing summary.
 

From: Elizabeth Minchey 
Sent: Sunday, January 22, 2023 6:36 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>;
Subject: Support of Segment D for the 380 Bypass
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Mr. Hale and Mr. Endres,
 
I am writing to you both in support of Segment D for the 380 Bypass. I am vehemently against
Segment C, as it will have a negative impact on more community members and damage a precious
natural habitat. I have lived at 1510 County Road 339 for 22 years, and I have watched Collin county
experience rapid growth. It is our duty to protect the limited areas we have left that contain
beneficial, diverse wildlife in our county. Growth is a wonderful and necessary part of life, but it must
be done responsibly and with great care. Please consider abandoning the proposal for Segment
C and, instead, utilize the proposed Segment D.
 
Sincerely,
Elizabeth Minchey 
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From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:45 PM 

To: Liz Mulroney  

Subject: RE: Spur 399 Extension 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Liz Mulroney 

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 12:05 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Spur 399 Extension 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Endres, 

 

I am writing to express my opposition to Route C on the TX-DOT Spur 399 extension project. 

 

Route C affects and displaces significantly more homes, businesses, and community resources than 

route D. It also divides the residential and farming/ranching communities that make this area of Collin 

County unique. Perhaps even more concerning, Route C severely damages one of the largest remaining 

forests in central Collin County. It destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodland and 141% more 

acres of grassland and prairie than Route D. Not surprisingly, Route C is also strongly opposed by Texas 

Parks and Wildlife. 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cd29ebf10bb444339efda08db19e0ca70%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638132225487231925%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=W%2FD5kUq2f1JQtv%2BrLSTudBh27zCgo41Y3dkqqxErceQ%3D&reserved=0


Personally, Route C will destroy an area that I have known and loved as a long-time resident of Collin 

County. If Route C is imposed, we will lose access to community riding arenas, wooded trails, and 

outdoor pursuits. 

 

While Route C may be the more economical option in the short-term, Route D will preserve more 

developable land for future growth in Collin County by making use of flood plain space that is otherwise 

unusable. 

 

Please reconsider Route D as the more favorable option when planning the Spur 399 extension. 

 

Warm regards, 

 

Elizabeth Mulroney 

Teacher, Mother, Citizen 

Allen, Texas 

720-556-6888 

  

 

 



From: Betty Timmermann  

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 2:49 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Elizabeth Timmermann 

500 Rosebury Circle, McKinney 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 9:55 AM 

To: Ella Di  

Subject: RE: OPPOSE the construction of Segment A 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Ella Di 

Sent: Sunday, February 26, 2023 1:54 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: OPPOSE the construction of Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827. Sent from my iPhone 

 

[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) 

message]<https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsa

fety%2Ftraffic-safety-

campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C748243ceb0824

325f7bf08db19a5b2a9%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131971668858208

%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6

Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=qYR3TZGSgCK9VKnC19HvGQUU0IfSB64rD6dpjBmBHbs%3D&res

erved=0> 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 9:57 AM 

To: Elle Walsh 

Subject: RE: NO to Segment A, Yes to Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Elle Walsh  

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 4:29 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: NO to Segment A, Yes to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Comment: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

Dear Mr. Endres, 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827. 

 

I just don't understand how a proposition that has been thoroughly argued against, destroys a ton of 

wild life habitats, as well as small businesses and disrupts homes could be picked as the best option. As 

an educated thinker it does not make any sense and makes me wonder if this was a political decision 

instead of a decision that has been researched to find the best course of action. 

 

Again, as a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A 

and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 



We are writing to you to express our opposition to segment “A” of the proposed 380 bypass since

segment “B” would be the far more logical route to take. We have lived in Tucker Hill for 6 1/2 years. We

live on the upper part of Tremont Blvd. closest to 380. We can see (and hear) the traffic from our

driveway (approximately 200 ft. away). We purchased this home from Darling Company as it was the

only one on the market in Tucker Hill at the time. We love this neighborhood for the unique architecture

and the front porch presentation of each home. Hard to find that in most places of North Texas. Listed

below are a few of the reasons we believe “A” is the poorest choice TxDot could make:

● Far more expensive from a land acquisition viewpoint, movement of utilities, building a below

grade road requiring far greater engineering and material expenses, etc.

● Years of traffic disruption between Ridge Rd. and Custer with very few alternatives for the current

flow of traffic. Segment “B” would not interfere with traffic on 380.

● Far greater environmental impact on this neighborhood as well as Stonebridge on the south side

of 380. Tucker Hill would be surrounded on two sides of a major highway subjecting residents to

a significant increase in noise and air pollution.

● Significant home devaluation particularly to the homes within 500 feet of the construction

project. TxDot should be prepared to guarantee that the value of our homes would be made

whole.

TxDot has sited one of the reasons “A” was chosen over “B” was that there was more opposition

expressed to segment “B”. It’s unfortunate that the squeaky wheel theory was put into play to

make this decision since “B” was so obviously the far better choice from all aspects involved. A

therapeutic horse farm should not have decided the fate of the bypass as that entity would not

have been as adversely affected as had been publicized.

We know, that at this point, we are far from the first bulldozer showing up on 380 and we,

therefore, respectfully ask that you reconsider the choice of segment “A” as being the best

alternative. Thank you for your consideration.



From: Harmony Horsemanship

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 4:04 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Change 380 bypass from route C to D 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr Endres 

 

I am writing to express my opposition to Route C on the TX-DOT Spur 399 extension project. 

 

Route C affects and displaces significantly more homes, businesses, and community resources than 

route D. It also divides the residential and farming/ranching communities that make this area of Collin 

County unique. Perhaps even more concerning, Route C severely damages one of the largest remaining 

forests in central Collin County. It destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodland and 141% more 

acres of grassland and prairie than Route D. Not surprisingly, Route C is also strongly opposed by Texas 

Parks and Wildlife. 

 

Personally, Route C will destroy an area that I have known and loved as a long-time resident of Collin 

County. If Route C is imposed, we will lose access to community riding arenas, wooded trails, and 

outdoor pursuits. 

 

While Route C may be the more economical option in the short-term, Route D will preserve more 

developable land for future growth in Collin County by making use of flood plain space that is otherwise 

unusable. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Emi Jabara 

--  

Emi Jabara 

Natural Horsemanship Instructor 

"A horse doesn't care how much you know until he knows how much you care" 

www.HarmonyHorsemanship.net 

 



From: Emily Morehead  

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 1:06 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hello, 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of 
Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand 
TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on 
McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall 
disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. 
I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass 
from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Sincerely, 
Emily Morehead 

--  

Emily Grace Morehead, MA, LPC 



From: Emily McCutchen 

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 11:11 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Stephen, 

 

As a concerned citizen of the area of discussion, I am completely "perplexed" as to this extension...an EIS 

has been completed, a DEIS has been created and according to process and protocols, as well as, 

precedence set in almost all "like projects", this one...for some reason continues. 

 

I applaud you and all that have diligently worked on this, and I trust that ALL aspects considered have 

shown proof that the proper route for the Bypass, just East of Tucker Hill will prevail. 

 

As has been studied and considered, the Parks and Recreation areas, School and Academic structures, 

amenities for the Disabled, existing housing for families and seniors, wildlife...all of the above have been 

"saved" based on the current position. 

 

SEGMENT A is truly the proper path... 

 

Thank you, 

 

Emily McCutchen 



From: Emily Blythe

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 11:15 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

All my best, 

Emily O’Brien 

McKinney, TX 



From: Emily Selin

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 11:57 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A  

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Emily Selin 

1517 Landon Lane, McKinney, TX 75071 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 6

1201 ELM STREET, SUITE 500
DALLAS, TEXAS 75270-2102

April 10, 2023

Mr. Doug Booher
Director of Environmental Affairs 
Texas Department of Transportation 
125 East 11th Street
Austin, Texas 78701

Re: EPA comment letter for the U.S. Highway 380 McKinney Draft EIS 

Dear Mr. Booher:

The Region 6 office of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Texas 
Department of Transportation (TxDOT) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) (CEQ No. 
20230007) for the U.S. Highway 380 McKinney (US 380) in Collin County, Texas. The Draft EIS was 
reviewed pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Council on Environmental 
Quality regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500 – 1508), and by our NEPA review authority under Section 309 
of the Clean Air Act.

The US 380 project proposes to address population growth within the central portion of Collin County, 
primarily the City of McKinney, that has caused increases in current and forecasted traffic volumes that 
exceed the capacity of US 380 between Coit Road and Farm to Market (FM) 1827 (New Hope Road), 
leading to increased congestion, reduced mobility, and higher crash rates along US 380 compared to 
other similar roadways in the region. We have provided the following detailed comments for your 
consideration.

We appreciate the opportunity to review the Draft EIS. If you have any questions on our 
recommendations, please contact Keith Hayden of my staff at (214) 665-2133 or by e-mail at 
hayden.keith@epa.gov.

Sincerely,

Houston, 
Robert

Robert Houston 
Staff Director

Digitally signed by 
Houston, Robert
Date: 2023.04.10 16:32:36
-05'00'

Enclosure

Office of Communities, Tribes and 
Environmental Assessment

mailto:hayden.keith@epa.gov


DETAILED COMMENTS 
ON THE

US 380 McKINNEY
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Environmental Justice and Community Engagement

EPA recommends that community feedback is reflected in the decision-making process. Designing 
robust community engagement practices maximizes participation opportunities for communities that 
would be affected by the project, such as community-based workshops to facilitate discussion and issue 
resolution. Community-based workshops may also provide an opportunity to identify key issues and 
milestones for meaningful engagement in the NEPA process for the communities. Below are additional 
recommendations that will ensure robust community engagement:

 Provide early and frequent outreach and engagement opportunities to collect and incorporate 
community feedback throughout the NEPA process and to maintain maximum transparency.

 Ensure that meetings are scheduled at a time and location that is accessible for community 
participants, including scheduling meetings after work hours and on weekends as appropriate.

 Provide ample notice of meetings and commenting opportunities so that community members 
have sufficient time to prepare and participate.

 Promote engagement opportunities within appropriate outlets used by affected communities, 
such as newspapers, radio, and social media.

 Ensure that all project-related information is conveyed using plain language so that community 
members of varied reading proficiencies can readily understand the project-related information.

 Continue to share project information with the public in Spanish and Vietnamese, as needed.

Noise

The proposed alternatives have noise sensitive receptors (NSR’s) and barriers are proposed to mitigate 
noise impacts to some of the NSR’s. Other NSR’s will not receive noise mitigation due to cost or 
feasibility. EPA recommends TxDOT continue to explore potential noise mitigation solutions to reduce 
impacts to affected NSR’s. Also, ensure that NSR’s understand the scope of the issue and discuss any 
potential solutions with them. While noise impacts may not be fully mitigated due to cost, a reduction of 
noise effects might be feasible, and would be better than no mitigation at all.

Page 2 of 2



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:36 PM 

To: Eric 

Subject: RE: US380 Bypass 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Eric 

Sent: Friday, February 24, 2023 9:07 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: US380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Good Evening, 

 

As a McKinney Resident, I am hoping for your support. While I understand there are strong feelings in 

both directions, I am asking for you to say NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

 

I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as 

proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

After a lot of research and thought, I cannot wrap my mind around Option A being a better option.  I live 

a few miles from the proposed route. This is not directly impacting my home, but it will impact the 

community. I will appreciate the easier access, but Option A doesn’t make sense in comparison to 

Option B.  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cb1fd57f5437e456d1a6608db19e17d43%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638132228471692340%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=PHgs4FOYwuHIdiOx14cTgaWTX%2B%2B3I3DJ7rh12xjMb0E%3D&reserved=0


 

 

Eric Breznicky  

  

 

 



From: Erica Jones

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 3:02 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Erica Jones 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



As a McKinney resident, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of Segment A over Segment B ignores the
findings of the environmental study, applies criteria to support this decision inconsistently, is fiscally
irresponsible to the taxpayers and places an unsupportable financial burden on the City of McKinney and its
taxpayers.

Findings of the Environmental Impact Study should have led to selection of Segment B.
● No businesses displaced, rather than 15 current businesses displaced in Segment A.
● 2 rather than 7 major utility conflicts in Segment A
● No hazardous material sites impacted, rather than 2 in Segment A.
● Nearly twice the impact to rivers and streams; ½ mile vs. 1 mile
● Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged over 150 years.

Segment B saves over $150 million dollars for Collin County Taxpayers vs. Segment A
● $153M in right of way costs, rather than $198M in Segment A.
● $25M in utility relocation costs, rather than $75 in Segment A.
● $588M in design and construction costs rather than $608M in Segment A.
● $40M savings in utility relocation for the City of McKinney.

TXDOT’s own findings indicate that the continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted. 
● The design updates to Segment B have fully mitigated any impact to ManeGait
● TXDOT has received a copy of a study from Shea Center & Dreamcatchers, California service ranch

with a similar project that impacted their area which found there was minimal impact.
● TXDOT has said that Segment B “would not make the ManeGait inaccessible to persons with

disabilities and would not violate the Americans with Disabilities Act”

Priority has not been given to safety and the increased risk of fatal accidents
● Segment A contains two 90 degree turns with a change of grade which will present a greater risk of

fatal accidents.
● TXDOT did not reveal the comparison between fatality analysis for Segment A & B

Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 Highway increasing the risk
of work zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic patterns.

● According to TXDOT, 26,000 work zone crashes in 2021 resulted in 244 deaths.  
● The extended construction time required to regrade the existing road bed will increase the disruption to

existing traffic for several years of construction.

Criteria used to support Segment selection was not applied consistently. The criteria applied to
recommend Segment C, would conclude Segment B is the preferred option.

● C vs. D was compared based on objective cost data 
● A vs. B comparison featured subjective measures, such as counting the number of comments

submitted vs. objective facts

The current TXDOT budget and plans do not include the mitigation measures necessary to address the
impact of increased environmental and noise pollution, as well as concerning traffic hazards, for the
current McKinney neighborhoods impacted by Segment A. In addition to the depressed roadway:

● A sound wall across the full length of Tucker Hill property fronting 380 consistent with the character of
the entry being removed and providing privacy from cut thru traffic.

● The extension of Stonebridge Drive and new entrance on Townsend Boulevard for Tucker Hill residents
in the character of the current entrance at Tremont Boulevard.





From: Erik Baumgarten 

Sent: Monday, April 3, 2023 8:53 AM 

To: Stephen Endres; Ceason Clemens 

Subject: U.S. 380 bypass in McKinney 

Attachments: Tucker Hill- 380 Bypass Comments.pdf 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Please see attached my comments on the U.S. 380 bypass through McKinney. In particular, I am 

concerned that the EIS does not account for the sound impact of the elevated roadway portion that 

crosses Wilson Creek within a short distance of several neighborhoods, and that the ambiguity on the 

location of the turn north (i.e., "shifted" Segment A) mean that the true comparative impact has not 

been assessed.  

 

I am strongly opposed to Segment A and favor Segment B, which is a lower impact, more direct, and less 

expensive alternative.  

 

Erik Baumgarten  

2712 Majestic Ave 

McKinney,  TX  

 



From: Erik Gamborg 

Sent: Tuesday, April 4, 2023 9:07 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Re: 380 bypass comment 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres,  

 

I sincerely hope you will consider how this will affect those who live in the Timberridge community. The 

option that would run parallel to Ridge Road will be less than a 1/4 mile from our neighborhood. 

Unfortunately, it is merely the lesser of two evils because the option that would go through Prosper 

would take out some of our homes, with mine likely included. If the option that runs parallel to Ridge 

Road ends up happening, there are no provisions for any sound barriers. Having lived close to a freeway 

before, sound barriers are vital to adjacent neighborhoods. Even with sound barriers, there is significant 

noise in the neighborhoods, so I can only imagine what the noise would be like without them. 

 

Overall, though, the best option isn't even being discussed, which is to make roads like Wilmeth and 

Bloomdale four-lane roads all the way across, and then turn the Outer Loop into the alternate to the 380 

bypass, connecting it between the Dallas North Tollway and Hwy 75. As residential communities are 

growing more and more in McKinney, the current 380 bypass options are needlessly overbearing and 

will destroy too many homes and businesses. 

 

Thank you for your time. I understand that these decisions are difficult, but I sincerely hope you will 

consider how these options will affect these newer communities, with families who are just beginning to 

lay down roots in the community. 

 

Regards, 

Erik Gamborg 

 

 

 

On Tue, Apr 4, 2023 at 8:30 AM Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> wrote: 

TxDOT will extend the US 380 EIS public comment period another 15 days to April 20, 2023. 

  

This is to help accommodate the public in reviewing and commenting on the information provided at 

the public hearing. 

  



TxDOT will not be holding meetings concerning the project during the public comment period in an 

effort to ensure that all parties have the same information and opportunity during the comment 

period. 

  

TxDOT will continue to meet with local governments as well as residents once the public comment 

period has ended. 

  

• The Notice of Availability (NOA) for Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was posted on 

January 20, 2023. 

• The public hearing was held on February 16th and 21st. 

• The original comment period ended on March 21, 2023. 

• TxDOT extended the comment period 15 days to April 5, 2023. 

• TxDOT will extend public comment period another 15 days to April 20, 2023. 

  

Sincerely, 

  

Stephen Endres 

Transportation Engineer 

  

Dallas District  |  Texas Department of Transportation 

O: 214-320-4469  |  www.txdot.gov  

  

  

  

From: Erik Gamborg 

Sent: Tuesday, April 4, 2023 8:29 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 bypass comment 

  



This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless 

you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Good morning, Mr. Endres, 
 

I am writing to request an additional extension of time to submit comments for the EIS as our 
lives, our homes, our health, and our safety will be potentially impacted daily by the actions of 
TxDOT. Our neighborhood leaders were waiting for a meeting with TxDOT engineers and 
experts to clarify some of our outstanding questions to help with our comments and after a 
month of waiting were told by TxDOT the meeting would no longer be an option. This has left 
us trying to sort out our study-related questions and hundreds of pages of analysis on our own 
over the past ten days. We have an outstanding list of questions regarding the noise and air 
pollution studies, mitigation, community impacts, traffic data, and the overall process. The city 
of McKinney has agreed to meet with our neighborhood leaders to help with our mitigation 
concerns, but that critical meeting, in order for us to submit proper comments, is pending a 
date that will likely not occur until after April 5.  
  

Our comments over the past 7 years have largely been shaped by what we learn from the 
TxDOT engineers and experts. According to the NEPA process, we know that once the 
comments have been collected, those comments are what help to shape the next steps of the 
FEIS and ROD. While a meeting with TxDOT would still be our preference, if we are left to 
continue to sort this out independently, we need more time. We were only given notice that our 
questions would not be answered on March 20, 2023. As the regulation allows for a longer 
comment period if deemed necessary to ensure the public and other stakeholders have 
sufficient time to review and provide meaningful input on complex or contentious projects, I 
hope we as homeowners and taxpayers can be afforded this patience and grace as we aim to 
learn more, respond thoughtfully, and protect our families and communities. 
  

Thank you. 
 

Regards, 
Erik Gamborg 

Timberridge Community 

McKinney 

  

  

--  

Erik Gamborg 

(310) 990-0856 

www.erikgamborg.com

  



From: gene daunis <

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 5:59 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hello, 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Regards,  

Eugene Daunis 

1513 Hunters Creek Dr  

Mckinney,  TX 75072 

 

Sent from my T-Mobile 5G Device 

Get Outlook for Android 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Faka.ms%2FAAb9ysg&data=05%7C01%7Cstephen.endres%40txdot.gov%7C94979736104444e1d3ad08db1f67e4bc%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638138303317063329%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=2ZM%2FMb212WukeEPv1luXJq%2FkxUZRHGS3GBtcnSdjZSI%3D&reserved=0


From: Fazila Siddiqi

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 10:16 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: No to segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE 

the construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an 

existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax 

burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and 

homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge 

Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney.  

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 

option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Fazilasiddiqi  

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Ficowley

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 7:56 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Thank you 

Felipe Cowley 

Stonebridge Ranch Resident since 1996 





From: Francis Mccafferty

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 1:20 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Frank McCafferty 

8100 Blue Hole Ct 

McKinney, TX 75070 

 



From: Fred  

Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2023 10:22 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO 380 IN PROSPER 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Stephen, 
 
USE SEGMENT A, TXDOT PREFERRED AIGNMENT. 
 
Are you in the pocket of the mayor of McKinney? I have personally been polite to you, but my patience is 
growing thin.  
 
What happened, you didn't get the answer your master wanted the first 4 times you asked that question? 
You're still asking? 
 
Understand TXDOT will never put a bypass in PROSPER. McKinney has fast tracked building permits for 
businesses on Segment A. That FACT will easily be proved in court. 
 
Invoice McKinney for the new utility costs on Segment A. The corruption in McKinney's city council has 
earned it. They should have agreed to expanding 380 on 380. If TxDoT had engineers on staff, you would 
have advised McKinney of that fact.  
 
Stay out of Prosper or see you in court. 
 
Fred Costa 
260 Burnet Ct 
Prosper TX 75078 
 
 
 
 
 
 





From: Gail Wong  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 5:42 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Gail Peter Wong 

1808 Van Landingham 

Mckinney, TX 75071 

 

 



From: Gary Metzler <  

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 6:53 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 Bypass Public Comment 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Steven: 
 
I am a resident of Tucker Hill and my family adamantly opposes the Segment A 
preference by TxDOT.  The justification is faulty.  In your early correspondence, it was 
clear that Segment B  would cost less, was less distance and closed fewer 
businesses.  Taking the alternative route NORTH of 380 farther west is the RIGHT way 
to proceed.     
 
My home and family will suffer being burdened with this "Super Highway" on two 
sides.  Loud, busy and dirty.   
 
Main Gate was obviously the biggest advocate of Segment A, but you already 
conducted a thorough study that determined they would NOT be adversely impacted.   I 
also have a special needs child living in Tucker hill and this bypass should be shifted 
into the rural north Segment B. 
 
What about our home values?  We will be forced to leave this community.  McKinney 
needs to stand up to TxDOT and Prosper and make this change! 
 
Respectfully, 

7512 Hanover Street  
Tucker Hill 
 
 
Gary Metzler AIA      
Managing Director /Broker   
214-425-8125 
   
Metzler Enterprises LLC    
Real Estate Solutions    
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From: Gary Sanders

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 5:08 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: 380 bypass C & D

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

 

Sent from my I Gary Sanders Protest and oppose the selection of route C 100% as it is 
massive destruction to everything important in my relationship with life.  
I know it’s a wrong decision as I have talked personally with over 2000 people and 100% of them preferred D 
minimal destruction NOT ONE PERSON AGREES WITH C! I eliminated all the dots on the map that are 
people and businesses that chose to be on a highway. When I then look at it I get SICK because so much 
destruction that is unnecessary to all that’s important to life on route C on Route D nothing except for a small 
group of rental houses that can be replaced in any small community in Texas. Ranches are unique y’all have 
drawn through 6 ranches in4/10  
of mile when there is 2 miles of vacant land across the street, move it on the west side of Fm2933 where you 
won’t destroy or disrupt the retirement ranches of senior citizens.. obviously I am not an engineer or an expert 
but I do know RIGHT FROM WRONG! I took a pledge in 1966 that I still carry: Conservation Pledge which 
says  
I give my pledge as an American to save and faithfully to DEFEND from waste the natural resources of my 
country- it’s soil and minerals, it’s forest, waters and wildlife. I still live by that 
My opinion is the decision that seems to be the choice of only TxDOT is THE MOST DESTRUCTIVE ROUTE 
THAT COULD BE CHOSEN. I won’t post all the numbers of destruction and comparisons I know y’all probably 
have them memorized. I plead with you to do what is right. It’s Gods Earth and our job to respect it just as our 
bodies.  
PLEASE ALWAYS REMEMBER IT WAS THE BEST ENGINEERS THAT BUILT THE TITANIC!!! 
IT WAS THE COMMON MAN THAT BUILT NOAH’S ARK!!!! 
Signed,  
The common man 
Gary W. Sanders 
2500 FM 2933 
McKinney, Tx 
75071 
214-986-1537 



From: Gary Williams 

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 12:05 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

To whom it may concern, 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Gary Williams 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:41 PM 

To: G B  

Subject: RE: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: G B >  

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 8:54 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction 
of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT 
for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  
 

Thank you, 

George Bouhasin 

 

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cb8c263721506463c636108db19e0ee33%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638132226076213494%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=hd3fiStojXlmOpNUS%2BQBcS1lynL8EP4VmM32Dr0jD08%3D&reserved=0


From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Friday, February 10, 2023 8:17 AM
To: George Mavros 
Subject: RE: Public Comment Submission - US 380 From Coit Road to FM 1827 CSJs: 0135-02-065,
0135-03-053, 0135-15-002 Collin County, Texas
 
Your comments will be added to the public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 

From: George Mavros  
Sent: Thursday, February 9, 2023 5:21 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: Public Comment Submission - US 380 From Coit Road to FM 1827 CSJs: 0135-02-065, 0135-
03-053, 0135-15-002 Collin County, Texas
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Public Comment Submission for:
US 380  From Coit Road to FM 1827 
CSJs: 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, 0135-15-002 
Collin County, Texas 
 
Name: George Mavros and Karina Olevsky
Residence: 1013 Hoyt Drive, McKinney, TX 75071 (just north of proposed
project)
 
Hi Mr. Endres,
 
Per the instructions on the TX DOT website regarding this project, kindly
consider this email to constitute a Public Comment submission.
 
We would like to go on record supporting Segment D of the proposed plans and

mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
mailto:sbagwellrudy@burnsmcd.com
mailto:kmkenneally@burnsmcd.com
mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckmkenneally%40burnsmcd.com%7C9d7db9e9bbe74ecbf06208db0b7bd193%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638116398641700674%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=J32atMWpsQkzn3lR80qJcQThn6c1ZVx2LOVgGzSbUXA%3D&reserved=0
mailto:georgemavrosesq@gmail.com
mailto:Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov


opposing Segment C of the proposed plan.
 
Compared to Segment C, we believe Segment D will: disrupt less residents and
businesses, preserve more of the natural forest and wildlife we enjoy seeing in
the area, disturb less wetlands and would be better for traffic that Segment C. 
 
Thank you. Please let us know if you require any additional information.
Confirmation of receipt would be greatly appreciated.
 
George and Karina
 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsafety%2Ftraffic-safety-campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Ckmkenneally%40burnsmcd.com%7C9d7db9e9bbe74ecbf06208db0b7bd193%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638116398641700674%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=ZS8OIPasRzyC1yptazNYbVG%2BUVafogVBess8VmL9BKI%3D&reserved=0
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From: Gerald Sweet

Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2023 8:47 AM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: 380 by-pass

Attachments: 20223-04-17 US 380 Segement A Comments.pdf

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

I am a resident of Stonebridge in McKinney, Tx.  I am in full support of your proposed Segment B for the bypass on US 

380.  I am very opposed to segment A of the proposed 380 expansion.   

B is at least $150 million less than A and that is before the following possible additional expenses based on your 

presentation. 

Cost could increase with the relocation of water lines in front of the McKinney water tanks.   

There are two damns that A would bisect and from your presentation you currently don’t know what issues or cost 

would be involved with them.   

Depressing 380 in front of Tucker Hill might be more costly due to the higher water table (again bisecting the damns).  

Once started there could be more potential problems with environmental cleanup on 2 business sites with the A route 

and none on the B route.   

Option A displaces more current business and current residential than B.  You talk about future residential 

developments that MAY BE be impacted with B but there are CURRENT residents of both Stonebridge and Tucker Hill 

that will be impacted.  I have an autistic grandson that lives in Tucker Hill. Sounds are especially problematic.  What 

sound studies have been done to limit the amount of noise?  When were those studies done?  Dates, Times, Weather 

conditions? Where were the sensors located? 

B will not have an effect on Main Gait by your own research that you publicized  in spring 2022.  What factors changed 

your mind since you now say it will?   

B does not go through the middle of Prosper and will leave intact at least 15 of their business. 

Fully Support Segment B! 



From: Gerene Gramlich 

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 1:49 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Cc: 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hi Stephen, 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A 

for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an 

existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, 

destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge 

Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney.   

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from 

Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Thank you for accepting input from area homeowners. 

 

Regards, 

Gerene Gramlich 

3601 Rottino Drive 

McKinney, TX 75070 

 



From: Gina Fuller  

Sent: Wednesday, March 22, 2023 11:45 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Please listen to us!  This option will ruin our community. 

 

Gina Fuller 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Wednesday, March 29, 2023 9:58 AM 

To: 

Subject: FW: 380 

 

 

 

From: Gina Fuller >  

Sent: Wednesday, March 29, 2023 9:56 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>;

Subject: Re: 380 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Great, thanks for the update. We appreciate you listening and reviewing all of our input!  I appreciate all 

you do, but I have had a very difficult time understanding why TXDOT chose the much more expensive 

route which comes just east of Stonebridge Drive.  How did Prosper win out? (Was it that their mayor 

had a bigger voice?  Bill Darling?  I don't know? )  Does the state always choose the most expensive 

option?  I don't think so.   I am very frustrated with the elected leaders in McKinney.  This route will 

destroy Stonebridge, Tucker Hill and all the other businesses along this route.  I also have a difficult time 

understanding why Segment C was selected over Segment D since C impacts more homes.  I think our 

Mayor has sold out all the citizens of McKinney to achieve his agenda for the airport and his other 

developments.   "They made the decision, so now we’re trying to figure out how best to 

move forward.” George Fuller.  
 

Will you please explain this to me and the other citizens who are going to be impacted 
by our mayor's weak response?   
 

Gina Fuller 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C03d7b8a16d7a4b6c273008db3066fe76%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638156991132745369%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=iyzA%2BaV2up%2FIu9gq%2BMOLkFm3XDgIT0UFNeq1x0OD3J0%3D&reserved=0


On Fri, Mar 24, 2023 at 9:41 AM Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> wrote: 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

  

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

  

  

From: Gina Fuller >  

Sent: Wednesday, March 22, 2023 11:45 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 

  

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless 

you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands 

of citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

  

Please listen to us!  This option will ruin our community. 

  

Gina Fuller 

  



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Friday, March 3, 2023 1:43 PM 

To: Girlie Candela  

Subject: RE: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Girlie Candela

Sent: Wednesday, March 1, 2023 11:39 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827. 

 

Girlie Candela  

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C6a8e7aaa8e1345d9915e08db1c205ea8%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638134697572558521%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=YqgQR6s2SWWpNOGXYEXO99Wh8D6O4Pqhc6t967aZKs8%3D&reserved=0
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From: Glenn Goodwin 

Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2023 11:11 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Cc: Cynthia Goodwin

Subject: Impact of US 380 Bypass Decision

Attachments: Tucker Hill 380 TXDOT responses.docx

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres,  

 

I am writing to you on my and my wife's behalf to express our extreme disagreement and displeasure with TXDOT's 

preliminary decision to choose Option A as the preferred route for a proposed bypass of Highway 380. We have 

attached a very thorough response prepared by one of our neighbors, and we agree with everything said in that letter. 

We will not belabor the point by repeating everything said therein, but direct you to its contents as an accurate 

description of our position on TXDOT's preliminary decision. Instead, we will merely mention a couple of points that 

were either missed in that letter or not highlighted enough to convey our true feelings. 

 

The first point is that we feel the preliminary decision, choosing Option A, is incredibly short-sighted and will do little to 

achieve the goal of limiting traffic on 380. I moved to McKinney in July 2010 for work, and my wife and I bought a lot in 

Tucker Hill that August to begin building the home in which we now live. We closed on the house and moved in around 

the beginning of April 2011. At that time, I was commuting west on 380 and south on the DNT to get to my workplace in 

Plano. Once I got beyond the Walmart on Custer and 380, there was very little development all the way to the DNT. I 

saw fields on both sides of the road, covered with hay bales and a morning mist. We both know how much of that land is 

now developed; there is barely a field left. The same holds true if one continues west of the DNT toward Denton. 

 

With all that growth, there is no question that N. Texas needs a bypass north of 380. The problem with Option A for the 

bypass is that it won't accomplish what is needed. Development continues at a very fast pace between Tucker Hill and 

DNT and beyond. Within just a couple years, we'll have the PGA and Universal adding to congestion as well. So, building 

a bypass that travels south to meet 380 east of Tucker Hill is an exercise in futility. If TXDOT began the project today, it 

would be useless by the time it's finished. If it begins construction in a few years as is contemplated, the bypass's use in 

decreasing 380 traffic will be like throwing a pebble in the ocean. In fact, TXDOT should not even be considering a bypass 

route that reconnects with 380 anywhere east of DNT. The more forward-thinking decision would be to have the 

northern bypass not turn south until it hits I-35 in Denton. Anything west of that will simply be too little, too late, and a 

tremendous waste of taxpayers' money. 

 

The second point we wish to emphasize concerns the more recent idea of moving Option A even further west, but still 

east of Tucker Hill, ostensibly to allow more room for the development of a proposed apartment complex immediately 

east of Tucker Hill. Given what I've said above, it should be no surprise that we object to this idea as well. As noted in the 

attached letter, choosing Option A over Option B (or, more ideally, an even more westerly route) gives preference to 

future developments over existing residents in Tucker Hill, many of whom have lived here even longer than our 12+ 

years. That makes absolutely no sense. And to push Option A even closer to our neighborhood suffers from the same 

fault of logic and common sense; it gives preference to a developer and future short-term, transient apartment renters 

over existing long-term homeowners in Tucker Hill. How Option A has even been considered in the past is beyond me, 

and that's before one considers the many arguments, comments and questions contained in the attached letter 

regarding the cost and impact of Option A vs. Option B. 
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In short, my wife and I strongly object to TXDOT's preference for Option A, and we request that TXDOT reconsider that 

choice carefully before reaching a final decision. Thank you for your time and consideration of this request. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Glenn R. Goodwin 

Cynthia L. Goodwin 

7101 Edgarton Way 

McKinney, TX 75071 



To whom it may concern:  

 

As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of Segment A over 

Segment B is fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150 million more, applies criteria to 

support their decision inconsistently, and provides numerous biased, false, and inconsistent findings in 

their environmental study. Furthermore, there is objective evidence of political maneuvering, 

campaigning, and rezoning efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed 

TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn these actions as unethical and improper.  

 

The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council on Environmental 

Quality (CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021), decisions on an alignment must be based on what is practical 

and feasible from a technical and economic standpoint, rather than what is desirable from the 

standpoint of the agency (i.e, TxDOT).  

 

As a McKinney homeowner, I believe a bypass may be required to support growth in the northern 

corridor. However, in selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do harm to a significant 

percentage of McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant fiscal irresponsibility. This decision is 

made more egregious with the existence of a viable lower impact alternative. It appears irrefutable that 

Segment B is the better alternative and that there are serious flaws in the conclusions reached by TxDOT 

and in the underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS).  

 

Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants that cause harm to 

humans and a rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current and future impacts. If TxDOT 

will not mitigate these harms, then TxDOT should at the very least do a rigorous analysis of these harms 

and explicitly note the opportunities we forgo with the current preferred alignment. The pollution 

appendices are missing critical analyses and portions are invalid as presented. This project should not 

proceed until those egregious omissions and errors are corrected.  

 

In order to ensure resolution and the creation of the best project possible, we request that:  

• TxDOT issue a second draft of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in the current draft EIS.  

• Any Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) have a 90-day review period, with an official 

public comment period, and that the FEIS be unbundled from the Record of Decision 

 

The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A:  

• Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes 2 versus 5. However, segment A is one mile 

longer, has 6 new interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential major utility conflicts versus 

just two for Segment B and displaces 15 businesses versus zero businesses for Segment B.  

• Segment B would have less of an environmental impact. Segment A would encroach on twice 

the wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and streams and more acreage of 

forests, prairies and grasslands than Segment B. Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable 

Heritage trees, aged over 150 years. Finally, there would be no hazardous material sites 

impacted on Segment B and TXDOT has identified 2 with Segment A. 

• Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to the taxpayers is 

that the estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M more than Segment B. 



• Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 Highway increasing the 

risk of work zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic patterns. Additionally, the 

requirement to lower the existing grade in bedrock and cantilever local lanes in a restricted 

ROW width, while preferred for the longterm, will significantly increase the construction time, 

safety risk and disruption compared to route B. Priority has not been given to safety and the 

increased risk of fatal accidents, including those induced by a change in grade and, not one, but 

two 90 degree turns. 

• TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned future 

residential homes. It appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of unidentified future 

residents, property investors or developers over the impact of existing McKinney residents. The 

voices of the current residents should be a priority over unidentified future residents. 

• TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under 

construction west of Custer Road. Once again, this appears to accrue to the benefit of future 

residents or current investors, not the current residents of McKinney.  

• TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic Horsemanship 

property, the subject of substantial public concern”. In fact, there is no great “public concern” 

over MainGait. The facility does serve a noble purpose, but that purpose is nowhere near the 

public concern of the impact to the existing residents of Tucker Hill who include retired 

veterans, disabled residents (both young and old), seniors 55+ and countless children. More 

concerning to members of Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney community is that TxDOT 

calls out the impact of the ROW to the property belonging to the founder of MainGait. The 

founder of MainGait is no ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill Darling, a former real estate 

developer and home builder who stands to gain personally by the selection of Segment A over 

B. In particular, Bill Darling and/or other associates of the Darling company, leveraged 

ownership of 43 Tucker Hill lots to submit comments against Segment B in favor of Segment A – 

essentially impersonated residents of Tucker Hill. TxDOT’s own findings indicate that the 

continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and has stated Segment B “would not make 

the ManeGait inaccessible to persons with disabilities and would not violate the Americans with 

Disabilities Act.” Furthermore and perhaps most egregious is that ManeGait stated and TxDOT 

perpetuated the false claim that ManeGait provides “essential” services to protected citizens, 

which was a misrepresentation and may have swayed public opinion.  

 

In direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT still concluded Segment A was the preferred route 

option.  

 

TxDOT relied on the EIS to support their conclusion. Of critical concern to Tucker Hill and the greater 

McKinney community is what appears to be flaws in the underlying TxDOT analysis and interpretation of 

the EIS. I will attempt to detail each of my concerns individually. My comments however, are not meant 

to be a complete listing of the errors or omissions in the study, but simply those that this compressed 

timeframe has allowed me to identify.  

 

Noise Pollution  

The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased. The importance of this is underscored by 

the existing scientific literature showing the association between traffic and related noise on physical 



and mental health. The study evaluated only a single barrier south of the community. It appears the 

study was biased toward providing more data around MainGait, a facility with transient guests, then 

Tucker Hill, a community of over 380 homes with plans for over 600. Additionally, it appears that there 

has been no regard taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous veteran residents, elderly residents or our residents 

with disabilities – collectively, who likely outnumber MainGait’s transient guests. In fact, Tucker Hill was 

classified, by TxDOT, as a standard residential area with an acceptable NAC level of 67 and precluded 

from participating in any future noise studies. This is both incorrect and unacceptable. Tucker Hill is a 

“front porch” community and every home is designed with a front porch that encourages outdoor 

activities and interactions between neighbors. Tucker Hill should be reclassified as Category A to 

preserve the essence of the neighborhood and the neighborhood should be included in any future noise 

abatement studies.  

 

The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise on the community. 

Yet, TxDOT, while proposing to surround the neighborhood on both the south and east side with a 

highway, believes the noise impact to be acceptable. TxDOT has not met their burden in any way, and 

moving forward with flawed data will cause irreparable harm to the residents of Tucker Hill, especially 

the young, elderly and disabled who do not regularly leave the neighborhood. A new noise study must 

be conducted with more receptors and sound barriers across both the south and east side of the 

neighborhood must be included in any Segment A option. Finally, it appears untenable that TxDOT could 

make any conclusion about the noise impact on Tucker Hill without fully understanding the impact of 

their proposed Segment A shift on the east side of the neighborhood.  

 

Community Impacts  

TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park and the Tucker Hill Community Center in their 

community impact study as the only community spaces without identifying the population they serve. 

First, Tucker Hill houses a community center, two town squares, two community parks, a community 

pool, a dog park, two fire pits, an amphitheater and a rooftop event space in the Harvard Park 

commercial area. The community spaces can be found filled with residents on almost any sunny day. 

Tucker Hill hosts many little league practices from Prosper and McKinney in our neighborhood parks and 

is a Christmas Holiday destination for people all across the region to visit our lighted homes. 

Furthermore, the community has a long history of events supporting organizations like Ethan for Autism, 

29 Acres and the Down Syndrome Guild of Dallas. TxDOT has not demonstrated that they have 

completed any research into the impacted population (including children of all ages, elderly, seniors 

55+, veterans and residents with disabilities) of these facilities. Once again, this is an egregious omission 

and appears to show substantial bias for MainGait and other facilities that serve guests as opposed to 

residents.  

 

Aesthetic Impacts  

TxDOT has not completed the required aesthetic impact analysis for the whole project.  

 

Traffic Analysis  

TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed. TxDOT’s original traffic projection methodology was deemed to 

be incomplete and inconsistent by the Texas A&M Transportation Institute (TTI) in September of 2020. 

In March 2021, TTI noted that they still had not been provided traffic data for the “No Build vs Build 



scenarios”. At that time, TTI deemed that the growth rates used in the revised study were acceptable for 

“short-term growth (from 2020 to the pivot year of 2040)”. Unfortunately, TxDOT has not addressed 

how their growth rate calculation using a linear regression could be acceptable if the baseline year for 

traffic growth is 2020. In every commercial or municipal environment, 2020 is seen as a data anomaly 

because of the impact of the pandemic and an unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes of any 

kind. TxDOT’s traffic analysis continues to be flawed and incomplete.  

 

Two 90 degree curves  

More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a horizontal curve, and the average crash rate 

for horizontal curves is about three times that of other types of highway segments 

(https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/). In 2022 the United States 

Department of Transportation released their National Roadway Safety Strategy, which endorsed zero 

fatalities as the national goal and promotes building safety into the design of roads. TxDOT did not 

compare the safety risks including injury and fatality based on the highway designs of alternatives A and 

B. Segment A (the current preferred alignment) has two 90 degree curves. It also does not appear that 

TxDOT considered this safety risk in their decision.  

 

As such, TxDOT must include an analysis that compares alternatives A and B on the probability of 

accidents, injury, and fatalities. In addition, TxDOT must justify why they would choose a more 

dangerous alignment and one that goes against the US Department of Transportation’s strategy.  

 

Community Cohesion  

TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to Tucker Hill with Segment A 

and that there appears to be existing cohesion between Whitley Place, Mansions of Prosper, Luxe 

Prosper and Walnut Grove due to school districting once again is incorrect and appears to show a bias 

or, simply, a failure to conduct proper research.  

 

Segment A will effectively sever Tucker Hill on both the south and eastern sides of the neighborhood 

from McKinney. This is atypical and will leave Tucker Hill, established within the city limits of McKinney 

in 2008, as the only established subdivision completely blocked off from McKinney on two sides of the 

neighborhood. In fact, the highway will sever Tucker Hill from the districted school, Reeves Elementary 

in Auburn Hills. It will also impact and, possibly, imperil the plans to connect Tucker Hill to both the 

school and the hike and bike trail system already in the city’s plans. The City of McKinney has noted in 

their planning documents and as Mayor Fuller reiterated in his email to Ceason Clemons and TxDOT staff 

dated February 26th, 2023, Tucker Hill is a significant asset to the city.  

 

What may be most troubling, though, is TxDOT’s conclusion that somehow there is no cohesion impact 

when cutting Tucker Hill off from Reeves Elementary, but there appears to be an impact to the Prosper 

neighborhoods due to school zoning. However, the Walnut Grove neighborhood is not districted for 

Prosper ISD. The Mansions of Prosper neighborhood and the Luxe Prosper neighborhood are districted 

for different elementary and high schools than the Whitley Place neighborhood. In fact, Mansions of 

Prosper and Luxe Prosper share school zoning with Tucker Hill. The correct conclusion here should have 

been that given the shared school zoning between these neighborhoods (Mansions of Prosper, Luxe 

Prosper, Tucker Hill and Auburn Hills) and the fact that Tucker Hill would become the only established 



subdivision to be severed from McKinney by the highway on two sides, with respect to community 

cohesion, Segment B is clearly the better alternative.  

 

Construction and Noise Pollution  

TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to construction and noise pollution. According to 

the TxDOT handbook this is incorrect and TxDOT must also include:  

 

“Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This section of the EA must identify and explain 

any impacts associated with construction activities. This includes light pollution; impacts 

associated with physical construction activity, temporary lane, road or bridge closures (including 

detours); and other traffic disruptions. Include the expected duration of any construction 

impacts, and explain any BMPs or other strategies that will be used to mitigate such impacts.”  

 

TxDOT must outline and detail all potential impacts during construction for both proposed Segments A 

and B and appropriately evaluate those impacts as part of the study. Importantly, TxDOT should provide 

all impacts and mitigation strategies related to construction prior to proceeding. Critically, with respect 

to Tucker Hill and the surrounding neighborhoods, what are the plans for egress to the neighborhood 

during construction and how will those plans impact the response time of emergency vehicles to points 

within the neighborhood?  

 

Shift Closer to Tucker Hill  

TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the already flawed 

analysis that produced a preference for Segment A creates an unfair burden on the residents of Tucker 

Hill. Once again, TxDOT appears to be showing a callous bias toward ‘future development’ rather than a 

commitment to current residents. It is impossible to fully understand the additional noise pollution, air 

pollution and other effects without additional study. It’s important to note that even with this new 

shifted Segment A, the cost to construct Segment B would be $100M less than Segment A. TxDOT’s 

actions are placing the residents of Tucker Hill in an untenable position and are knowingly causing 

irreparable harm to the community in favor of future development. I strongly object to the proposed 

shift of the A alignment.  

 

Air Pollution  

Air pollution is a documented public health emergency, and can affect every organ in the body, including 

cognition. Children and the elderly are disproportionately vulnerable to air pollution, specifically PM2.5, 

and more so if they live in close proximity to a highway. Air pollution can cause a multitude of diseases 

in adults, including heart disease, and can breach the placental barrier during pregnancy, causing 

miscarriages and birth defects. These impacts are well documented and have been noted in academic 

studies for over a decade. TxDOT should not proceed with this project until they have conducted a full 

study of existing and future air pollution on this highway, both at the regional scale and immediately 

adjacent to the highway. TxDOT must be compliant with EPA’s health-based National Ambient Air 

Quality Standards.  

 



The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill neighborhood on the South and East sides. 

Winds in McKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-East meaning that for more days 

than not air pollution will be blown and settled on the residents of Tucker Hill.  

 

It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT utilized an airspeed of 1 MPH. The 

average wind speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the prevailing winds are from the south and 

south-east. It appears that additional study must be completed to correctly understand what the 

adverse effects of air pollution would be on the Tucker Hill population. Additionally, if Segment A is 

selected, monitoring devices must be installed to monitor air quality before, during and after 

construction.  

 

The DEIS fails to address air pollution from traffic beyond tailpipe emissions. A growing body of 

academic research cites brake wear and tire friction as primary pollutants from traffic. The DEIS has not 

addressed either of these sources of pollutants, nor does it address benzene or Volatile Organic 

Compounds (VOCs). We request that TxDOT complete detailed analyses of each of these pollutants, and 

compare pollutant levels on 380 (for each pollutant) to expected levels during and after construction 

Segment A.  

 

The DEIS notes in several places that expected proliferation of electric vehicles (EVs) should improve air 

pollution in this corridor. This is not only abdicating responsibility for mitigating air pollution, but a 

misrepresentation of electric vehicles and their environmental benefits. While EVs do reduce tailpipe 

emissions from internal combustion engines (ICEs), they do nothing to reduce pollution from non-

tailpipe sources including brake dust and tire friction. Pollution from tire friction may worsen in EVs due 

to increases in vehicle weight from electric batteries. Further, Texas’ electric grid is far from clean, and 

EVs that source their energy from unclean sources are, therefore, unclean themselves.  

 

The Mobile Source Air Toxins analysis in the DEIS is lacking and includes only a qualitative analysis. The 

DEIS claims that MSAT will decrease with time because of improved federal standards. We argue that 

this is an outsourcing of responsibility to mitigate air pollution in the 380 corridor, and request that 

TxDOT complete a quantitative MSAT analysis and a health impact assessment for all criteria pollutants.  

 

Quality of Comments Collected  

As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in soliciting comments. In 

addition to submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill residents, comments were solicited via 

Facebook with no links to the underlying studies or segment alternatives. TxDOT must vet all of the 

comments collected during the scoping project fully and determine that they were legitimately provided 

by residents. If the comments were not legitimate, they should be stricken from the project record.  

 

NEPA  

Paraphrasing from The Council on Environmental Quality (2021), TxDOT is obligated to evaluate feasible 

alternatives in enough detail so that a reader can compare and contrast the environmental effects of the 

various alternatives. Of note, NEPA reasonable alternatives include those that are practical or feasible 

from the technical and economic standpoint, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of 

TxDOT.  



“NEPA is About People and Places”  

 

"Impacts include ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health impacts, whether 

adverse or beneficial. It is important to note that human beings are part of the environment (indeed, 

that is why Congress used the phrase “human environment” in NEPA), so when an EIS is prepared and 

economic or social and natural or physical environmental effects are interrelated, the EIS should discuss 

all of these effects."  

 

It is clear that TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst, unsavory. I ask that 

TxDOT respond to each of the issues discussed. As it stands, if TxDOT proceeds with their preferred 

Segment A they will be irreparably harming the residents of Tucker Hill, unfairly seizing the residents’ 

ability to enjoy their neighborhood, severing them from their broader community and, potentially, 

justifying it with a fatally flawed Environmental Impact Study.  

 

Regards, 

 

 

Induced Demand 

1. RMI SHIFT Calculator 

2. RMI_SHIFT (STATE HIGHWAY INDUCED FREQUENCE OF TRAVEL) CALCULATOR_About the 

methodology 

3. American Economic Review_2011_The Fundamental Law of Road Congestion: Evidence from US 

Cities 

4. California EPA Air Resources Board_2014_Policy Brief_Impact of Highway Capacity and Induced 

Travel on Passenger Vehicle Use and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

5. UC Davis_2015_Policy Brief_Increasing Highway Capacity Unlikely to Relieve Traffic Congestion  

 

Case Studies & TxDOT Publications 

1. Air Alliance Houston_2019_Health Impact Assessment of the North Houston Highway 

Improvement Project 

2. Air Alliance Houston_2022_Why are we still building highways? 

3. TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS 

4. TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS Appendix P Air Quality 

5. TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS Appendix V Greenhouse Gas and Climate Change 

6. Thomson Reuters Foundation_2022_In 'world's most polluted city', Indian workers unaware of 

toxic air 

7. Reuters_2021_Pollution likely to cut 9 years of life expectancy of 40% of Indians 

8. The Guardian_2022_‘It’s just more and more lanes’ the Texan revolt against giant new Highways 

9. The New York Times_2022_Can Portland Be a Climate Leader Without Reducing Driving? 

10. TxDOT_2023_TxDOT Statewide On-Road Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis and Climate 

Change Assessment Update Summer 2023 

11. TxDOT_2018_Technical Report_Statewide On-Road Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis and 

Climate Change Assessment 

 



Tailpipe Emissions vs. Tire Friction Pollution 

1. The Guardian_2022_Car Tyres Produce Vastly More Particle Pollution Than Exhausts, Tests Show 

2. Jalopnik_2022_Emissions from Tire Wear Are a Whole Lot Worse Than We Thought 

 

Congestion vs. Idling Emissions 

1. City Observatory_2017_Urban Myth Busting: Congestion, Idling, and Carbon Emissions 

2. Transportation Research_2012_Congestion and emissions mitigation: A comparison of capacity, 

demand, and vehicle based strategies 

 

Policy vs. Behavior Changes 

1. Transportation Research Interdisciplinary Perspectives_2023_Driven by head or heart? Testing 

the effect of rational and emotional anti-speeding messages on self-reported speeding 

intentions 

 

Effects on Human Health 

1. The Guardian_2019_Revealed: air pollution may be damaging ‘every organ in the body’ 

2. Chest_2019_Air Pollution and Noncommunicable Diseases 

3. PNAS_2018_Global estimates of mortality associated with long-term exposure to outdoor fine 

particulate matter 

4. Environmental Pollution_2008_Human health effects of air pollution 

5. Environmental Health Perspectives_2007_Short-Term Effects of Carbon Monoxide on Mortality: 

An Analysis within the APHEA Project 

6. Respiratory Medicine_2015_Allergy and asthma: Effects of the exposure to particulate matter 

and biological allergens 

7. American Journal of Physiology_2008_Particulate matter exposure induces persistent lung 

inflammation and endothelial dysfunction 

8. Environmental Health Perspectives_2016_Prenatal Air Pollution Exposures, DNA Methyl 

Transferase Genotypes, and Associations with Newborn LINE1 and Alu Methylation and 

Childhood Blood Pressure and Carotid Intima-Media Thickness in the Children’s Health Study 

9. Environmental Health Perspectives_2010_Childhood Incident Asthma and Traffic-Related Air 

Pollution at Home and School 

10. Environmental Pollution_2017_Maternal exposure to air pollutants during the first trimester 

and foetal growth in Japanese term infants 

11. Environmental Health Perspectives_2009_Association between Local Traffic-Generated Air 

Pollution and Preeclampsia and Preterm Delivery in the South Coast Air Basin of California 

12. Obesity_2016_Residential proximity to major roadways, fine particulate matter, and adiposity: 

The framingham heart study 

13. Environmental Health Perspectives_2006_Separate and Unequal: Residential Segregation and 

Estimated Cancer Risks Associated with Ambient Air Toxics in U.S. Metropolitan Areas 

14. The Guardian_2019_Air pollution deaths are double previous estimates, finds research 

15. European Heart Journal_2019_Cardiovascular disease burden from ambient air pollution in 

Europe reassessed using novel hazard ratio functions 

16. The Guardian_2019_Air pollution 'as bad as smoking in increasing risk of miscarriage' 



17. Fertility and Sterility_2019_Acute effects of air pollutants on spontaneous pregnancy loss: a 

case-crossover study 

18. Fertility and Sterility_2018_Ambient air pollution and the risk of pregnancy loss: a prospective 

cohort study 

19. The Guardian_2018_Air pollution particles found in mothers' placentas 

20. The Guardian_2018_Air pollution causes ‘huge’ reduction in intelligence, study reveals 

21. PNAS_2018_The impact of exposure to air pollution on cognitive performance 

22. The Guardian_2017_Air pollution harm to unborn babies may be global health catastrophe, 

warn doctors 

23. BMJ_2017_Impact of London's road traffic air and noise pollution on birth weight: retrospective 

population based cohort study 

24. The Guardian_2017_Global pollution kills 9m a year and threatens 'survival of human societies' 

25. The Guardian_2018_Diesel pollution stunts children’s lung growth, major study shows 

26. The Lancet_2019_Impact of London's low emission zone on air quality and children's respiratory 

health: a sequential annual cross-sectional study 

27. The Guardian_2017_How conniving carmakers caused the diesel air pollution crisis 

28. The Guardian_2018_Childhood obesity linked to air pollution from vehicles 

29. Environmental Health_2018_Longitudinal associations of in utero and early life near-roadway air 

pollution with trajectories of childhood body mass index 

30. Preventive Medicine_2010_Automobile traffic around the home and attained body mass index: 

a longitudinal cohort study of children aged 10-18 years 

31. The Guardian_2016_Air pollution linked to increased mental illness in children 

32. BMJ_2016_Association between neighbourhood air pollution concentrations and dispensed 

medication for psychiatric disorders in a large longitudinal cohort of Swedish children and 

adolescents 

33. The Guardian_2018_Air pollution: everything you should know about a public health emergency 

34. The Guardian_2017_Electric cars are not the answer to air pollution, says top UK Adviser 

35. The New York Times_2022_Enough About Climate Change. Air Pollution Is Killing Us Now. 

36. Air Alliance Houston_No Safe Level of Transportation Emissions 

37. Elsevier_2017_Increased air pollution cuts victims' lifespan by a decade, costing billions 

38. Harvard_2016_Air pollution below EPA standards linked with higher death rates 

39. Environmental Health Perspectives_2016_Low-Concentration PM2.5 and Mortality: Estimating 

Acute and Chronic Effects in a Population-Based Study 

40. Texas Pedestrian Safety Coalition_2023_Exploring Transportation-Related Air Quality Impacts on 

Pedestrians in Disadvantaged Communities_Video 

41. Texas Pedestrian Safety Coalition_2023_Exploring Transportation-Related Air Quality Impacts on 

Pedestrians in Disadvantaged Communities_Slides 

42. Texas Pedestrian Safety Coalition_2023_Exploring Transportation-Related Air Quality Impacts on 

Pedestrians in Disadvantaged Communities_HBW Notes.docx 

43. University of British Columbia_2023_Traffic pollution impairs brain function 

44. Environmental Health_2023_Brief diesel exhaust exposure acutely impairs functional brain 

connectivity in humans: a randomized controlled crossover study 

45. Dezeen_2023_MIT study finds huge carbon cost to self-driving cars 



46. Journal of the American Heart Association_2022_Pandemic-Related Pollution Decline and ST-

Segment‒Elevation Myocardial Infarctions 

47. American Lung Association_2022_Living Near Highways and Air Pollution 

48. Environmental Health Perspectives_2011_Traffic-related air pollution and cognitive function in a 

cohort of older men 

49. The Lancet_2017_Living near major roads and the incidence of dementia, Parkinson's disease, 

and multiple sclerosis: a population-based cohort study 

50. Environmental Health Perspectives_2008_Association between traffic-related black carbon 

exposure and lung function among urban women 

51. The New England Journal of Medicine_2004_Exposure to Traffic and the Onset of Myocardial 

Infarction 

52. The Lancet_2002_Association between mortality and indicators of traffic-related air pollution in 

the Netherlands: a cohort study 

53. American Journal of Respiratory and Critical Care Medicine_2010_Chronic Obstructive 

Pulmonary Disease and Long-Term Exposure to Traffic-related Air Pollution_A Cohort Study 

54. The Urban Institute_2022_The Polluted Life Near the Highway 

 

Expert Publications & Guidelines 

1. Planetizen_2022_The Urgent Need for Climate Action Includes Land Use Reforms, IPCC Report 

Says 

2. IPCC_2022_Chapter 8 Transport 

3. WHO_2021_Global Air Quality Guidelines 

4. USPIRG_2021_Transform Transportation_Strategies For A Healthier Future 

5. The World Bank and IHME_2016_The Cost of Air Pollution 

6. Transportation for America_Driving Down Emissions 

 

Induced Demand 

1. Journal of Transport Economics and Policy 2002 Induced Travel Demand and Induced Road 

Investment: A Simultaneous Equation Analysis 

 

Tailpipe Emissions vs. Tire Friction Pollution/ Brake Dust Pollution/ Electric Vehicle Pollution 

1. Int J Environ Res Public Health 2017 Wear and Tear of Tyres: A Stealthy Source of Microplastics 

in the Environment 

2. Report EUR 2014 Non-exhaust traffic related emissions. Brake and tyre wear PM 

3. Atmospheric Environment 2011 Investigation on the potential generation of ultrafine particles 

from the tire–road interface 

4. Journal of Environmental Protection 2013 Dust Resulting from Tire Wear and the Risk of Health 

Hazards 

5. Environmental Science & Technology 2004 Tire-Wear Particles as a Source of Zinc to the 

Environment 

6. Environmental Science and Pollution Research 2015 Brake wear particle emissions: a review 

7. Science of the Total Environment 2008 Sources and properties of non-exhaust particulate 

matter from road traffic: A review 



8. Science of the Total Environment 2020 Tyre and road wear particles (TRWP) - A review of 

generation, properties, emissions, human health risk, ecotoxicity, and fate in the environment 

9. Science of the Total Environment 2022 Tire wear particle emissions: Measurement data where 

are you? 

10. Science of the Total Environment 2022 Effect of treadwear grade on the generation of tire PM 

emissions in laboratory and real-world driving conditions 

11. Emission Control Science and Technology 2021 Development of Tire-Wear Particle Emission 

Measurements for Passenger Vehicles 

12. Wear 2018 Investigation of ultra fine particulate matter emission of rubber tires 

13. Bloomberg 2022 New Tech Aims to Capture Electric Vehicle Tire Emissions 

14. Arizona Department of Transportation 2006 Tire Wear Emissions for Asphalt Rubber and 

Portland Cement Concrete Pavement Surfaces 

15. The Conversation 2020 Air pollution from brake dust may be as harmful as diesel exhaust on 

immune cells – new study 

16. UK Research and Innovation 2020 Brake dust air pollution may have same harmful effects on 

immune cells as diesel exhaust 

17. U.S. Department of Energy Alternative Fuels Data Center Emissions from Electric Vehicles 

18. U.S. Department of Energy Argonne Laboratory 2009 Well-to-Wheels Energy Use and 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis of Plug-in Hybrid Electric Vehicles 

19. National Renewable Energy Laboratory 2016 Emissions Associated with Electric Vehicle 

Charging: Impact of Electricity Generation Mix, Charging Infrastructure Availability, and Vehicle 

Type 

20. US News 2020 Brake Dust Another Driver of Air Pollution 

21. The New York Times 2021 How Green Are Electric Vehicles? 

22. Scientific American 2016 Electric Cars Are Not Necessarily Clean 

23. The Guardian 2016 Why electric cars are only as clean as their power supply 

24. Biofriendly Planet 2022 Electric Vehicles and Their Impact on the Environment 

25. California Air Resources Board 2022 California moves to accelerate to 100% new zero-emission 

vehicle sales by 2035 

26. CNN 2022 Car tires are disastrous for the environment. This startup wants to be a driving force 

in fixing the problem. 

 

VOCs/ PM2.5/ Greenhouse Gases 

1. World Health Organization 2019 Exposure to benzene: a major public health concern 

2. American Lung Association 2022 Volatile Organic Compounds 

3. National Cancer Institute 2022 Benzene 

4. Environmental Research 2020 Characteristics of volatile organic compounds from vehicle 

emissions through on-road test in Wuhan, China. 

5. Aerosol and Air Quality Research 2018 Emission Characteristics of VOCs from On-Road Vehicles 

in an Urban Tunnel in Eastern China and Predictions for 2017–2026 

6. Atmospheric Environment 2017 Characteristics of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) from the 

evaporative emissions of modern passenger cars 

7. Atmospheric Environment 2012 Volatile organic compounds from the exhaust of light-duty 

diesel vehicles 



8. Analytical Sciences 2012 Measurement of volatile organic compounds in vehicle exhaust using 

single-photon ionization time-of-flight mass spectrometry 

9. PubMed 2001 Exposure to volatile organic compounds for individuals with occupations 

associated with potential exposure to motor vehicle exhaust and/or gasoline vapor emissions 

10. Environmental Research 1999 Assessment of benzene and toluene emissions from automobile 

exhaust in Bangkok 

11. Atmospheric Environment 1967 Benzene, toluene and xylene concentrations in car exhausts and 

in city air 

12. Environmental Science and Technology 1992 On-line measurement of benzene and toluene in 

dilute vehicle exhaust by mass spectrometry 

13. Iowa State University 2015 Quantification of benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene and o-xylene in 

internal combustion engine exhaust with time-weighted average solid phase microextraction 

and gas chromatography mass spectrometry 

14. Journal of Exposure Science & Environmental Epidemiology 2003 Measurement of volatile 

organic compounds inside automobiles 

15. Chronic Diseases and Translational Medicine 2018 Fine particulate matter (PM2.5): The culprit 

for chronic lung diseases in China. 

16. Journal of Thoracic Disease 2016 The impact of PM2.5 on the human respiratory system 

17. US EPA 2022 Health and Environmental Effects of Particulate Matter (PM) 

18. Harvard School of Public Health 2011 Greenhouse gases pose threat to public health 

19. CDC 2022 Climate Effects on Health. 

20. NAQTS, Emissions Analytics, Lancaster University 2018 Vehicle Interior Air Quality: Volatile 

Organic Compounds 

 

Congestion vs. Idling Emissions (Traffic Emissions) 

1. Transportation Research Record Comparison of Vehicular Emissions in Free-Flow and 

Congestion Using MOBILE4 and Highway Performance Monitoring System 

2. Atmospheric Environment 2011 Vehicle emissions in congestion: Comparison of work zone, rush 

hour and free-flow conditions 

3. Institute for Transport and Economics 2007 How Much does Traffic Congestion Increase Fuel 

Consumption and Emissions? Applying a Fuel Consumption Model to the NGSIM Trajectory Data 

4. Science of The Total Environment 2013 Air pollution and health risks due to vehicle traffic 

5. USA Today 2011 Study blames 2,200 deaths on traffic emissions  

 

Resources 

1. TxDOT 2022 DEIS  



From: Glenna Lowe

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 11:04 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Cc: 

Subject: 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
I am again reaching out to you regarding the 380 Bypass that is being proposed to go 
through a heavily populated and occupied area (by both residents and businesses) in 
McKinney.  I STRONGLY OPPOSE the Segment A option (380 Bypass from Coit 
Road to FM 1827) and strongly support the Segment B option.  
 
I have been a McKinney resident for over 30 years and the Segment A option will cause 
untold damages to the Stonebridge Ranch lifestyle, the Tucker Hill community and 
disrupt thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. I find the differences between 
Segment A and Segment B numerous.  
 
1) Segment A will impact the citizens and businesses along 380 disproportionately 
compared to primarily open and less populated areas in Segment B.  
        a)    Segment A destroys 27 businesses, 12 displacements and 2 homes currently. 
        b)    Segment B destroys NO businesses, 7 displacements and 5 homes. 
        
2) Segment B construction will cost less money and impact fewer residents, land 
owners and businesses.  
        a)    Segment A acquisition cost is estimated to be $69 million dollars higher than 
Segment B.  
        b)    This is before cost overruns. 
   
3)  Segment B will reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents. 
        a)    TxDOT is expecting the City of McKinney to pay $120 million for right of way 
acquisitions.  
        b)    This is an unplanned tax on the citizens of this City. 
        c)    This amount will likely increase significantly due to the number of businesses 
and residents involved. 
 
I realize there are some very influential "forces" that oppose the Segment B option, but 
the logical and economical option is Segment B. It is less costly and impacts NO 
businesses, fewer residents and land owners. I strongly urge you to implement 
Segment B as the preferred option for the 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
 
Thank you. 
 



From: Graeme Peart

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 9:17 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 



To whom it may concern:

I have added some of my own comments to an already terrific paper written by a group of my
neighbors.

Objectively, EVERYTHING about this shift to Segment A over Segment B stinks. And I do mean
feels and smells suspicious in its numerous oversights and bias.

In what world does TxDOT say ‘You know what? We’re going for the more expensive,
problematic version that impacts real people, homes, businesses, and environment, but it’s
going to be great!’

As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of
Segment A over Segment B is:

● Fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150 million more!
● Applies criteria to support their decision inconsistently, and provides

numerous biased, false, and inconsistent findings in their environmental study.
● There is objective evidence of political maneuvering, campaigning, and

rezoning efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed
TxDOT’s position

As noted below, against all odds and common sense, TxDOT is:
● OPTING to inconvenience Existing homeowners over Future homeowners.
● OPTING to destroy Existing business over potential Future businesses.
● OPTING for the more environmentally destructive option (trees, wetlands, etc.)
● OPTING for the more complicated and expensive Segment A.
● OPTING to use incomplete and dated environmental studies.

I stand with thousands who publicly condemn these actions as unethical and improper.

The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021), decisions on an alignment
must be based on what is practical and feasible from a technical and economic
standpoint, rather than what is desirable from the standpoint of the agency (i.e,
TxDOT).

Most McKinney residents acknowledge the need to alleviate the current and future traffic burden
along US 380, and can see how a bypass might be one solution to support growth in the
northern corridor. However, in selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do
harm to a significant percentage of McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant
fiscal irresponsibility. This decision is made more egregious with the existence of a
viable lower impact alternative.



It appears irrefutable that Segment B is the better alternative and that there are serious flaws in
the conclusions reached by TxDOT and in the underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS).

Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants that
cause harm to humans and a rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current
and future impacts. If TxDOT will not mitigate these harms, then TxDOT should at the
very least do a rigorous analysis of these harms and explicitly note the opportunities we
forgo with the current preferred alignment. The pollution appendices are missing critical
analyses and portions are invalid as presented. This project should not proceed until
those egregious omissions and errors are corrected.

In order to ensure resolution and the creation of the best project possible, we request
that:
● TxDOT issue a second draft of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in the
current draft EIS.
● Any Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) have a 90-day review period,
with an official public comment period, and that the FEIS be unbundled from the
Record of Decision

The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A:

● Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes 2 versus 5. However, segment A
is one mile longer, has 6 new interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential
major utility conflicts versus just two for Segment B and displaces 15 businesses
versus zero businesses for Segment B.
● Segment B would have less of an environmental impact. Segment A would
encroach on twice the wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and
streams and more acreage of forests, prairies and grasslands than Segment B.
Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged over 150
years. Finally, there would be no hazardous material sites impacted on Segment
B and TXDOT has identified 2 with Segment A.
● Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to
the taxpayers is that the estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M
more than Segment B.
● Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380
Highway increasing the risk of work zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic
patterns. Additionally, the requirement to lower the existing grade in bedrock and
cantilever local lanes in a restricted ROW width, while preferred for the longterm,
will significantly increase the construction time, safety risk and disruption
compared to route B. Priority has not been given to safety and the increased risk
of fatal accidents, including those induced by a change in grade and, not one, but
two 90 degree turns.
● TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned
future residential homes. It appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of



unidentified future residents, property investors or developers over the impact of
existing McKinney residents. The voices of the current residents should be a
priority over unidentified future residents.
● TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed
residences under construction west of Custer Road. Once again, this appears to
accrue to the benefit of future residents or current investors, not the current
residents of McKinney.
● TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic
Horsemanship property, the subject of substantial public concern”. In fact, there
is no great “public concern” over MainGait. The facility does serve a noble
purpose, but that purpose is nowhere near the public concern of the impact to the
existing residents of Tucker Hill who include retired veterans, disabled residents
(both young and old), seniors 55+ and countless children. More concerning to
members of Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney community is that TxDOT
calls out the impact of the ROW to the property belonging to the founder of
MainGait. The founder of MainGait is no ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill Darling,
a former real estate developer and home builder who stands to gain personally
by the selection of Segment A over B. In particular, Bill Darling and/or other
associates of the Darling company, leveraged ownership of 43 Tucker Hill lots to
submit comments against Segment B in favor of Segment A – essentially
impersonated residents of Tucker Hill. TxDOT’s own findings indicate that the
continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and has stated Segment B
“would not make the ManeGait inaccessible to persons with disabilities and
would not violate the Americans with Disabilities Act.” Furthermore and perhaps
most egregious is that ManeGait stated and TxDOT perpetuated the false claim
that ManeGait provides “essential” services to protected citizens, which was a
misrepresentation and may have swayed public opinion.

In direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT still concluded Segment A was the
preferred route option. TxDOT relied on the EIS to support their conclusion. Of critical concern
to Tucker Hill and the greater McKinney community is what appears to be flaws in the
underlying TxDOT analysis and interpretation of the EIS. I will attempt to detail each of my
concerns individually. My comments however, are not meant to be a complete listing of
the errors or omissions in the study, but simply those that this compressed timeframe
has allowed me to identify.

Noise Pollution
The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased. The importance of this
is underscored by the existing scientific literature showing the association between
traffic and related noise on physical and mental health. The study evaluated only a
single barrier south of the community. It appears the study was biased toward providing
more data around MainGait, a facility with transient guests, than Tucker Hill, a
community of over 380 homes with plans for over 600. Additionally, it appears that
there has been no regard taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous veteran residents, elderly



residents or our residents with disabilities – collectively, who likely outnumber
MainGait’s transient guests. In fact, Tucker Hill was classified, by TxDOT, as a
standard residential area with an acceptable NAC level of 67 and precluded from
participating in any future noise studies. This is both incorrect and unacceptable.
Tucker Hill is a “front porch” community and every home is designed with a front porch
that encourages outdoor activities and interactions between neighbors. Tucker Hill
should be reclassified as Category A to preserve the essence of the neighborhood and
the neighborhood should be included in any future noise abatement studies.

The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise on
the community. Yet, TxDOT, while proposing to surround the neighborhood on both the
south and east side with a highway, believes the noise impact to be acceptable. TxDOT
has not met their burden in any way, and moving forward with flawed data will cause
irreparable harm to the residents of Tucker Hill, especially the young, elderly and
disabled who do not regularly leave the neighborhood. A new noise study must be
conducted with more receptors and sound barriers across both the south and east side
of the neighborhood must be included in any Segment A option. Finally, it appears
untenable that TxDOT could make any conclusion about the noise impact on Tucker Hill
without fully understanding the impact of their proposed Segment A shift on the east
side of the neighborhood.

Community Impacts
TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park and the Tucker Hill Community
Center in their community impact study as the only community spaces without
identifying the population they serve. First, Tucker Hill houses a community center, two
town squares, two community parks, a community pool, a dog park, two fire pits, an
amphitheater and a rooftop event space in the Harvard Park commercial area. The
community spaces can be found filled with residents on almost any sunny day. Tucker
Hill hosts many little league practices from Prosper and McKinney in our neighborhood
parks and is a Christmas Holiday destination for people all across the region to visit our
lighted homes. Furthermore, the community has a long history of events supporting
organizations like Ethan for Autism, 29 Acres and the Down Syndrome Guild of Dallas.

TxDOT has not demonstrated that they have completed any research into the impacted
population (including children of all ages, elderly, seniors 55+, veterans and residents
with disabilities) of these facilities. Once again, this is an egregious omission and
appears to show substantial bias for MainGait and other facilities that serve guests as
opposed to residents.

Aesthetic Impacts
TxDOT has not completed the required aesthetic impact analysis for the whole project.
Traffic Analysis TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed. TxDOT’s original traffic projection
methodology was deemed to be incomplete and inconsistent by the Texas A&M
Transportation Institute (TTI) in September of 2020. In March 2021, TTI noted that they



still had not been provided traffic data for the “No Build vs Build scenarios”. At that time, TTI
deemed that the growth rates used in the revised study were acceptable for
“short-term growth (from 2020 to the pivot year of 2040)”. Unfortunately, TxDOT has not
addressed how their growth rate calculation using a linear regression could be
acceptable if the baseline year for traffic growth is 2020. In every commercial or
municipal environment, 2020 is seen as a data anomaly because of the impact of the
pandemic and an unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes of any kind.
TxDOT’s traffic analysis continues to be flawed and incomplete.



Two 90 degree curves
More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a horizontal curve, and the
average crash rate for horizontal curves is about three times that of other types of
highway segments
(https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/). In 2022 the
United States Department of Transportation released their National Roadway Safety
Strategy, which endorsed zero fatalities as the national goal and promotes building
safety into the design of roads. TxDOT did not compare the safety risks including injury
and fatality based on the highway designs of alternatives A and B. Segment A (the
current preferred alignment) has two 90 degree curves. It also does not appear that
TxDOT considered this safety risk in their decision.

As such, TxDOT must include an analysis that compares alternatives A and B on the
probability of accidents, injury, and fatalities. In addition, TxDOT must justify why they
would choose a more dangerous alignment and one that goes against the US
Department of Transportation’s strategy.

Community Cohesion
TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to Tucker
Hill with Segment A and that there appears to be existing cohesion between Whitley
Place, Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper and Walnut Grove due to school districting
once again is incorrect and appears to show a bias or, simply, a failure to conduct
proper research.

Segment A will effectively sever Tucker Hill on both the south and eastern sides of the
neighborhood from McKinney. This is atypical and will leave Tucker Hill, established
within the city limits of McKinney in 2008, as the only established subdivision completely
blocked off from McKinney on two sides of the neighborhood. In fact, the highway will
sever Tucker Hill from the districted school, Reeves Elementary in Auburn Hills. It will
also impact and, possibly, imperil the plans to connect Tucker Hill to both the school and
the hike and bike trail system already in the city’s plans. The City of McKinney has
noted in their planning documents and as Mayor Fuller reiterated in his email to Ceason
Clemons and TxDOT staff dated February 26th, 2023, Tucker Hill is a significant asset to
the city.

What may be most troubling, though, is TxDOT’s conclusion that somehow there is no
cohesion impact when cutting Tucker Hill off from Reeves Elementary, but there
appears to be an impact to the Prosper neighborhoods due to school zoning. However,
the Walnut Grove neighborhood is not districted for Prosper ISD. The Mansions of
Prosper neighborhood and the Luxe Prosper neighborhood are districted for different
elementary and high schools than the Whitley Place neighborhood. In fact, Mansions of
Prosper and Luxe Prosper share school zoning with Tucker Hill. The correct
conclusion here should have been that given the shared school zoning between these
neighborhoods (Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper, Tucker Hill and Auburn Hills) and



the fact that Tucker Hill would become the only established subdivision to be severed
from McKinney by the highway on two sides, with respect to community cohesion,
Segment B is clearly the better alternative.

Construction and Noise Pollution
TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to construction and noise
pollution. According to the TxDOT handbook this is incorrect and TxDOT must also include:
“Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This section of the EA must
identify and explain any impacts associated with construction activities. This
includes light pollution; impacts associated with physical construction activity,
temporary lane, road or bridge closures (including detours); and other traffic
disruptions. Include the expected duration of any construction impacts, and
explain any BMPs or other strategies that will be used to mitigate such
impacts.”

TxDOT must outline and detail all potential impacts during construction for both
proposed Segments A and B and appropriately evaluate those impacts as part of the
study. Importantly, TxDOT should provide all impacts and mitigation strategies related
to construction prior to proceeding. Critically, with respect to Tucker Hill and the
surrounding neighborhoods, what are the plans for egress to the neighborhood during
construction and how will those plans impact the response time of emergency vehicles
to points within the neighborhood?

Shift Closer to Tucker Hill
TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the
already flawed analysis that produced a preference for Segment A creates an unfair
burden on the residents of Tucker Hill. Once again, TxDOT appears to be showing a
callous bias toward ‘future development’ rather than a commitment to current residents.
It is impossible to fully understand the additional noise pollution, air pollution and other
effects without additional study. It’s important to note that even with this new shifted
Segment A, the cost to construct Segment B would be $100M+ less than Segment A.
TxDOT’s actions are placing the residents of Tucker Hill in an untenable position and
are knowingly causing irreparable harm to the community in favor of future
development. I strongly object to the proposed shift of the A alignment.

Air Pollution
Air pollution is a documented public health emergency, and can affect every organ in the
body, including cognition. Children and the elderly are disproportionately vulnerable to
air pollution, specifically PM2.5, and more so if they live in close proximity to a highway.
Air pollution can cause a multitude of diseases in adults, including heart disease, and
can breach the placental barrier during pregnancy, causing miscarriages and birth
defects. These impacts are well documented and have been noted in academic studies
for over a decade. TxDOT should not proceed with this project until they have
conducted a full study of existing and future air pollution on this highway, both at the



regional scale and immediately adjacent to the highway. TxDOT must be compliant with
EPA’s health-based National Ambient Air Quality Standards.
The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill neighborhood on the South
and East sides. Winds in McKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-East
meaning that for more days than not air pollution will be blown and settled on the
residents of Tucker Hill.

It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT utilized an airspeed
of 1 MPH. The average wind speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the prevailing
winds are from the south and south-east. It appears that additional study must be
completed to correctly understand what the adverse effects of air pollution would be on
the Tucker Hill population. Additionally, if Segment A is selected, monitoring devices
must be installed to monitor air quality before, during and after construction.

The DEIS fails to address air pollution from traffic beyond tailpipe emissions. A growing
body of academic research cites brake wear and tire friction as primary pollutants from
traffic. The DEIS has not addressed either of these sources of pollutants, nor does it
address benzene or Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs). We request that TxDOT
complete detailed analyses of each of these pollutants, and compare pollutant levels on
380 (for each pollutant) to expected levels during and after construction Segment A.
The DEIS notes in several places that expected proliferation of electric vehicles (EVs)
should improve air pollution in this corridor. This is not only abdicating responsibility for
mitigating air pollution, but a misrepresentation of electric vehicles and their
environmental benefits. While EVs do reduce tailpipe emissions from internal
combustion engines (ICEs), they do nothing to reduce pollution from non-tailpipe
sources including brake dust and tire friction. Pollution from tire friction may worsen in
EVs due to increases in vehicle weight from electric batteries. Further, Texas’ electric
grid is far from clean, and EVs that source their energy from unclean sources are,
therefore, unclean themselves.

The Mobile Source Air Toxins analysis in the DEIS is lacking and includes only a
qualitative analysis. The DEIS claims that MSAT will decrease with time because of
improved federal standards. We argue that this is an outsourcing of responsibility to
mitigate air pollution in the 380 corridor, and request that TxDOT complete a
quantitative MSAT analysis and a health impact assessment for all criteria pollutants.

Quality of Comments Collected
As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in
soliciting comments. In addition to submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill
residents, comments were solicited via Facebook with no links to the underlying studies
or segment alternatives. TxDOT must vet all of the comments collected during the
scoping project fully and determine that they were legitimately provided by residents. If
the comments were not legitimate, they should be stricken from the project record.



NEPA
Paraphrasing from The Council on Environmental Quality (2021), TxDOT is obligated to
evaluate feasible alternatives in enough detail so that a reader can compare and
contrast the environmental effects of the various alternatives. Of note, NEPA reasonable
alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from the technical and economic
standpoint, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of TxDOT.

“NEPA is About People and Places”
"Impacts include ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health
impacts, whether adverse or beneficial. It is important to note that human beings are
part of the environment (indeed, that is why Congress used the phrase “human
environment” in NEPA), so when an EIS is prepared and economic or social and natural
or physical environmental effects are interrelated, the EIS should discuss all of these
effects."

It is clear that TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst,
unsavory. I ask that TxDOT respond to each of the issues discussed. As it stands, if
TxDOT proceeds with their preferred Segment A they will be irreparably harming the
residents of Tucker Hill, unfairly seizing the residents’ ability to enjoy their
neighborhood, severing them from their broader community and, potentially, justifying it
with a fatally flawed Environmental Impact Study.

Regards,

Graham and Jackie Weedon
2313 Pearl Street
Mckinney, TX 75071
214-287-9270

*The original document had tons of very thoughtful and thorough footnotes and references, but
they didn’t transfer in the conversion to this document. Just in case you didn’t see them
elsewhere…

1. RMI SHIFT Calculator
2. RMI_SHIFT (STATE HIGHWAY INDUCED FREQUENCE OF TRAVEL)
CALCULATOR_About the methodology
3. American Economic Review_2011_The Fundamental Law of Road Congestion:
Evidence from US Cities
4. California EPA Air Resources Board_2014_Policy Brief_Impact of Highway Capacity and
Induced Travel on Passenger Vehicle Use and Greenhouse Gas Emissions
5. UC Davis_2015_Policy Brief_Increasing Highway Capacity Unlikely to Relieve Traffic
Congestion
Case Studies & TxDOT Publications
1. Air Alliance Houston_2019_Health Impact Assessment of the North Houston Highway



Improvement Project
2. Air Alliance Houston_2022_Why are we still building highways?
3. TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS
4. TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS Appendix P Air Quality
5. TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS Appendix V Greenhouse Gas and Climate Change
6. Thomson Reuters Foundation_2022_In 'world's most polluted city', Indian workers
unaware of toxic air
7. Reuters_2021_Pollution likely to cut 9 years of life expectancy of 40% of Indians
8. The Guardian_2022_‘It’s just more and more lanes’ the Texan revolt against giant new
highways
9. The New York Times_2022_Can Portland Be a Climate Leader Without Reducing
Driving?
10. TxDOT_2023_TxDOT Statewide On-Road Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis and
Climate Change Assessment Update Summer 2023
11. TxDOT_2018_Technical Report_Statewide On-Road Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Analysis and Climate Change Assessment
Tailpipe Emissions vs. Tire Friction Pollution
1. The Guardian_2022_Car Tyres Produce Vastly More Particle Pollution Than Exhausts,
Tests Show
2. Jalopnik_2022_Emissions from Tire Wear Are a Whole Lot Worse Than We Thought
Congestion vs. Idling Emissions
1. City Observatory_2017_Urban Myth Busting: Congestion, Idling, and Carbon Emissions
2. Transportation Research_2012_Congestion and emissions mitigation: A comparison of
capacity, demand, and vehicle based strategies
Policy vs. Behavior Changes
1. Transportation Research Interdisciplinary Perspectives_2023_Driven by head or heart?
Testing the effect of rational and emotional anti-speeding messages on self-reported
speeding intentions
Effects on Human Health
1. The Guardian_2019_Revealed: air pollution may be damaging ‘every organ in the body’
2. Chest_2019_Air Pollution and Noncommunicable Diseases
3. PNAS_2018_Global estimates of mortality associated with long-term exposure to
outdoor fine particulate matter
4. Environmental Pollution_2008_Human health effects of air pollution
5. Environmental Health Perspectives_2007_Short-Term Effects of Carbon Monoxide on
Mortality: An Analysis within the APHEA Project
6. Respiratory Medicine_2015_Allergy and asthma: Effects of the exposure to particulate
matter and biological allergens
7. American Journal of Physiology_2008_Particulate matter exposure induces persistent
lung inflammation and endothelial dysfunction
8. Environmental Health Perspectives_2016_Prenatal Air Pollution Exposures, DNA Methyl
Transferase Genotypes, and Associations with Newborn LINE1 and Alu Methylation and
Childhood Blood Pressure and Carotid Intima-Media Thickness in the Children’s Health
Study



9. Environmental Health Perspectives_2010_Childhood Incident Asthma and
Traffic-Related Air Pollution at Home and School
10. Environmental Pollution_2017_Maternal exposure to air pollutants during the first
trimester and foetal growth in Japanese term infants
11. Environmental Health Perspectives_2009_Association between Local Traffic-Generated
Air Pollution and Preeclampsia and Preterm Delivery in the South Coast Air Basin of
California
12. Obesity_2016_Residential proximity to major roadways, fine particulate matter, and
adiposity: The framingham heart study
13. Environmental Health Perspectives_2006_Separate and Unequal: Residential
Segregation and Estimated Cancer Risks Associated with Ambient Air Toxics in U.S.
Metropolitan Areas
14. The Guardian_2019_Air pollution deaths are double previous estimates, finds research
15. European Heart Journal_2019_Cardiovascular disease burden from ambient air pollution
in Europe reassessed using novel hazard ratio functions
16. The Guardian_2019_Air pollution 'as bad as smoking in increasing risk of miscarriage'
17. Fertility and Sterility_2019_Acute effects of air pollutants on spontaneous pregnancy
loss: a case-crossover study
18. Fertility and Sterility_2018_Ambient air pollution and the risk of pregnancy loss: a
prospective cohort study
19. The Guardian_2018_Air pollution particles found in mothers' placentas
20. The Guardian_2018_Air pollution causes ‘huge’ reduction in intelligence, study reveals
21. PNAS_2018_The impact of exposure to air pollution on cognitive performance
22. The Guardian_2017_Air pollution harm to unborn babies may be global health
catastrophe, warn doctors
23. BMJ_2017_Impact of London's road traffic air and noise pollution on birth weight:
retrospective population based cohort study
24. The Guardian_2017_Global pollution kills 9m a year and threatens 'survival of human
societies'
25. The Guardian_2018_Diesel pollution stunts children’s lung growth, major study shows
26. The Lancet_2019_Impact of London's low emission zone on air quality and children's
respiratory health: a sequential annual cross-sectional study
27. The Guardian_2017_How conniving carmakers caused the diesel air pollution crisis
28. The Guardian_2018_Childhood obesity linked to air pollution from vehicles
29. Environmental Health_2018_Longitudinal associations of in utero and early life
near-roadway air pollution with trajectories of childhood body mass index
30. Preventive Medicine_2010_Automobile traffic around the home and attained body mass
index: a longitudinal cohort study of children aged 10-18 years
31. The Guardian_2016_Air pollution linked to increased mental illness in children
32. BMJ_2016_Association between neighbourhood air pollution concentrations and
dispensed medication for psychiatric disorders in a large longitudinal cohort of Swedish
children and adolescents
33. The Guardian_2018_Air pollution: everything you should know about a public health
emergency



34. The Guardian_2017_Electric cars are not the answer to air pollution, says top UK
adviser
35. The New York Times_2022_Enough About Climate Change. Air Pollution Is Killing Us
Now.
36. Air Alliance Houston_No Safe Level of Transportation Emissions
37. Elsevier_2017_Increased air pollution cuts victims' lifespan by a decade, costing billions
38. Harvard_2016_Air pollution below EPA standards linked with higher death rates
39. Environmental Health Perspectives_2016_Low-Concentration PM2.5 and Mortality:
Estimating Acute and Chronic Effects in a Population-Based Study
40. Texas Pedestrian Safety Coalition_2023_Exploring Transportation-Related Air Quality
Impacts on Pedestrians in Disadvantaged Communities_Video
41. Texas Pedestrian Safety Coalition_2023_Exploring Transportation-Related Air Quality
Impacts on Pedestrians in Disadvantaged Communities_Slides
42. Texas Pedestrian Safety Coalition_2023_Exploring Transportation-Related Air Quality
Impacts on Pedestrians in Disadvantaged Communities_HBW Notes.docx
43. University of British Columbia_2023_Traffic pollution impairs brain function
44. Environmental Health_2023_Brief diesel exhaust exposure acutely impairs functional
brain connectivity in humans: a randomized controlled crossover study
45. Dezeen_2023_MIT study finds huge carbon cost to self-driving cars
46. Journal of the American Heart Association_2022_Pandemic‐Related Pollution Decline
and ST‐Segment‒Elevation Myocardial Infarctions
47. American Lung Association_2022_Living Near Highways and Air Pollution
48. Environmental Health Perspectives_2011_Traffic-related air pollution and cognitive
function in a cohort of older men
49. The Lancet_2017_Living near major roads and the incidence of dementia, Parkinson's
disease, and multiple sclerosis: a population-based cohort study
50. Environmental Health Perspectives_2008_Association between traffic-related black
carbon exposure and lung function among urban women
51. The New England Journal of Medicine_2004_Exposure to Traffic and the Onset of
Myocardial Infarction
52. The Lancet_2002_Association between mortality and indicators of traffic-related air
pollution in the Netherlands: a cohort study
53. American Journal of Respiratory and Critical Care Medicine_2010_Chronic Obstructive
Pulmonary Disease and Long-Term Exposure to Traffic-related Air Pollution_A Cohort
Study
54. The Urban Institute_2022_The Polluted Life Near the Highway
Expert Publications & Guidelines
1. Planetizen_2022_The Urgent Need for Climate Action Includes Land Use Reforms,
IPCC Report Says
2. IPCC_2022_Chapter 8 Transport
3. WHO_2021_Global Air Quality Guidelines
4. USPIRG_2021_Transform Transportation_Strategies For A Healthier Future
5. The World Bank and IHME_2016_The Cost of Air Pollution
6. Transportation for America_Driving Down Emissions



Induced Demand
1. Journal of Transport Economics and Policy 2002 Induced Travel Demand and Induced
Road Investment: A Simultaneous Equation Analysis
Tailpipe Emissions vs. Tire Friction Pollution/ Brake Dust Pollution/ Electric Vehicle Pollution
1. Int J Environ Res Public Health 2017 Wear and Tear of Tyres: A Stealthy Source of
Microplastics in the Environment
2. Report EUR 2014 Non-exhaust traffic related emissions. Brake and tyre wear PM
3. Atmospheric Environment 2011 Investigation on the potential generation of ultrafine
particles from the tire–road interface
4. Journal of Environmental Protection 2013 Dust Resulting from Tire Wear and the Risk of
Health Hazards
5. Environmental Science & Technology 2004 Tire-Wear Particles as a Source of Zinc to
the Environment
6. Environmental Science and Pollution Research 2015 Brake wear particle emissions: a
review
7. Science of the Total Environment 2008 Sources and properties of non-exhaust
particulate matter from road traffic: A review
8. Science of the Total Environment 2020 Tyre and road wear particles (TRWP) - A review
of generation, properties, emissions, human health risk, ecotoxicity, and fate in the
environment
9. Science of the Total Environment 2022 Tire wear particle emissions: Measurement data
where are you?
10. Science of the Total Environment 2022 Effect of treadwear grade on the generation of
tire PM emissions in laboratory and real-world driving conditions
11. Emission Control Science and Technology 2021 Development of Tire-Wear Particle
Emission Measurements for Passenger Vehicles
12. Wear 2018 Investigation of ultra fine particulate matter emission of rubber tires
13. Bloomberg 2022 New Tech Aims to Capture Electric Vehicle Tire Emissions
14. Arizona Department of Transportation 2006 Tire Wear Emissions for Asphalt Rubber and
Portland Cement Concrete Pavement Surfaces
15. The Conversation 2020 Air pollution from brake dust may be as harmful as diesel
exhaust on immune cells – new study
16. UK Research and Innovation 2020 Brake dust air pollution may have same harmful
effects on immune cells as diesel exhaust
17. U.S. Department of Energy Alternative Fuels Data Center Emissions from Electric
Vehicles
18. U.S. Department of Energy Argonne Laboratory 2009 Well-to-Wheels Energy Use and
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis of Plug-in Hybrid Electric Vehicles
19. National Renewable Energy Laboratory 2016 Emissions Associated with Electric Vehicle
Charging: Impact of Electricity Generation Mix, Charging Infrastructure Availability, and
Vehicle Type
20. US News 2020 Brake Dust Another Driver of Air Pollution
21. The New York Times 2021 How Green Are Electric Vehicles?
22. Scientific American 2016 Electric Cars Are Not Necessarily Clean



23. The Guardian 2016 Why electric cars are only as clean as their power supply
24. Biofriendly Planet 2022 Electric Vehicles and Their Impact on the Environment
25. California Air Resources Board 2022 California moves to accelerate to 100% new
zero-emission vehicle sales by 2035
26. CNN 2022 Car tires are disastrous for the environment. This startup wants to be a
driving force in fixing the problem.
VOCs/ PM2.5/ Greenhouse Gases
1. World Health Organization 2019 Exposure to benzene: a major public health concern
2. American Lung Association 2022 Volatile Organic Compounds
3. National Cancer Institute 2022 Benzene
4. Environmental Research 2020 Characteristics of volatile organic compounds from
vehicle emissions through on-road test in Wuhan, China.
5. Aerosol and Air Quality Research 2018 Emission Characteristics of VOCs from On-Road
Vehicles in an Urban Tunnel in Eastern China and Predictions for 2017–2026
6. Atmospheric Environment 2017 Characteristics of volatile organic compounds (VOCs)
from the evaporative emissions of modern passenger cars
7. Atmospheric Environment 2012 Volatile organic compounds from the exhaust of
light-duty diesel vehicles
8. Analytical Sciences 2012 Measurement of volatile organic compounds in vehicle exhaust
using single-photon ionization time-of-flight mass spectrometry
9. PubMed 2001 Exposure to volatile organic compounds for individuals with occupations
associated with potential exposure to motor vehicle exhaust and/or gasoline vapor
emissions
10. Environmental Research 1999 Assessment of benzene and toluene emissions from
automobile exhaust in Bangkok
11. Atmospheric Environment 1967 Benzene, toluene and xylene concentrations in car
exhausts and in city air
12. Environmental Science and Technology 1992 On-line measurement of benzene and
toluene in dilute vehicle exhaust by mass spectrometry
13. Iowa State University 2015 Quantification of benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene and
o-xylene in internal combustion engine exhaust with time-weighted average solid phase
microextraction and gas chromatography mass spectrometry
14. Journal of Exposure Science & Environmental Epidemiology 2003 Measurement of
volatile organic compounds inside automobiles
15. Chronic Diseases and Translational Medicine 2018 Fine particulate matter (PM2.5): The
culprit for chronic lung diseases in China.
16. Journal of Thoracic Disease 2016 The impact of PM2.5 on the human respiratory system
17. US EPA 2022 Health and Environmental Effects of Particulate Matter (PM)
18. Harvard School of Public Health 2011 Greenhouse gases pose threat to public health
19. CDC 2022 Climate Effects on Health.
20. NAQTS, Emissions Analytics, Lancaster University 2018 Vehicle Interior Air Quality:
Volatile Organic Compounds
Congestion vs. Idling Emissions (Traffic Emissions)
1. Transportation Research Record Comparison of Vehicular Emissions in Free-Flow and



Congestion Using MOBILE4 and Highway Performance Monitoring System
2. Atmospheric Environment 2011 Vehicle emissions in congestion: Comparison of work
zone, rush hour and free-flow conditions
3. Institute for Transport and Economics 2007 How Much does Traffic Congestion Increase
Fuel Consumption and Emissions? Applying a Fuel Consumption Model to the NGSIM
Trajectory Data
4. Science of The Total Environment 2013 Air pollution and health risks due to vehicle
traffic
5. USA Today 2011 Study blames 2,200 deaths on traffic emissions
Resources
1. TxDOT 2022 DEIS



From: Graham Weedon

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 4:34 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US 380 Bypass Comments 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Sir, please see the attached document containing mine and my neighbor's observations 
and objections to the propose Segment A Bypass. 
 

 US 380 Comments 

 

 

--  

Thank you, 
 
Graham Weedon  

214-287-9270 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fdocs.google.com%2Fdocument%2Fd%2F16VjI-j77wvyJVdXQHXRDRWE_aigM3fL5iZ2tMxVnqrQ%2Fedit%3Fusp%3Ddrive_web&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C9eec76f12dfb4205286608db41e710da%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638176232915752658%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=1IPT3L%2B2n74m8PTxpazVdgJfDmujLcHcqL%2BglX0mF8Y%3D&reserved=0


From: GREG BAUMLI  

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 1:25 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Support of Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres,  
I am a resident of Whitley Place (3661 Spicewood Dr.) in Prosper, Texas.  I fully support 
the finding of the DEIS study in finding Segment A to be the preferred alternative for 
Highway 380.    
 
Segment A would preserve the following resources:  
 

• Mane Gait 
• Ladera of Prosper 
• Founders Academy 
• Malabar Hills Residential Community 
• Walnut Grove High School 

I support Segment A.   
 
Regards  
Greg Baumli  
3661 Spicewood Drive  
Prosper, TX 75078  
847-722-1640  



From: Greg Sarro  

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 4:14 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  

 

I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on 

McKinney residents, adversely impact fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption 

to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 

 

I respectfully request that you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass 

from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Greg Sarro 

1909 Fieldstone Court 

McKinney TX 75072 

Mobile (214) 697-0302 



From: Stephen Endres 

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 4:35 PM 

To: Greg Sweet 

Cc: Dan Perge; John Hudspeth; Travis Campbell; Ashton Strong; Grace Lo; Melissa 

Meyer; Tony Hartzel; Madison Schein; Christine Polito; Ceason Clemens 

Subject: RE: 380 comment period extension 

 

We received your request to extend the comment period for the US 380 EIS project. 

 

The Notice of Availability (NOA) for Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was posted on January 

20, 2023. 

The public hearing was held on February 16th and 21st. 

The original comment period ended on March 21, 2023. 

 

TxDOT will extend the comment period 15 days one time only to April 5, 2023. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Greg Sweet  

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 3:28 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 comment period extension 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

I would like to request an extension of the comment period for TXDOT'S proposed 380 bypass 
route We need more time to fully evaluate the impacts and possible mitigation measures that 
can be taken to protect Tucker Hill as well as the other communities and businesses affected by 
Option A.  
 

 

--  

Greg Sweet 



1

From: Greg Sweet 

Sent: Monday, April 17, 2023 8:52 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: TxDOT 380 By-pass Selection

Attachments: 20223-04-17 US 380 Segement A Comments.pdf

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

I am a resident of McKinney, Tx and a homeowner in Tucker Hill Development.  I want to strongly SUPPORT segment B of 

the proposed 380 expansion.  As a resident of TH we only have 2 exits from our neighborhood, both out to 380.  Any 

construction for 3-5 years in front of our neighborhood would severely impact our safety.  What safeguards will be 

implemented should you proceed with A for our community during construction?  Emergency vehicle response times 

would be greatly increased.  This also would continue based on your drawing of what segment A would look like as any 

emergency vehicle coming from the west would have to go beyond TH and if we had to go east to Baylor hospital we 

would have to head west first.  How is TxDOT going to address this issue also during the construction phase?  We have 

been hearing for 7 years that Stonebridge is going to be extended but still has not so no guarantees that it will be prior 

to construction.  Is this something TxDOT will take a proactive approach on? 

 

Further, your own matrix shows the number of businesses, residents, and other displacements to be less with B.  Cost is 

much less, nearly $150m, with your current estimates with B.  You even state it could go higher with the utility re-

routing.   Environmental impact is even less with option B. Segment A could have a potential high-risk EPA clean up 

where B has zero.  These are all things from your own study. 

There are numerous other issues and questions with regard to the study used to base your decision.   I have attached a 

copy of all issues and supported references. 

What study has TxDOT done to show the full impact of air quality both during and after construction?  Where were 

those monitors located?  What dates and times were collected during this study?  What list of assumptions did TxDOT 

use in regards to weather etc during this study? 

I would also like the above questions answered for the sound study that was done in Tucker Hill.  Why are there no plans 

to put up sound barriers on the north side (Tucker Hill) but on the south side (Stonebridge)?  Prevailing winds are from 

the south and we would be affected most. 

Segment A consists of 2 90 degree turns.  What studies have been done on the safety of those as compared to the 

gradual lane shift in B? 

 

Greg Sweet 

7604 Townsend Blvd 

McKinney, Tx 75071 

 

 

 



From: Greg Tappert

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 6:10 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to US 380 Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and resident of McKinney, TX, I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  

Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax 

burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall 

disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to choose Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827. 

--  

Greg Tappert 

608 Rough Creek Drive 

McKinney, TX 75071-6429 

972-741-3363 



From: Gregg Payne  

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 4:41 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: no to segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A 

for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an 

existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, 

destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 

Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from 

Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Sincerely, 

Gregg Payne 
 



From: Gregg Swartz (TMNA)  

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 6:51 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Cc: Shannon Presley ) 

Subject: Proposed 380 bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

•• PROTECTED 関係者外秘 

 

Mr. Endres, 

 

I am writing to submit my thoughts on the proposed 380 bypass.  I have previously submitted 

an email to you voicing my strong opposition to the B route, which would have gone through 

Prosper, close to our home in Whitley Place, and disrupted traffic at the new high school and 

the Founders’ Academy and disturbed and disrupted the operations of Mane Gait Equine 

Therapy.  We are still strongly opposed to this Option B, and I ask that it never be reconsidered. 

 

My first preference is to have the No Build Alternative for the 380 bypass.  However, if this is 

not feasible, then I am in support of the proposed Blue Alternative (A, E, and C route), as I 

believe this route would cause the lease disruption to the existing communities and overall 

environment.   

 

Thank you for allowing me to comment.      

 
Gregg Swartz 

Group Manager, EV Infrastructure & Business Strategy 

EV Charging Solutions 

Toyota Motor North America 

+1 (310) 480-8632 Mobile 

+1 (469) 292-4927 Office 

 

 
 



Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Date: February 24, 2023 at 9:34:28 AM CST
To: Gretchen Stofer Darby 
Subject: RE: TXDOT: US 380 from Coit Road to FM 1827 DEIS - Prosper


Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 
 

From: Gretchen Stofer Darby 
Sent: Thursday, February 23, 2023 1:58 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: TXDOT: US 380 from Coit Road to FM 1827 DEIS - Prosper
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Hi Stephen,
I wanted to formally submit my support for the current plan to keep 380 on 380 through
Prosper. 
Thanks so much. 
Gretchen 
 
 
GRETCHEN (STOFER) DARBY
Founder | President | Consultant 
GDC ● PUBLIC RELATIONS & COMMUNICATIONS

C ● 214.707.8217 | F ● 214.842.4161
https://linktr.ee/gretchendarby
 

Prosper Town Council - Community Engagement )
Prosper ISD - District Improvement and Superintendent Advisory Council
Better Together Prosper ISD - Founding Committee, Co-Vice President
Lewis Family Foundation - Advisory Board
Texas Exes Collin County Chapter - Communications Chair
Cowboys Club - Social Committee
 
 

mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
mailto:sbagwellrudy@burnsmcd.com
mailto:gretchendarby@gmail.com
mailto:gretchen@gretchendarbyconsulting.com
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Flinktr.ee%2Fgretchendarby&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7C50d5e732d6604045739708db168c41b6%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638128563877534473%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=YrRFDT3yYvL1PsmRFnYrO7WrkNreDsSAbpiCpzaA5go%3D&reserved=0
mailto:gdarby@prospertx.gov


View this email in your browser

The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) is proposing to construct US
380 as a freeway primarily on new location from Coit Road and existing US 380

around the northern portion of McKinney connecting back to existing US 380
near Farm to Market (FM) Road 1827, east of the City of McKinney. This notice

advises the public that a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) is
available for review and that TxDOT will be conducting an in-person and online
virtual public hearing on the proposed project. The purpose of the hearing is to

present the DEIS and updated schematic design of the “Blue Alternative,”
which has been identified as TxDOT’s Preferred Alternative. The Preferred

On Jan 13, 2023, at 11:49 AM, Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
wrote:
 

 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fmailchi.mp%2F98f63f7f7d65%2Fus-380-deis-public-hearing%3Fe%3Da259fe88ce&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7C50d5e732d6604045739708db168c41b6%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638128563877689792%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=YRF3gLCkr6HGb9hlB%2BuQUY%2FEnnNYe%2F0ZpZ5L05vNKmU%3D&reserved=0
mailto:Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov


Alternative links Segments A, E, and C.

The DEIS is available for review online
at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS, and a hard copy is available for

review at the TxDOT Dallas District Office.

The hearing dates, times, and locations are listed below. The same information
will be available at the in-person and virtual hearings, including a pre-recorded

video presentation with audio and visual components.

In-Person Hearing
Thursday, Feb. 16, 2023

5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.
Collin County Courthouse

Central Jury Room
2100 Bloomdale Rd.
McKinney, TX 75071

In-Person Hearing
Tuesday, Feb. 21, 2023
5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.

Rhea’s Mill Baptist Church
Gymnasium

5733 N. Custer Rd.
McKinney, TX 75071

Virtual Hearing*
Thursday, Feb. 16, 2023, starting at 5:30 p.m. through Tuesday, March 21, 2023, at

11:59 p.m. www.keepitmovingdallas.com/ US380EIS
*This is not a live event

To view the virtual public hearing materials, participants may go to the web
address noted above at any time during the dates indicated. In-person

attendees will be able to view the presentation which will be playing on a
screen, review hard copies of project materials, ask questions of TxDOT staff

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fburnsmcd.us3.list-manage.com%2Ftrack%2Fclick%3Fu%3Db89207c107c4dbc873e3aebf2%26id%3D39780a82c4%26e%3Da259fe88ce&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7C50d5e732d6604045739708db168c41b6%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638128563877689792%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=QCzVVtgCly3jWeq2LBtBVjtWkF2E5eK7Ds8W1V5Qvus%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fburnsmcd.us3.list-manage.com%2Ftrack%2Fclick%3Fu%3Db89207c107c4dbc873e3aebf2%26id%3D7e707c45e1%26e%3Da259fe88ce&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7C50d5e732d6604045739708db168c41b6%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638128563877689792%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=uDPsfMjuO4kT8s5peRon0iSDa10mEbNZp1u%2BfGhNlGw%3D&reserved=0


and/or consultants, and leave comments. The in-person public hearings will
follow an “open house” format, meaning attendees may come and go at their

convenience.

If you do not have internet access, or do not wish to attend an in-person
hearing, you may call (214) 320-4469 between the hours of 8 a.m. and 5 p.m.,
Monday through Friday, to ask questions and access project materials during

the project development process.

The proposed project would provide a new location, eight-lane, controlled-
access freeway with two-lane, one-way frontage roads on each side from Coit
Road and existing US 380 to the eastern terminus at existing US 380 and FM
1827. The purpose of the project is to manage congestion and improve east-

west mobility and safety throughout the study area. The typical proposed right-
of-way (ROW) would be approximately 420 feet wide, with the minimum and

maximum ROW width ranging from 330 feet to 1,582 feet, respectively.
Depending on the location, the typical freeway section would consist of four 12-

foot-wide travel lanes in each direction with 10- to 17-foot-wide inside and
outside shoulders and two-lane (each 12-feet-wide), one-way frontage roads on

either side of the mainlanes. Shared-use paths built along the outside of the
frontage roads would provide bicycle and pedestrian accommodations. The
total proposed ROW acreage is estimated at 1,083.5 acres. The proposed

project passes through the Town of Prosper, the City of McKinney, and Collin
County.

The proposed project is not anticipated to impact any existing properties
protected under Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966.
TxDOT received information in November 2022 about several planned, future
parks in the Town of Prosper and is evaluating each property for Section 4(f)

eligibility.

The proposed project would, subject to final design considerations, require
acquisition of additional ROW and potentially displace 22 residences and 35

businesses. Relocation assistance is available for displaced persons and
businesses. Information about the TxDOT Relocation Assistance Program and
services and benefits for those displaced and other affected property owners,
as well as information about the tentative schedule for ROW acquisition and
construction, can be obtained from the TxDOT Dallas District office by calling

(214) 320-6675 or online at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.

The proposed project would involve construction in wetlands and an action in a
floodplain and floodway.

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fburnsmcd.us3.list-manage.com%2Ftrack%2Fclick%3Fu%3Db89207c107c4dbc873e3aebf2%26id%3D948bd4478c%26e%3Da259fe88ce&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7C50d5e732d6604045739708db168c41b6%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638128563877689792%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=iRBbanj99nITGmZcS%2FUVpEXvdIyitzRo16iWoVdtPfg%3D&reserved=0


Environmental documentation and studies, including the DEIS and any maps
and drawings showing the project location and design, tentative construction

schedules, and other information regarding the proposed project are on file and
available for inspection Monday through Friday between the hours of 8 a.m.
and 5 p.m. at the TxDOT Dallas District Office, 4777 East US Highway 80,

Mesquite, Texas 75150-6643. Printed copies of the design schematic will also
be available for review at Prosper Town Hall, McKinney City Hall, and Collin

County Courthouse as well as online
at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS beginning Thursday, Feb. 16 at
5:30 p.m., and in hard copy form for review at the in-person public hearing.

The public hearing will be conducted in English. If you need an interpreter or
document translator because English is not your primary language or you have

difficulty communicating effectively in English, one will be provided to you. If
you have a disability and need assistance, special arrangements can be made
to accommodate most needs. If you need interpretation or translation services
or you are a person with a disability who requires an accommodation to attend

and participate in the virtual public hearing or in-person option, please
contact TxDOT Public Information Office at (214) 320-4480 no later than 4 p.m.

Monday, Feb. 13, 2023. Please be aware that advance notice is required as
some services and accommodations may require time for TxDOT to arrange.

Comments from the public regarding the proposed project are requested and
may be submitted to the TxDOT Dallas District Office, 4777 East US Highway

80, Mesquite, Texas 75150-6643 or Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov. Verbal
comments may be submitted by calling (833) 933-0443. All comments must

be received or postmarked before Tuesday, March 21, 2023. Responses to
comments received by the deadline will be available on the project website

once they have been prepared.

If you have any general questions or concerns regarding the proposed project
or the hearing, please contact the TxDOT Project Manager, Mr. Stephen

Endres, P.E., at (214) 320-4469 or Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov.
 

 

Public Hearing Venue Map (PDF)

 

Spanish Public Hearing Notice (PDF)
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The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by applicable Federal environmental

laws for this project are being, or have been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a

Memorandum of Understanding dated December 9, 2019, and executed by FHWA and TxDOT.

TxDOT Dallas District
4777 East US Highway 80

Mesquite, TX 75150

Want to change how you receive these emails?
You can update your preferences or unsubscribe from this list.

Vietnamese Public Hearing Notice (PDF)
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From: Bud Johnson 

Sent: Tuesday, March 21, 2023 3:00 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment B for the 

US 380 Bypass.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment A as the preferred option for the US 380 

Bypass. 

H Alexander Johnson 

6101 GREYWALLS DR 

McKinney, TX 75072 



1

From: Bud Johnson 

Sent: Tuesday, April 18, 2023 11:41 AM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: NO to Segment B AND Roundabout at Ridge and Glenn Oaks

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment B for the US 380 

Bypass.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden 

on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge 

Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment A as the 

preferred option for the US 380 Bypass 

Furthermore we oppose the roundabout at Ridge and Glenn Oaks. Absolutely NO NEEDED 

H 

Johnson                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

   6101 Greywalls 

Dr,                                                                                                                                                                                                                   

                                                                                                                                                                                           McKinney 

75072                                                                                                                                                                                                             

                                                                                                                                                                       

 



From: Hailey Innes  

Sent: Wednesday, April 5, 2023 8:40 AM 

To:  Stephen 

Endres 

Subject: 380 Bypass, NE McKinney 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Senator Paxton, Representative Leach, and Mr. Endres: 

 

I strongly oppose Segment C and support Segment D. It is easy to look at the map and see how many more homes, 

businesses, and community services are destroyed or negatively affected by Segment C. 

I’m also very concerned about the environmental impact to the largest forest in central Collin County. I do not want the 

wetlands impacted by a large highway. I totally oppose Segment C and support Segment D. 

 

Thank you for your representation,  

 

Hailey Innes, MS, LPC 



From: Hailey Innes 

Sent: Tuesday, April 4, 2023 11:19 PM 

To:  Stephen 

Endres 

Subject: 380 Bypass, NE McKinney 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Senator Paxton, Representative Leach, and Mr. Endres: 

 

I strongly oppose Segment C and support Segment D. It is easy to look at the map and see how many more homes, 

businesses, and community services are destroyed or negatively affected by Segment C. 

I’m also very concerned about the environmental impact to the largest forest in central Collin County. I do not want the 

wetlands impacted by a large highway. I totally oppose Segment C and support Segment D. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Hailey Innes, MS, LPC 

 



























From: Hany Hassan

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 5:18 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: No to Segment A for the US 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Hello Mr. Endres, 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Hany Hassan 



From: Harli DOLLINGER  

Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2023 3:08 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Subject: Change 380 bypass from route C to D in Collin County 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Sir - 

 

I am writing to express my opposition to Route C on the TX-DOT Spur 399 extension 

project. 

Route C affects and displaces significantly more homes, businesses, and community 

resources than route D. It also divides the residential and farming/ranching 

communities that make this area of Collin County unique. Perhaps even more 

concerning, Route C severely damages one of the largest remaining forests in central 

Collin County. It destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodland and 141% more 

acres of grassland and prairie than Route D. Not surprisingly, Route C is also strongly 

opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. 

Personally, Route C will destroy an area that I have known and loved as a long-time 

resident of Collin County. If Route C is imposed, we will lose access to community 

riding arenas, wooded trails, and outdoor pursuits. 

While Route C may be the more economical option in the short-term, Route D will 

preserve more developable land for future growth in Collin County by making use of 

flood plain space that is otherwise unusable. 

I fully support Route D on the Spur 399 extension in Collin County.  

 

Many Thanks for Your Attention to this Matter, 

 

Harli M. Dollinger, Ph.D. 
 

 

 

 



As a McKinney resident, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of Segment A over Segment B ignores the
findings of the environmental study, applies criteria to support this decision inconsistently, is fiscally
irresponsible to the taxpayers and places an unsupportable financial burden on the City of McKinney and its
taxpayers.

Findings of the Environmental Impact Study should have led to selection of Segment B.
● No businesses displaced, rather than 15 current businesses displaced in Segment A.
● 2 rather than 7 major utility conflicts in Segment A
● No hazardous material sites impacted, rather than 2 in Segment A.
● Nearly twice the impact to rivers and streams; ½ mile vs. 1 mile
● Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged over 150 years.

Segment B saves over $150 million dollars for Collin County Taxpayers vs. Segment A
● $153M in right of way costs, rather than $198M in Segment A.
● $25M in utility relocation costs, rather than $75 in Segment A.
● $588M in design and construction costs rather than $608M in Segment A.
● $40M savings in utility relocation for the City of McKinney.

TXDOT’s own findings indicate that the continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted. 
● The design updates to Segment B have fully mitigated any impact to ManeGait
● TXDOT has received a copy of a study from Shea Center & Dreamcatchers, California service ranch

with a similar project that impacted their area which found there was minimal impact.
● TXDOT has said that Segment B “would not make the ManeGait inaccessible to persons with

disabilities and would not violate the Americans with Disabilities Act”

Priority has not been given to safety and the increased risk of fatal accidents
● Segment A contains two 90 degree turns with a change of grade which will present a greater risk of

fatal accidents.
● TXDOT did not reveal the comparison between fatality analysis for Segment A & B

Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 Highway increasing the risk
of work zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic patterns.

● According to TXDOT, 26,000 work zone crashes in 2021 resulted in 244 deaths.  
● The extended construction time required to regrade the existing road bed will increase the disruption to

existing traffic for several years of construction.

Criteria used to support Segment selection was not applied consistently. The criteria applied to
recommend Segment C, would conclude Segment B is the preferred option.

● C vs. D was compared based on objective cost data 
● A vs. B comparison featured subjective measures, such as counting the number of comments

submitted vs. objective facts

The current TXDOT budget and plans do not include the mitigation measures necessary to address the
impact of increased environmental and noise pollution, as well as concerning traffic hazards, for the
current McKinney neighborhoods impacted by Segment A. In addition to the depressed roadway:

● A sound wall across the full length of Tucker Hill property fronting 380 consistent with the character of
the entry being removed and providing privacy from cut thru traffic.

● The extension of Stonebridge Drive and new entrance on Townsend Boulevard for Tucker Hill residents
in the character of the current entrance at Tremont Boulevard.



From: Heather Guarnera 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 9:16 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Heather Booth < > 

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 12:51 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hello! 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

Sincerely, 

--  

Heather M. Booth, MS, OTR 

  

 

 





From: Heather McGowan  

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 11:43 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO  : to Segment A (HWY 380 construction bypass) 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

To: 

Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov  

 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely- 

Longtime homeowner, tax payer & citizen of Mckinney  



-----Original Message----- 

From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Wednesday, February 15, 2023 4:24 PM 

To: helene langer <helene@equistarconsul,ng.com> 

Subject: RE: Comment regarding 380 Bypass 

 

Your comments will be added to public hearing summary. 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

-----Original Message----- 

From: helene langer <helene@equistarconsul,ng.com> 

Sent: Monday, February 13, 2023 10:12 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Comment regarding 380 Bypass 

 

Please take this comment against the Blue Alterna,ve for the 380 bypass development. I currently reside 

my two horses at Tara Royal Equestrian Center which is the most peaceful serene environment I have 

found in North Dallas. The blue op,on would put an 8 lane road at the front door of the facility which 

would make horse training impossible and destroy the loca,on that is in place for our horses. 

I am in favor of the Purple Alterna,ve. 

Helene Langer 

Equistar Consul,ng Group, LLC 

949-836-0130 



From: Hemanshu Narsana  

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 12:26 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hi Mr. Stephen, 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Hemanshu Narsana 



 

From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 10:01 AM 

To: H T  

Subject: RE: NO to Segment A - PLEASE! 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: H T   

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 12:06 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: NO to Segment A - PLEASE! 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction 
of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT 
for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   
 

We live in Stonebridge Ranch, just south of 380, between Stonebridge Drive and Custer 
Road.  The construction and ultimate freeway itself will be a major negative to our 
home.  If we ever want to sell our home, this will decrease the value of 
our property.  Our neighborhood has so many teenagers that have to travel this way to 
get to McKinney North High School, and I would not want my new driver having to 
navigate the construction or the highway itself.  So many reasons.  There would be so 
much less negative impact on both residents and businesses if the path would veer 
north BEFORE it gets to the Custer Road area of McKinney.   
 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Ca3c96cfb1d5242bcd4c608db19a61a99%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131973414736436%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=sroFzOx8B9n%2FOUrEIykye36thxAVYbWzSuzQPPnArZg%3D&reserved=0


Our opposition to Segment A of the “Blue Alternative” is based on the following facts 
presented by TxDOT in their February 2023 Announcement: 

1. Segment A destroys 27 businesses, 12 displacements and 2 homes 
currently. It will likely be more than that by the time the project is 
constructed whereas Segment B destroys no business, 7 
displacements, and 5 homes. 

2. The cost of Segment A right of way acquisition estimated today is $957.8 
million compared to $888.8 million for Segment B. It is likely to reach more 
than $1 billion by the time the project is constructed based on current 
construction projects which are not counted in the current TxDOT 
estimates.  

3. The proposed Blue Alternative which includes Segment A calls for $120 
million from the City of McKinney for right of way acquisition which will be 
an unplanned tax burden to McKinney taxpayers. The amount of that tax 
burden quite likely will increase as the cost of ROW acquisitions and 
related expenses increase.  

4. Segment A will have a significant detrimental impact on Stonebridge Ranch 
and Tucker Hill which border the proposed construction of Segment A. It 
will create major traffic disruption, increased noise, and increased health 
and environmental problems, not to mention the impact on schools, 
morning and afternoon traffic, and school zones divided by US380 
Segment A.  

 

Thank you for taking the time to consider this letter and our position. 

 

Holly and Dusty Tripp 

1200 Stonington Drive 

McKinney TX 75071 

214-403-0031 
  

 

 



To whom it may concern: 

 
As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of 

Segment A over Segment B is fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150 

million more, applies criteria to support their decision inconsistently, and provides 

numerous biased, false, and inconsistent findings in their environmental study. 

Furthermore, there is objective evidence of political maneuvering, campaigning, and 

rezoning efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed 

TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn these actions as unethical and improper. 

 
The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council on 

Environmental Quality (CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021), decisions on an alignment 

must be based on what is practical and feasible from a technical and economic 

standpoint, rather than what is desirable from the standpoint of the agency (i.e, 

TxDOT). 

 
As a McKinney homeowner, I believe a bypass may be required to support growth in the 

northern corridor. However, in selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do 

harm to a significant percentage of McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant 

fiscal irresponsibility. This decision is made more egregious with the existence of a 

viable lower impact alternative. It appears irrefutable that Segment B is the better 

alternative and that there are serious flaws in the conclusions reached by TxDOT and in 

the underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS). 
 

Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants that 

cause harm to humans and a rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current 

and future impacts. If TxDOT will not mitigate these harms, then TxDOT should at the 

very least do a rigorous analysis of these harms and explicitly note the opportunities we 

forgo with the current preferred alignment. The pollution appendices are missing critical 

analyses and portions are invalid as presented. This project should not proceed until 

those egregious omissions and errors are corrected. 
 

In order to ensure resolution and the creation of the best project possible, we request 

that: 
 

● TxDOT issue a second draft of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in the 

current draft EIS. 

● Any Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) have a 90-day review period, 

with an official public comment period, and that the FEIS be unbundled from the 

Record of Decision 



 

The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A: 

 
● Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes 2 versus 5. However, segment A 

is one mile longer, has 6 new interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential 

major utility conflicts versus just two for Segment B and displaces 15 businesses 

versus zero businesses for Segment B. 

● Segment B would have less of an environmental impact. Segment A would 

encroach on twice the wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and 

streams and more acreage of forests, prairies and grasslands than Segment B. 

Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged over 150 

years. Finally, there would be no hazardous material sites impacted on Segment 

B and TXDOT has identified 2 with Segment A. 

● Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to 

the taxpayers is that the estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M 

more than Segment B. 

● Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 

Highway increasing the risk of work zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic 

patterns. Additionally, the requirement to lower the existing grade in bedrock and 

cantilever local lanes in a restricted ROW width, while preferred for the longterm, 

will significantly increase the construction time, safety risk and disruption 

compared to route B. Priority has not been given to safety and the increased risk 

of fatal accidents, including those induced by a change in grade and, not one, but 

two 90 degree turns. 

● TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned 

future residential homes. It appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of 

unidentified future residents, property investors or developers over the impact of 

existing McKinney residents. The voices of the current residents should be a 

priority over unidentified future residents. 

● TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed 

residences under construction west of Custer Road. Once again, this appears to 

accrue to the benefit of future residents or current investors, not the current 

residents of McKinney. 

● TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic 

Horsemanship property, the subject of substantial public concern”. In fact, there 

is no great “public concern” over MainGait. The facility does serve a noble 

purpose, but that purpose is nowhere near the public concern of the impact to the 

existing residents of Tucker Hill who include retired veterans, disabled residents 

(both young and old), seniors 55+ and countless children. More concerning to 



members of Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney community is that TxDOT 

calls out the impact of the ROW to the property belonging to the founder of 

MainGait. The founder of MainGait is no ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill Darling, 

a former real estate developer and home builder who stands to gain personally 

by the selection of Segment A over B. In particular, Bill Darling and/or other 

associates of the Darling company, leveraged ownership of 43 Tucker Hill lots to 

submit comments against Segment B in favor of Segment A – essentially 

impersonated residents of Tucker Hill. TxDOT’s own findings indicate that the 

continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and has stated Segment B 

“would not make the ManeGait inaccessible to persons with disabilities and 

would not violate the Americans with Disabilities Act.” Furthermore and perhaps 

most egregious is that ManeGait stated and TxDOT perpetuated the false claim 

that ManeGait provides “essential” services to protected citizens, which was a 

misrepresentation and may have swayed public opinion. 

 
In direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT still concluded Segment A was the 

preferred route option. 

 
TxDOT relied on the EIS to support their conclusion. Of critical concern to Tucker Hill 

and the greater McKinney community is what appears to be flaws in the underlying 

TxDOT analysis and interpretation of the EIS. I will attempt to detail each of my 

concerns individually. My comments however, are not meant to be a complete listing of 

the errors or omissions in the study, but simply those that this compressed timeframe 

has allowed me to identify. 

 
Noise Pollution 

The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased. The importance of this 

is underscored by the existing scientific literature showing the association between 

traffic and related noise on physical and mental health. The study evaluated only a 

single barrier south of the community. It appears the study was biased toward providing 

more data around MainGait, a facility with transient guests, then Tucker Hill, a 

community of over 380 homes with plans for over 600. Additionally, it appears that 

there has been no regard taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous veteran residents, elderly 

residents or our residents with disabilities – collectively, who likely outnumber 

MainGait’s transient guests. In fact, Tucker Hill was classified, by TxDOT, as a 

standard residential area with an acceptable NAC level of 67 and precluded from 

participating in any future noise studies. This is both incorrect and unacceptable. 

Tucker Hill is a “front porch” community and every home is designed with a front porch 

that encourages outdoor activities and interactions between neighbors. Tucker Hill 



should be reclassified as Category A to preserve the essence of the neighborhood and 

the neighborhood should be included in any future noise abatement studies. 

 
The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise on 

the community. Yet, TxDOT, while proposing to surround the neighborhood on both the 

south and east side with a highway, believes the noise impact to be acceptable. TxDOT 

has not met their burden in any way, and moving forward with flawed data will cause 

irreparable harm to the residents of Tucker Hill, especially the young, elderly and 

disabled who do not regularly leave the neighborhood. A new noise study must be 

conducted with more receptors and sound barriers across both the south and east side 

of the neighborhood must be included in any Segment A option. Finally, it appears 

untenable that TxDOT could make any conclusion about the noise impact on Tucker Hill 

without fully understanding the impact of their proposed Segment A shift on the east 

side of the neighborhood. 

 
Community Impacts 

TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park and the Tucker Hill Community 

Center in their community impact study as the only community spaces without 

identifying the population they serve. First, Tucker Hill houses a community center, two 

town squares, two community parks, a community pool, a dog park, two fire pits, an 

amphitheater and a rooftop event space in the Harvard Park commercial area. The 

community spaces can be found filled with residents on almost any sunny day. Tucker 

Hill hosts many little league practices from Prosper and McKinney in our neighborhood 

parks and is a Christmas Holiday destination for people all across the region to visit our 

lighted homes. Furthermore, the community has a long history of events supporting 

organizations like Ethan for Autism, 29 Acres and the Down Syndrome Guild of Dallas. 

TxDOT has not demonstrated that they have completed any research into the impacted 

population (including children of all ages, elderly, seniors 55+, veterans and residents 

with disabilities) of these facilities. Once again, this is an egregious omission and 

appears to show substantial bias for MainGait and other facilities that serve guests as 

opposed to residents. 

 
Aesthetic Impacts 

TxDOT has not completed the required aesthetic impact analysis for the whole project. 

 
Traffic Analysis 

TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed. TxDOT’s original traffic projection 

methodology was deemed to be incomplete and inconsistent by the Texas A&M 

Transportation Institute (TTI) in September of 2020. In March 2021, TTI noted that they 

still had not been provided traffic data for the “No Build vs Build scenarios”.  At that time 



, TTI deemed that the growth rates used in the revised study were acceptable for 

“short-term growth (from 2020 to the pivot year of 2040)”. Unfortunately, TxDOT has not 

addressed how their growth rate calculation using a linear regression could be 

acceptable if the baseline year for traffic growth is 2020. In every commercial or 

municipal environment, 2020 is seen as a data anomaly because of the impact of the 

pandemic and an unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes of any kind. 

TxDOT’s traffic analysis continues to be flawed and incomplete. 

 
Two 90 degree curves 

More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a horizontal curve, and the 

average crash rate for horizontal curves is about three times that of other types of 

highway segments 

(https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/). In 2022 the 

United States Department of Transportation released their National Roadway Safety 

Strategy, which endorsed zero fatalities as the national goal and promotes building 

safety into the design of roads. TxDOT did not compare the safety risks including injury 

and fatality based on the highway designs of alternatives A and B. Segment A (the 

current preferred alignment) has two 90 degree curves. It also does not appear that 

TxDOT considered this safety risk in their decision. 

 
As such, TxDOT must include an analysis that compares alternatives A and B on the 

probability of accidents, injury, and fatalities. In addition, TxDOT must justify why they 

would choose a more dangerous alignment and one that goes against the US 

Department of Transportation’s strategy. 

 
Community Cohesion 

TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to Tucker 

Hill with Segment A and that there appears to be existing cohesion between Whitley 

Place, Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper and Walnut Grove due to school districting 

once again is incorrect and appears to show a bias or, simply, a failure to conduct 

proper research. 

 
Segment A will effectively sever Tucker Hill on both the south and eastern sides of the 

neighborhood from McKinney. This is atypical and will leave Tucker Hill, established 

within the city limits of McKinney in 2008, as the only established subdivision completely 

blocked off from McKinney on two sides of the neighborhood. In fact, the highway will 

sever Tucker Hill from the districted school, Reeves Elementary in Auburn Hills. It will 

also impact and, possibly, imperil the plans to connect Tucker Hill to both the school and 

the hike and bike trail system already in the city’s plans. The City of McKinney has 

noted in their planning documents and as Mayor Fuller reiterated in his email to Ceason 



Clemons and TxDOT staff dated February 26th, 2023, Tucker Hill is a significant asset to 

the city. 

 
What may be most troubling, though, is TxDOT’s conclusion that somehow there is no 

cohesion impact when cutting Tucker Hill off from Reeves Elementary, but there 

appears to be an impact to the Prosper neighborhoods due to school zoning. However, 

the Walnut Grove neighborhood is not districted for Prosper ISD. The Mansions of 

Prosper neighborhood and the Luxe Prosper neighborhood are districted for different 

elementary and high schools than the Whitley Place neighborhood. In fact, Mansions of 

Prosper and Luxe Prosper share school zoning with Tucker Hill. The correct 

conclusion here should have been that given the shared school zoning between these 

neighborhoods (Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper, Tucker Hill and Auburn Hills) and 

the fact that Tucker Hill would become the only established subdivision to be severed 

from McKinney by the highway on two sides, with respect to community cohesion, 

Segment B is clearly the better alternative. 

 
Construction and Noise Pollution 

TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to construction and noise 

pollution. According to the TxDOT handbook this is incorrect and TxDOT must also 

include: 

 
“Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This section of the EA must 

identify and explain any impacts associated with construction activities. This 

includes light pollution; impacts associated with physical construction activity, 

temporary lane, road or bridge closures (including detours); and other traffic 

disruptions. Include the expected duration of any construction impacts, and 

explain any BMPs or other strategies that will be used to mitigate such 

impacts.” 

 
TxDOT must outline and detail all potential impacts during construction for both 

proposed Segments A and B and appropriately evaluate those impacts as part of the 

study. Importantly, TxDOT should provide all impacts and mitigation strategies related 

to construction prior to proceeding. Critically, with respect to Tucker Hill and the 

surrounding neighborhoods, what are the plans for egress to the neighborhood during 

construction and how will those plans impact the response time of emergency vehicles 

to points within the neighborhood? 

 
Shift Closer to Tucker Hill 

TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the 

already flawed analysis that produced a preference for Segment A creates an unfair 



burden on the residents of Tucker Hill. Once again, TxDOT appears to be showing a 

callous bias toward ‘future development’ rather than a commitment to current residents. 

It is impossible to fully understand the additional noise pollution, air pollution and other 

effects without additional study. It’s important to note that even with this new shifted 

Segment A, the cost to construct Segment B would be $100M less than Segment A. 

TxDOT’s actions are placing the residents of Tucker Hill in an untenable position and 

are knowingly causing irreparable harm to the community in favor of future 

development. I strongly object to the proposed shift of the A alignment. 

 
Air Pollution 

Air pollution is a documented public health emergency, and can affect every organ in the 

body, including cognition. Children and the elderly are disproportionately vulnerable to 

air pollution, specifically PM2.5, and more so if they live in close proximity to a highway. 

Air pollution can cause a multitude of diseases in adults, including heart disease, and 

can breach the placental barrier during pregnancy, causing miscarriages and birth 

defects. These impacts are well documented and have been noted in academic studies 

for over a decade. TxDOT should not proceed with this project until they have 

conducted a full study of existing and future air pollution on this highway, both at the 

regional scale and immediately adjacent to the highway. TxDOT must be compliant with 

EPA’s health-based National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 
 

The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill neighborhood on the South 

and East sides. Winds in McKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-East 

meaning that for more days than not air pollution will be blown and settled on the 

residents of Tucker Hill. 

 
 

It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT utilized an airspeed 

of 1 MPH. The average wind speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the prevailing 

winds are from the south and south-east. It appears that additional study must be 

completed to correctly understand what the adverse effects of air pollution would be on 

the Tucker Hill population. Additionally, if Segment A is selected, monitoring devices 

must be installed to monitor air quality before, during and after construction. 

 

 
The DEIS fails to address air pollution from traffic beyond tailpipe emissions. A growing 

body of academic research cites brake wear and tire friction as primary pollutants from 

traffic. The DEIS has not addressed either of these sources of pollutants, nor does it 

address benzene or Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs). We request that TxDOT 

complete detailed analyses of each of these pollutants, and compare pollutant levels on 

380 (for each pollutant) to expected levels during and after construction Segment A. 



The DEIS notes in several places that expected proliferation of electric vehicles (EVs) 

should improve air pollution in this corridor. This is not only abdicating responsibility for 

mitigating air pollution, but a misrepresentation of electric vehicles and their 

environmental benefits. While EVs do reduce tailpipe emissions from internal 

combustion engines (ICEs), they do nothing to reduce pollution from non-tailpipe 

sources including brake dust and tire friction. Pollution from tire friction may worsen in 

EVs due to increases in vehicle weight from electric batteries. Further, Texas’ electric 

grid is far from clean, and EVs that source their energy from unclean sources are, 

therefore, unclean themselves. 

 
 

The Mobile Source Air Toxins analysis in the DEIS is lacking and includes only a 

qualitative analysis. The DEIS claims that MSAT will decrease with time because of 

improved federal standards. We argue that this is an outsourcing of responsibility to 

mitigate air pollution in the 380 corridor, and request that TxDOT complete a 

quantitative MSAT analysis and a health impact assessment for all criteria pollutants. 

 
 
Quality of Comments Collected 

As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in 

soliciting comments. In addition to submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill 

residents, comments were solicited via Facebook with no links to the underlying studies 

or segment alternatives. TxDOT must vet all of the comments collected during the 

scoping project fully and determine that they were legitimately provided by residents. If 

the comments were not legitimate, they should be stricken from the project record. 

 
NEPA 

Paraphrasing from The Council on Environmental Quality (2021), TxDOT is obligated to 

evaluate feasible alternatives in enough detail so that a reader can compare and 

contrast the environmental effects of the various alternatives. Of note, NEPA reasonable 

alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from the technical and economic 

standpoint, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of TxDOT. 

 
“NEPA is About People and Places” 

 
"Impacts include ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health 

impacts, whether adverse or beneficial. It is important to note that human beings are 

part of the environment (indeed, that is why Congress used the phrase “human 



environment” in NEPA), so when an EIS is prepared and economic or social and natural 

or physical environmental effects are interrelated, the EIS should discuss all of these 

effects." 

 

 
It is clear that TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst, 

unsavory. I ask that TxDOT respond to each of the issues discussed. As it stands, if 

TxDOT proceeds with their preferred Segment A they will be irreparably harming the 

residents of Tucker Hill, unfairly seizing the residents’ ability to enjoy their 

neighborhood, severing them from their broader community and, potentially, justifying it 

with a fatally flawed Environmental Impact Study. 

 

 
Regards, 

 
 
Holly Rudnick 
2404 Addison Street 
McKinney, TX 75071 
(214) 334-3139 
 

 
Induced Demand 

1. RMI SHIFT Calculator 

2. RMI_SHIFT (STATE HIGHWAY INDUCED FREQUENCE OF TRAVEL) 

CALCULATOR_About the methodology 

3. American Economic Review_2011_The Fundamental Law of Road Congestion: 
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From: Holly Rudnick  

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 3:38 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Opposition to Segment A 

Attachments: US 380 Segement A Comments vJB.docx 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Endres,  

 

Attached please find my letter opposing Segment A. Note that I have been a Collin County resident for 

25 years and a City of McKinney resident for 13 years. We purchased our home in Tucker Hill in 2010, 

and were told at that time that there were no plans for building out 380 into a major highway. We were 

told that any major highway would be located along the Outer Loop. We purchased our home under 

that premise and believed that to be true until recent years. 

 

We have raised our children in this neighborhood and had plans to retire here. However, we lived 

through the highway expansion of 121 and I have no desire to go through that again. I suffer from 

allergies and the dust and dirt from construction alone would be very detrimental to my health. I can 

barely hear 380 now from my home, but if this highway goes alongside both in the front and on the side 

of Tucker Hill, this will significantly impact my ability to sleep and enjoy our neighborhood. My quality of 

life and my husband's quality of life are at stake. It makes absolutely zero sense to adopt Segment A, 

from both a financial and impact perspective. 

 

This is a Collin County problem that deserves a Collin County solution. Why should City of McKinney 

residents bear the brunt of the burden here? Special interests and politicians are not the ones who will 

suffer! 

 

Please reconsider selecting Segment A and instead consider selecting Segment B. 

 

Thank-you, 

 

Holly Rudnick 

 

 



From:  

Sent: Tuesday, March 21, 2023 1:42 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Vote NO to Segment A on the US 380 Bypass project 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Stephen, 

 

My wife and I would like you to vote No to Segment A.  As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, Tx., 

My wife and I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to 

FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDot has and existing option Segment B, that will cost less, 

reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less 

overall disruption to over 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 

McKinney. 

 

We strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Rd. to FM1827. 

 

Sincerely,  

 

Howard and Cathy Whiddon 

6021 Prestwick Dr 

McKinney, Tx 75072 



From: Hugh & Khedra Haywood  

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 11:26 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Endres, 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

The Haywood Family 



From: Hugh Ollech  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 9:34 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Humberto Garza  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 6:18 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 



From: ishvinder malhotra  

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 4:20 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A - 380 extension 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hi Stephen, 
 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 
US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 
Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 
and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 
citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 
Road to FM 1827. 

Sincerely, 

 
Thanks & Regards 

  

Ishvinder Malhotra,  

US:  M: +1 469-996-8118 

IND: M: +91 9899882666 

  
Please consider the environment and only print this email if absolutely necessary. 



From: Mike Artwick  

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 6:03 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 
US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 
Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 
and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 
citizens throughout McKinney. 
I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 
Road to FM 1827. 
 
Sincerely, 
J. Artwick 
7704 Powder Horn Lane 
McKinney, TX 75070 
 
 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Friday, February 17, 2023 10:50 AM
To: J Bradley Johnston 
Subject: RE: US 380 EIS: Support for Proposed Route A-E-C (the Blue Alternative)
 
Your comments will be added to the public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 

From: J Bradley Johnston
Sent: Friday, February 17, 2023 10:33 AM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: US 380 EIS: Support for Proposed Route A-E-C (the Blue Alternative)
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Mr. Endres,
 
I am writing to support the TXDOT decision to route the proposed US 380 bypass along the Blue
Route (Segments A-E-C) as presented at your public meeting held on Thursday, February 16, 2023.
 In particular, with regard to the choice of Segment A versus Segment B, I agree with TXDOT’s
findings that Segment A would:
 

Displace fewer homes in comparison to Segment B;
Result in fewer impacts to planned future residential homes;
Avoid displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west of Custer Road;
Utlize more of the existing US 380 alignment; and
Avoid impact to ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, a very important and highly-
valued provider of services to Veterans and those with disabilities.

 
Thank you for the time and effort you and TXDOT have expended in coming to this conclusion.
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Sincerely, 
 
J. Bradley Johnston
220 Columbia Court
Prosper, TX 75078
512/657-7794

The information contained in this e-mail and any attachment is confidential and intended
only for the use of the individual or entity to whom it is addressed. This information may
constitute information that is confidential and privileged. If the reader of this e-mail is not the
intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible to deliver this communication to
the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any distribution, copying, or use of
this communication,electronic or otherwise, is strictly prohibited. If you have received
this  communication in error, please notify me immediately by telephone, by reply to
the sender via e-mail, or by e-mail to , and please delete this
e-mail and any accompanying attachment from your in box, recycle bin, and any other
directory, file or electronic storage.
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From: Joseph Closs 

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 6:18 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US 380 By-Pass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Good morning Mr. Endres,  

 

As a graduate of Carnegie-Mellon University, I know a little bit about engineering. 

 

I can understand why you are building Segment C and not Segment D. You are by-passing more of the 

existing US380 with that choice. 

 

So, why are you building Segment A and not Segment B? The proposed choice costs more while by-

passing less of the existing US 380. 

 

As choosing Segment A over Segment B is not the logical choice, it must be the political choice. I support 

logic and the taxpayers who will be footing the bill.  

 

Thanks, 

J. V. Closs 

Class of '75 



From: JS D  

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 5:58 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US 380 (from Coit Road to FM 1827 DEIS) Public Hearing Comment 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

I would like to express my support for the “Blue Alignment” as shown on the 
latest DEIS, at it adequately addresses: the environmental, social, and 
engineering requirements of the project. 
 
 

Sincerely, 
 

J.S. De Mattei 
300 Yosemite Drive 

Prosper, TX 75078-9071 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:40 PM 

To: Jennifer DeLano

Subject: RE: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Jennifer DeLano   

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 8:00 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hello, 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction 
of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT 
for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   
 

Thanks, 
 

Jack DeLano 
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From: Jack Noteware  

Sent: Friday, March 31, 2023 6:33 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organiza.on. Do not click links or open a�achments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and ci.zen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construc.on of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an exis.ng op.on, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disrup.on to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

ci.zens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred op.on for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Jack Noteware 



From: Jack Sumrall  

Sent: Friday, March 24, 2023 3:18 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: HWY 380 Comment 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

TxDOT 

Stephen Endres 

  
Dear Mr. Endres: 
  
Going all the way back to 2017 when TxDOT decided that a by-pass was 
the only feasible answer for the 380 dilemma – you said that McKinney was 
too developed and built-up along the existing 380 right-a-way.  The Green 
Alternative was scrapped.  A by-pass was the best solution and it was 
obvious that the Blue Alternative was far and away the better 
choice.  However, inexplicably, TxDOT recommended the Red 
Alternative.  We were completely shocked.  “WHY”, we asked, “even have 
a by-pass if so much of west McKinney would be adversely affected? Are 
we not developed?  Do we not count?”  The only explanation the TxDOT 
spokesperson could meekly offer was that the Blue route would uproot the 
MainGait Therapeutic Horse Ranch.  It was obvious then (and is still true), 
that regardless how many factors favored the Blue Alternative, MainGait 
trumped everything.  Even when the City of McKinney offered a generous 
bid to purchase MainGait and allow them to stay as long as needed, 
TxDOT said it didn’t matter to them because MainGait didn’t respond to the 
offer. 
  
If TxDOT has not been swamped with responses supporting Segment 
B.  The reason is simple.  Segment B supporters feel completely beaten 
down and ignored by the bias TxDOT has shown for Segment A.  Many 
west-siders have given up trying to provide reasonable arguments for 
Segment B when they feel that it doesn’t matter to TxDOT.  We feel that 
TxDOT has been influenced too strongly by the Darlings, the City of 
Prosper and other unknown forces to be objective.  Political pressures have 
prevented TxDOT from making a fair, fact-based decision.   
  



You (TxDOT) really fooled us last year by changing the Blue Alternative 
into the Red Option B.  We foolishly thought that you had listened, read 
your own data and found a route that didn’t go through MainGait.  Red B 
took the by-pass a little further west and gave those of us living and 
working in west McKinney along 380, great relief.  Red B had many 
advantages over Red A as documented in TxDOT’s own, very thorough, 
Segment Analysis: 
                   -   Over $100M less 

-        Homes/Apartments effected 

-        Hazardous sites 

-        Utility/Water conflicts … 

-        and, several others 

Most importantly, Red B went around MainGait. 
  
We actually thought that a fair analysis had finally been done, and it would 
protect the sacred ground at MainGait.  It was a great feeling, but it turns 
out that you ‘rope-a-doped’ us into complacency.  Apparently MainGait said 
it was still too close; or Prosper warned “not in our city limits” – who knows? 
… but the bottom line is that TxDOT ignored their own data in choosing 
Option A.  It makes no sense. 
  
At this point I believe that TxDOT has known from Day One what it was 
going to do on the west juncture of the bypass.  Everything since has been 
cleverly finding ways to support what you were going to do regardless of 
what the analysis showed.  The Red B option wasn’t really in the running.  I 
read the DEIS study, and I think the key statement was in the beginning 
summary where it was stated “TxDOT has selected the Blue Alternative 
(A+E+C) as the Preferred Alternative.”  The rest of it could be used to 
support any of the alternatives.  TxDOT reminds me of the story about the 
big company that was looking for a new accountant and presented the 
candidates with a complex accounting scenario.  Then hired the accountant 
that responded, “What do you want the answer to be?”   
  
I almost didn’t write this because, like a lot of my neighbors, I don’t think it 
matters to TxDOT.  However, I’m mostly optimistic and I believe in 
miracles. 
  
Jack Sumrall 
7404 Province St. 
McKinney 75071 



(214) 937-1501 

  
“Honest scales and balances are from the Lord; 
All the weights in the bag are His making” 

Proverbs 16:11 











From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:30 PM 

To: Jack Warren III  

Subject: RE: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Jack Warren III   

Sent: Friday, February 24, 2023 8:16 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>; Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Good Evening,  

 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827. 

 

 

Warm Regards, 

 

Jack Warren III 

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C059ed47064b74249965a08db19dc76c0%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638132206885596211%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=SqfYHCJKoURNHFi%2FpS8ZVMk1jAC2oVUIu2h%2BMbnjU1Y%3D&reserved=0


From: Jack Warren III  

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 8:44 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Thanks, 

 

Jack Warren III 

 

 



From: Jaclyn Paz  

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 4:38 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Hello, 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Jaclyn Paz 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, February 22, 2023 1:36 PM
To: James Brunk 
Subject: RE: 380 Bypass
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 
 

From: James Brunk 
Sent: Tuesday, February 21, 2023 7:29 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: 380 Bypass
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
resbcognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Mr. Endres,
I have 2 comments on the proposed bypass. 
1.  There is no need for an 8 lane superhighway, 6 would do. And there is no reason to add access
roads. It is a short bypass, not a part of the Interstate system. Just make exits at the main roads. Save
money!  Less property required. 
2.  The western end of the route should extend closer to Coit, not terminate at Stonebridge ranch
drive. 
 
Thanks for the opportunity to comment. 
James Brunk
 

 

mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
mailto:sbagwellrudy@burnsmcd.com
mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7C7baf3df96ec9461c9b4e08db151f5bb5%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638126996653813608%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=6iH766s82M9nzrbvO0QpKuIg0wRH7buCbag0cTPWAIs%3D&reserved=0
mailto:txbrunks@gmail.com
mailto:Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov


 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 9:55 AM 

To: Jim Glenn 

Subject: RE: US 380 Bypass 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Jim Glenn  

Sent: Sunday, February 26, 2023 6:32 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: US 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a 16-year plus resident of the Stonebridge community, I have endured the traffic volume increase 

along highway 380 from a 2-lane congested road to a 4-lane even more congested one. The proposed 

bypasses are laudable but in the bigger scheme of things, I believe Option A will probably be a significant 

waste of taxpayer monies with very little achieving the desired objective. As I’m sure you realize, traffic 

today from Stonebridge through the Custer/380 interchange is as congested as any other stretch of the 

proposed bypass. In my opinion it would appear the current Option A plans are more designed to 

placate the very vocal voices of the community north of 380. I have a friend who lives in a subdivision on 

Custer to the north of 380 who told me why should his community be impacted by something created 

by McKinney’s poor planning. I respect his opinion but I believe the 380 issue has been significantly 

affected by the explosive growth to the north of Collin County. I know there is no easy solution but I 

don’t think the planned waste of financial resources will solve the problem. I suggest TXDOT is faced 

with the proverbial Gordian Knot issue. At my age I probably will not be around to observe the final 

resolution so therefore this is just my opinion for what it’s worth. 

 

Respectfully, 

James Glenn 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:40 PM 

To: James Jenkins 

Subject: RE: Public comment period on HWY 380 Bypass 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: James Jenkins

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 7:38 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Public comment period on HWY 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, I strongly oppose the construction of Segment A and support 

Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 

1827. 

 

 

— 

 

If my team and I have delivered an excellent experience for you, please leave a brief review on our 

Google page: https://g.page/riskwell/review 

 

Regards, 

James Jenkins, CPCU, CIC, CRM 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C2392c7632eef424580a708db19e11363%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638132226696045709%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=VrvsuNSU9KVlzssZfLGuVlBPwbkm8YM34C50wtCkVhg%3D&reserved=0


From: James Jensen  

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 4:12 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of 

Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I 

understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax 

burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less 

overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens 

throughout McKinney.  

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 

Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  

 

Sincerely, 

James Jensen 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:30 PM 

To: James Gmail  

Subject: RE: 380 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: James Gmail

Sent: Friday, February 24, 2023 6:43 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

I Support plan B. 

 

Thank You 

James Jones 

7304 Province St. 75071 

Mckinney 

 

Sent from my iPhone 

 

[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) 

message]<https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsa

fety%2Ftraffic-safety-

campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cb44d26d7c09f46

6fe89c08db19dc53f8%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638132206326744340%

7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 4:35 PM 

To: James Levins 

Cc: Dan Perge; John Hudspeth; Travis Campbell; Ashton Strong; Grace Lo; 

Melissa Meyer; Tony Hartzel; Madison Schein; Christine Polito; Ceason 

Clemens 

Subject: RE: 380 Bypass 

 

We received your request to extend the comment period for the US 380 EIS project. 

 

The Notice of Availability (NOA) for Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was posted 

on January 20, 2023. 

The public hearing was held on February 16th and 21st. 

The original comment period ended on March 21, 2023. 

 

TxDOT will extend the comment period 15 days one time only to April 5, 2023. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: James Levins   

Sent: Sunday, March 12, 2023 4:40 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>; Ceason Clemens <Ceason.Clemens@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

I would like to formally request an extension of the comment period as we need more time to 
fully evaluate the impacts and possible mitigation measures that can be taken to protect Tucker 
Hill as well as the other communities and businesses affected by Option A. 
 
James 



From: James Rushing  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 4:43 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

James Rushing 

2705 TRAVIS DR 

MCKINNEY,  TX  75072 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 4:35 PM 

To: Jamile Ashmore 

Cc: Dan Perge; John Hudspeth; Travis Campbell; Ashton Strong; Grace Lo; Melissa 

Meyer; Tony Hartzel; Madison Schein; Christine Polito; Ceason Clemens 

Subject: RE: comment extension and noise concerns--380 alignment 

 

 

We received your request to extend the comment period for the US 380 EIS project. 

 

The Notice of Availability (NOA) for Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was posted on January 

20, 2023. 

The public hearing was held on February 16th and 21st. 

The original comment period ended on March 21, 2023. 

 

TxDOT will extend the comment period 15 days one time only to April 5, 2023. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

From: Jamile Ashmore   

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 4:22 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>; Ceason Clemens <Ceason.Clemens@txdot.gov>; 

; george fuller ;

Subject: comment extension and noise concerns--380 alignment 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Stephen and others, 
 

I am formally requesting the following.  Also, please add the additional comments to the 
public record. 
 

1) An extension of the comment period as we need more time to fully evaluate the 
impacts and possible mitigation measures that can be taken to protect the 
individual residents, communities, and businesses affected by Option A. 
 

2) A meeting with TxDOT and the consulting acoustician, Robert Brenneman. 

 



There has not been enough time allowed to read the 500+ page noise document. It is 
unlikely that stakeholders (residents, city leaders) can understand the technical study, 
which is essential to making informed decisions.  Below are some growing concerns 
based on consult with acousticians and noise pollution experts: 
 

•  
• We 
• have taken our own acoustic measurements in Tucker Hill, and they do not align 

with what is being reported in the noise data document.   It also does not appear 
that the additive effect of the North-South portion of the current preferred 
alignment was considered.  

• Therefore, we need more information on the estimates and methodology used to 
measure current and predicted future noise.  I live deep within Tucker Hill and 
can currently hear 380 traffic in my bedroom with windows and plantation 
shutters closed. 

•  

•  
•  
•  
• It 
• appears TxDOT is taking the noise levels all the way up to the legal limit of 67db 

and beyond in some cases, which is extraordinarily high for any community.  This 
is especially relevant to Tucker Hill, which was designed to be an outdoor 
community with a 

• front porch on every home.  These issues do not appear to be addressed in the 
500+ pages of noise data. 

•  

 

•  
• Tucker 
• Hill should be classified in the “A” activity category on the Noise Abatement 

Criteria. 
•  

•  

•  
•  
•  
• There 
• is an established and growing scientific literature indicating that noise pollution 

generated at levels as low as 55db is associated with physical, psychological, 



and behavioral problems (e.g., heart disease, anxiety, sleep disturbance, and 
dementia).  Individuals 

• at retirement age and children may be the most susceptible, and they reside 24/7 
in areas that will be most affected by the current preferred alignment.  Of note, 
Tucker Hill has many vulnerable special needs adults and children including one 
that lives in 

• our household.   
•  

 

•  
• It 
• is imperative that TxDOT, other government entities, and government 

representatives move away from outdated precedence and use current methods 
and knowledge to make decisions.  At this time it appears that the preferred 
alignment may put citizens at risk for 

• mental health problems and physical disease despite that another 
• safer, less expensive, and logical alignment option is available.  Pollutants (noise 

and particulate) and physical and psychological pathology can be measured 
objectively. 

•  

•  
•  
•  
• As 
• presented by TxDOT, the owners of ManeGait claim that they have built a "new 

sensory trail" through their own private property.  Per TxDOT record, their 
personal property appears to be the only Manegait related property that would be 
disrupted by the East 

• of Custer alignment.  Manegait operations and services would not be effected 
with the East of Custer alignment per record. 

•  

•  
•  
•  
• We 
• established years ago that ManeGait does 
• not provide 
• necessary 
• services to protected populations.  ManeGait’s past unscrupulous efforts to 

mitigate the East of Custer alignment is documented and confirmed (e.g., 
falsifying public comment sent to TxDOT). 



•  

•  
•  
•  
• The 
• ManeGait facility, horses, and parks can be moved.  Indeed, a proposed land 

swap in the City of McKinney was under consideration, and ManeGait refused.   
•  

 

In collaboration with citizens it is the responsibility of government related entities and 
city leaders to work together to make decisions that protect the fiscal, physical, and 
emotional well-being of the residents they represent.  At this time it does not appear all 
relevant information has been considered in the 380 by-pass decision making process. 
 

Please grant an extension for comments and set a meeting that will help us all better 
understand the pollutant issues as well as other ongoing issues. 
 

 

Sincerely, 
 

Jamile A. Ashmore, Ph.D. 
Board Certified in Clinical Health Psychology 

214-477-9275 
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From: Jamile Ashmore 

Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2023 4:21 PM

To: Ceason Clemens; Stephen Endres

Subject: Hwy 380 Comments--Alignment A vs B

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

  
Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) c/o Stephen Endres: 
  
Re: Comments for DEIS Highway 380 Bypass alignment A vs B 

 

  
I adamantly oppose TxDOT’s current preferred alignment (Segment A) because: 1) it is fiscally 
irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150 million more than the alternative B, 2) TxDOT 
applied criteria to support their decision inconsistently, and 3) TxDOT provided numerous 
omissions, biases, false, and inconsistent findings in their environmental study. Furthermore, there 
is objective evidence of political maneuvering, campaigning, and rezoning efforts by the City of 
Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn these 
actions as unethical and improper. 
  
I believe that by selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do harm to a significant 
percentage of McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant fiscal irresponsibility. This 

decision is made more egregious with the existence of a viable lower impact alternative. It 
appears irrefutable that Segment B is the better alternative and that there are serious flaws in the 
conclusions reached by TxDOT and in the underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS). 
  
The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council on Environmental 
Quality (CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021), decisions on an alignment must be based on what is 
practical and feasible from a technical and economic standpoint, rather than what is desirable 

from the standpoint of the agency (i.e, TxDOT). 

Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all designs and pollutants that 
cause harm to humans and a rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current and future 
impacts. The pollution appendices are missing critical analyses and portions are invalid as 
presented. This project should not proceed until those egregious omissions and errors are corrected. 

There is unequivocal scientific evidence showing that highway design as well as traffic air, noise, 
and other pollutants are associated with human harm. Because current environmental and related 
laws may not require TxDOT to complete certain analyses DOES NOT remove TxDOT's moral 
culpability from making decisions that may put humans in harm’s way. Family members living in 

my household suffer from chronic conditions and are at increased risk for health problems 



2

(e.g., CVD, autism, eosinophil disease) and lower quality of life if segment A is chosen and 

built as designed. 

  
The following comments and concerns support the above assertions.  These comments are not a 
complete list of errors or omissions in the EIS study, but they are those that I had time to uncover 
given time restraints and without extensive expert consultation. 
  
Per the required processes, I respectfully request that TxDOT address each individual comment, 
concern, issue and request mentioned below, which are organized and embedded within 14 main 
topics.  In addition, please answer each specific question posed under each main topic. 
  

I. The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A 
• Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes 2 versus 5. However, segment A is one mile longer, has 6 

new interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential major utility conflicts versus just two for Segment B 
and displaces 15 businesses versus zero businesses for Segment B. 

• Segment B would have less of an environmental impact. Segment A would encroach on twice the 
wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and streams and more acreage of forests, prairies 
and grasslands than Segment B. Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged over 
150 years. Finally, there would be no hazardous material sites impacted on Segment B and TXDOT has 
identified 2 with Segment A. 

• Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to the taxpayers is that the 
estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M more than Segment B. 

• Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 Highway increasing the risk 
of work zone accidents and disrupting existing traffic patterns. Additionally, the requirement to lower 
the existing grade in bedrock and cantilever local lanes in a restricted ROW width, while preferred for 
the long-term, will significantly increase the construction time, safety risk and disruption compared to 
route B. Priority has not been given to safety and the increased risk of fatal accidents, including those 
induced by a change in grade and, not one, but two 90 degree turns. 

• TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned future residential 
homes. It appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of unidentified future residents, property 
investors or developers over the impact of existing McKinney residents. The voices of the current 
residents should be a priority over unidentified future residents. 

• TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under 
construction west of Custer Road. Once again, this appears to accrue to the benefit of future residents or 
current investors, not the current residents of McKinney. 

• TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, 
the subject of substantial public concern”. In fact, there is no great “public concern” over ManeGait. The 
facility does serve a noble purpose, but that purpose is nowhere near the public concern of the impact to 
the existing residents of Tucker Hill who include retired veterans, disabled residents (both young and 
old), seniors 55+ and countless children. More concerning to members of Tucker Hill and the 
surrounding McKinney community is that TxDOT calls out the impact of the ROW to the property 
belonging to the founder of ManeGait. The founder of ManeGait is no ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill 
Darling, a former real estate developer and home builder who stands to gain personally by the selection 
of Segment A over B. In particular, Bill Darling and/or other associates of the Darling company, 
leveraged ownership of 43 Tucker Hill lots to submit comments against Segment B in favor of Segment 
A – essentially impersonated residents of Tucker Hill. TxDOT’s own findings indicate that the continued 
emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and has stated Segment B “would not make the ManeGait 
inaccessible to persons with disabilities and would not violate the Americans with Disabilities 
Act.”  Furthermore and perhaps most egregious is that ManeGait stated and TxDOT perpetuated the 



3

false claim that ManeGait provides “essential” services to protected citizens, which was a 
misrepresentation and may have swayed public opinion. I personally addressed this issue in writing 

and in person with TxDOT and requested that TxDOT make a public statement correcting the 

misleading information about the protected groups of individuals.  To date, I am not aware of any 

corrective measures.   

  
Based on the facts above and in direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT still concluded 
Segment A was the preferred route option. 
  
Questions: 

•      Explain in detail, based on the above and in layman’s terms, how TxDOT concluded segment A is the 
optimal choice.  If factors other than those listed here and in the matrix were used in the decision, please 
list them. 

•      Explain why TxDOT did not publicly correct any public statements that could have misled the public in 
thinking that ManeGait provides “essential” services to individuals with special needs. 

•      Explain why there are discrepancies in the use of the criteria used to choose segment C vs D compared to 
segment A vs B.  For example, cost was a reported reason for choosing C vs D, but alignment A is ~$200 
million more than B.  Explain ALL discrepancies AND the methodology used (e.g., weighting of 
criteria) in TxDOT’s decision making across all HWY 380 segments.  Simply stating that “many 
factors” are used or referring me back to documents to read is unacceptable.  Provide explanations in 
layman’s terms.   

  

II. Noise Pollution 

The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased. The importance of this is 
underscored by the existing scientific literature showing the association between traffic and related 
noise on physical and mental health. The study evaluated only a single barrier south of the 
community. It appears the study was biased toward providing more data around ManeGait, a 
facility with transient guests, then Tucker Hill, a community of over 380 homes with plans for over 
600. Additionally, it appears that there has been no regard taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous veteran 
residents, elderly residents or our residents with disabilities – collectively, who likely outnumber 
ManeGait’s transient guests. In fact, Tucker Hill was classified, by TxDOT, as a standard 
residential area with an acceptable NAC level of 67 and precluded from participating in any future 
noise studies. This is both incorrect and unacceptable. Tucker Hill is a “front porch” community 
and every home is designed with a front porch that encourages outdoor activities and interactions 
between neighbors. Tucker Hill should be reclassified as Category A to preserve the essence of the 
neighborhood and the neighborhood should be included in any future noise abatement studies. 
  
The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise on the 
community. Yet, TxDOT, while proposing to surround the neighborhood on both the south and east 
side with a highway, believes the noise impact to be acceptable. TxDOT has not met their burden in 
any way, and moving forward with flawed data will cause irreparable harm to the residents of 
Tucker Hill, especially the young, elderly and disabled who do not regularly leave the 
neighborhood. A new noise study must be conducted with more receptors and sound barriers across 
both the south and east side of the neighborhood must be included in any Segment A option. 
Finally, it appears untenable that TxDOT could make any conclusion about the noise impact on 
Tucker Hill without fully understanding the impact of their proposed Segment A shift on the east 
side of the neighborhood. 
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My house is on the corner of Darrow and Addison about .4 miles from HWY 380.  Using a 

sound level meter that complies with national standards and set to A weighting and fast rate 

(consistent with what appears to have been the methodology in the EIS) I measured the highway 

noise levels across several weekdays from 5:30 am – 8:00 am.  Readings across time averaged 

between the low 40s dB to the high 50s dB with roadway noise spiking into the high 60s 

dB.  These readings are with the current 6 lane highway with stop lights.  The impact of 8 

lanes surrounding the south and east side of the neighborhood with no stop lights will very 

likely bring the noise level well into the harmful and annoyance range.  Again, my home is ~.4 

miles away from the current highway. 

  
Questions: 

•      In layman’s terms explain the methods and result of the noise study, including weakness of the study. 

•      Where were the sound receptors placed in the original noise study. 

•      Was the proposed highway along the south and east of Tucker Hill assessed and used in the predictive 
sound models models? 

•      Were the demographics (e.g., age, disabilities) of residents potentially susceptible to noise in Tucker Hill 
and Stonebridge Ranch identified / studied?  If so, please provide that data.  If not assessed explain why 
not. 

•      Explain in layman’s terms the validation study used within the noise study. 

•      Why was only 1 day of data used to validate the noise study predictions?  What time of day was the data 
for the validation study collected and what was the time frame of sampling (e.g., 10 minutes, 60 
minutes)? 

•      Why wasn’t Tucker Hill classified as a Category A community? 

•      Explain how potential harm to a human outweighs the costs of sound barriers. 

•      What are the possible harms associated with traffic noise as outlined in the current scientific literature? 

•      Did the DEIS noise study take into account the shift of the alignment closer to Tucker Hill on the east 
side of Tucker Hill? 

•      What is the rational for making the alignment shift closer to Tucker Hill and away from Billingsley’s 
property? 

  

III.  Community Impacts 

TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park and the Tucker Hill Community Center in 
their community impact study as the only community spaces and without identifying the population 
they serve. First, Tucker Hill houses a community center, two town squares, two community parks, 
a community pool, a dog park, two fire pits, an amphitheater and a rooftop event space in the 
Harvard Park commercial area. The community spaces can be found filled with residents on almost 
any sunny day. 
  
Tucker Hill hosts many little league practices from Prosper and McKinney in our neighborhood 
parks and is a Christmas Holiday destination for people all across the region to visit our lighted 
homes. Large groups of High School students regularly come to take photos in our parks during 
special events (e.g., prom, homecoming). Furthermore, the community has a long history of events 
supporting organizations like Ethan for Autism, 29 Acres and the Down Syndrome Guild of Dallas. 
TxDOT has not demonstrated that they have completed any research into the impacted population 
(including children of all ages, elderly, seniors 55+, veterans and residents with disabilities) that use 
these facilities. Once again, this is an egregious omission and appears to show substantial bias for 
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ManeGait, not yet built parks in Prosper, and other facilities that serve guests as opposed to 
residents. 
  
Questions: 

•      Were the demographics (e.g., age, disabilities) of residents and community visitors who use tucker Hill 
facilities and participate in events been identified / studied?  If so, please provide that data.  If not 
assessed explain why not. 

  

IV.  Aesthetic Impacts 

TxDOT has not completed the required aesthetic impact analysis for the whole project including 
portions of the preferred alignment that surround Tucker Hill on the South and East sides as well as 
other neighborhoods. 
  
Questions: 

•      Why was the aesthetic impact around Tucker Hill, Billingsley property, and the West Grove retail and 
cultural development not assessed? 

•      What are the aesthetic impacts (positive and negative) of the A alignment noted above. 

  

V.  Traffic Analysis 

TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed. TxDOT’s original traffic projection methodology was 
deemed to be incomplete and inconsistent by the Texas A&M Transportation Institute (TTI) in 
September of 2020. In March 2021, TTI noted that they still had not been provided traffic data for 
the “No Build vs Build scenarios”. At that time, TTI deemed that the growth rates used in the 
revised study were acceptable for “short-term growth (from 2020 to the pivot year of 2040)”. 
Unfortunately, TxDOT has not addressed how their growth rate calculation using linear regression 
analyses could be acceptable if the baseline year for traffic growth is 2020. In every commercial 

or municipal environment, 2020 is seen as a data anomaly because of the impact of the 

pandemic and an unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes of any kind. TxDOT’s 
traffic analysis continues to be flawed and incomplete. 
  
Questions:   

•      Has an updated traffic analysis been completed using a valid baseline year?  If so, present the results 
including a side by side comparison of the original results using the invalid year with results from the 
updated model. 

•      Are TxDOT’s population growth estimates consistent with other government agencies? If not, why 
not.  Please validate your population estimates and report validation methodologies and results. 

  

VI.  Two 90 degree curves 

More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a horizontal curve, and the average crash 
rate for horizontal curves is about three times that of other types of highway segments 
(https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/). In 2022 the United States 
Department of Transportation released their National Roadway Safety Strategy, which endorsed 
zero fatalities as the national goal and promotes building safety into the design of roads. TxDOT 
did not compare the safety risks including injury and fatality based on the highway designs of 
alternatives A and B. Segment A (the current preferred alignment) has two 90 degree curves. It 
also does not appear that TxDOT considered this safety risk in their decision. 
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As such, TxDOT must include an analysis that compares alternatives A and B on the probability of 
accidents, injury, and fatalities. In addition, TxDOT must justify why they would choose a more 
dangerous alignment and one that goes against the US Department of Transportation’s strategy. 
  
Questions:   

•      What is the increased risk of accidents for the two 90 degree curves designed into alignment A studied 
when compared to the risk of alignment B, which has no sharp curves? 

•      Why didn’t TxDOT study this issue? 

•      What is the expected speed decrease required for the 90 degree curves? 

•       What is the projected increase in noise and pollution impacts caused by rapid deceleration and 
acceleration caused by the two 90 degree curves? 

  

VII.  Community Cohesion 

TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to Tucker Hill with 
Segment A and that there appears to be existing cohesion between Whitley Place, Mansions of 
Prosper, Luxe Prosper and Walnut Grove due to school districting once again is incorrect and 
appears to show a bias or, simply, a failure to conduct proper research. 
  
Segment A will effectively sever Tucker Hill on both the south and eastern sides of the 
neighborhood from McKinney. This is atypical and will leave Tucker Hill, established within the 
city limits of McKinney in 2008, as the only established subdivision completely blocked off from 
McKinney on two sides of the neighborhood.  In fact, the highway will sever Tucker Hill from the 
districted school, Reeves Elementary in Auburn Hills. It will also impact and, possibly, imperil the 
plans to connect Tucker Hill to both the school and the hike and bike trail system already in the 
city’s plans. The City of McKinney has noted in their planning documents and as Mayor Fuller 
reiterated in his email to Ceason Clemons and TxDOT staff dated February 26th, 2023, Tucker Hill 
is a significant asset to the city. 
  
What may be most troubling, though, is TxDOT’s conclusion that somehow there is no cohesion 
impact when cutting Tucker Hill off from Reeves Elementary, but there appears to be an impact to 
the Prosper neighborhoods due to school zoning. However, the Walnut Grove neighborhood is not 
districted for Prosper ISD. The Mansions of Prosper neighborhood and the Luxe Prosper 
neighborhood are districted for different elementary and high schools than the Whitley Place 
neighborhood. In fact, Mansions of Prosper and Luxe Prosper share school zoning with Tucker 
Hill. The correct conclusion here should have been that given the shared school zoning between 
these neighborhoods (Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper, Tucker Hill and Auburn Hills) and the 
fact that Tucker Hill would become the only established subdivision to be severed from McKinney 
by the highway on two sides, with respect to community cohesion, Segment B is clearly the better 
alternative. 
  
Concluding that the current HWY 380 is already a severing barrier; therefore, the new 

alignment will not have a negative community and cultural impact is incorrect.  Me, my 

family, and many residents cross Hwy 380 on bike or foot regularly to enjoy the Stonebridge 

Ranch trials or walk to restaurants and stores about a ½ mile away (e.g., Fuzzy’s Taco, EJ 

Willis Pub, Circle K).  We are also looking forward to the ability to walk to the new Whole 
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Foods grocery store and entertainment and dining venues of West Grove less than a mile 

away.  This will be impossible for anyone living on the North side of alignment A if it is 

chosen. 

  
Questions: 

•      Explain how residents living north of 380 will be able to walk or bike across 380 to enjoy the walking 
paths, shops, restaurants, and stores if segment A is built? 

•      How is TxDOT going to address the school district issues as described above. 

  

VIII.  Construction and Noise Pollution 

TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to construction and noise pollution. 
According to the TxDOT handbook this is incorrect and TxDOT must also include: 
  

“Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This section of the EA must identify and 
explain any impacts associated with construction activities. This includes light pollution; 
impacts associated with physical construction activity, temporary lane, road or bridge 
closures (including detours); and other traffic disruptions. Include the expected duration 
of any construction impacts, and explain any BMPs or other strategies that will be used 
to mitigate such impacts.” 

  
TxDOT must outline and detail all potential impacts during construction for both proposed 
Segments A and B and appropriately evaluate those impacts as part of the study. Importantly, 
TxDOT should provide all impacts and mitigation strategies related to construction prior to 
proceeding. Critically, with respect to Tucker Hill and the surrounding neighborhoods, what are the 
plans for egress to the neighborhood during construction and how will those plans impact the 
response time of emergency vehicles to points within the neighborhood? Seconds matter in an 

emergency. 

  
Questions: 

•      How much longer will it take for EMS to get into Tucker Hill and other neighborhoods and deliver 
someone to the Baylor Scott & White Hospital 1 mile away during construction and after the alignment 
A is built. 

•      Will the noise and air pollution during construction put someone at risk for health problems?  If 
TxDOT’s positions is no, then please prove this position with valid data. 

•      Was construction and noise pollution for both the south and east portions of the alignment that surround 
Tucker Hill considered?  If so, please describe in layman’s terms how it was analyzed and what the 
results were. 

•      Did TxDOT assess the number of residents that would be effected by construction disruptions as well as 
delayed EMS services that have a pre-existing health condition?  If so, please present the data.  If not, 
why not? 

  

IX.  Shift Closer to Tucker Hill 

TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the already flawed 
analysis that produced a preference for Segment A creates an unfair burden on the residents of 
Tucker Hill. Once again, TxDOT appears to be showing a callous bias toward ‘future development’ 
rather than a commitment to current residents. It is impossible to fully understand the additional 
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noise pollution, air pollution and other effects without additional study. It’s important to note that 
even with this new shifted Segment A, the cost to construct Segment B would be $100M less than 
Segment A. TxDOT’s actions are placing the residents of Tucker Hill in an untenable position and 
are knowingly causing irreparable harm to the community in favor of future development. I 
strongly object to the proposed shift of the A alignment. 
  
Questions: 

•      Why was this shift made?  Include information about it’s impact on Billingsley’s property. 

•      Are the analyses in current DEIS based on this shift?  If so, list all analyses that took this shift into 
account (e.g., air & noise pollution, aesthetic impact, environmental impact). 

  

X.  Air Pollution 

Air pollution is a documented public health emergency, and can affect every organ in the body, 
including cognition. Children and the elderly are disproportionately vulnerable to air pollution, 
specifically PM2.5, and more so if they live in close proximity to a highway. Air pollution can 
cause a multitude of diseases in adults, including heart disease, and can breach the placental barrier 
during pregnancy, causing miscarriages and birth defects. These impacts are well documented in 
the scientific literature. TxDOT should not proceed with this project until they have conducted a 
full study of existing and future air pollution on this highway, both at the regional scale and 
immediately adjacent to the highway. TxDOT must be compliant with EPA’s health-based National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill neighborhood on the South and East 
sides. Winds in McKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-East meaning that for 
more days than not air pollution will be blown into and settle on the residents of Tucker Hill. 

It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT utilized an airspeed of 1 MPH. 
The average wind speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the prevailing winds are from the 
south and south-east. It appears that additional study must be completed to correctly understand 
what the adverse effects of air pollution would be on the Tucker Hill population. Additionally, if 
Segment A is selected, monitoring devices must be installed to monitor air quality before, during 
and after construction. 
  

The DEIS fails to address air pollution from traffic beyond tailpipe emissions. A growing body of 
academic research cites brake wear and tire friction as primary pollutants from traffic. The DEIS 
has not addressed either of these sources of pollutants, nor does it address benzene or Volatile 
Organic Compounds (VOCs). We request that TxDOT complete detailed analyses of each of these 
pollutants, and compare pollutant levels on 380 (for each pollutant) to expected levels during and 
after construction Segment A. 

  
The DEIS notes in several places that expected proliferation of electric vehicles (EVs) should 
improve air pollution in this corridor. This is not only abdicating responsibility for mitigating air 
pollution, but a misrepresentation of electric vehicles and their environmental benefits. While EVs 
do reduce tailpipe emissions from internal combustion engines (ICEs), they do nothing to reduce 
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pollution from non-tailpipe sources including brake dust and tire friction. Pollution from tire 
friction may worsen in EVs due to increases in vehicle weight from electric batteries. Further, 
Texas’ electric grid is far from clean, and EVs that source their energy from unclean sources are, 
therefore, unclean themselves. 

The Mobile Source Air Toxins analysis in the DEIS is lacking and includes only a qualitative 
analysis. The DEIS claims that MSAT will decrease with time because of improved federal 
standards. We argue that this is an outsourcing of responsibility to mitigate air pollution in the 380 
corridor, and request that TxDOT complete a quantitative MSAT analysis and a health impact 
assessment for all criteria pollutants. 

 Questions: 

• Even if not required to be measured by TxDOT, what are the currently known traffic air pollutants 
considered toxic that may pose a risk to humans? 

• Why was 1 mile an hour wind used in the air pollution models versus the actual average wind speed in 
McKinney? 

• Was air pollution modeled taking into account the south and east portions of the proposed Hwy that 
surrounds McKinney? 

• Was wind direction taken into account in the predictive models?  If not, why not? 

XII.  Quality of Comments Collected 

As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in soliciting 
comments. In addition to submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill residents, comments 
were solicited via Facebook with no links to the underlying studies or segment alternatives. TxDOT 
must vet all of the comments collected during the scoping project fully and determine that they 
were legitimately provided by residents. If the comments were not legitimate, they should be 
stricken from the project record. 
  
Questions: 

•      Did TxDOT vet comments for validity? 

•      Why were invalid comments not stricken from the record and the public was not made aware? 

  

XIII.  NEPA 

Paraphrasing from The Council on Environmental Quality (2021), TxDOT is obligated to evaluate 
feasible alternatives in enough detail so that a reader can compare and contrast the environmental 
effects of the various alternatives. Of note, NEPA reasonable alternatives include those that are 
practical or feasible from the technical and economic standpoint, rather than simply desirable from 
the standpoint of TxDOT. 
  
“NEPA is About People and Places” 

  
"Impacts include ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health impacts, 
whether adverse or beneficial. It is important to note that human beings are part of the environment 
(indeed, that is why Congress used the phrase “human environment” in NEPA), so when an EIS is 
prepared and economic or social and natural or physical environmental effects are interrelated, the 
EIS should discuss all of these effects." 
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It is clear that TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst, unsavory. I ask 
that TxDOT respond to each of the issues discussed.  As it stands, if TxDOT proceeds with their 
preferred Segment A they will be irreparably harming the residents of Tucker Hill, unfairly seizing 
the residents’ ability to enjoy their neighborhood, severing them from their broader community and, 
potentially, justifying it with a fatally flawed Environmental Impact Study. 
  

XIV.  In order to ensure resolution and the creation of the best project possible, I request 

that: 
• TxDOT issue a second draft of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in the current draft EIS. 
• Ensure that any Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) has a 90-day review period, with an 

official public comment period, and that the FEIS be unbundled from the Record of Decision 

  
  
Sincerely, 
  
Jamile A. Ashnore, PhD. 
7213 Darrow Dr., McKinney, TX  75071 

214-477-9275 

  
  
The following is a sample of reports and studies used, in part, to support of the above. 

Induced Demand 
1. RMI SHIFT Calculator 

2. RMI_SHIFT (STATE HIGHWAY INDUCED FREQUENCE OF TRAVEL) CALCULATOR_About the 
methodology 

3. American Economic Review_2011_The Fundamental Law of Road Congestion: Evidence from US 
Cities 

4. California EPA Air Resources Board_2014_Policy Brief_Impact of Highway Capacity and Induced 
Travel on Passenger Vehicle Use and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

5. UC Davis_2015_Policy Brief_Increasing Highway Capacity Unlikely to Relieve Traffic Congestion 

  
 
Case Studies & TxDOT Publications 

1. Air Alliance Houston_2019_Health Impact Assessment of the North Houston Highway Improvement 
Project 

2. Air Alliance Houston_2022_Why are we still building highways? 

3. TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS 

4. TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS Appendix P Air Quality 

5. TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS Appendix V Greenhouse Gas and Climate Change 

6. Thomson Reuters Foundation_2022_In 'world's most polluted city', Indian workers unaware of toxic air 

7. Reuters_2021_Pollution likely to cut 9 years of life expectancy of 40% of Indians 

8. The Guardian_2022_‘It’s just more and more lanes’ the Texan revolt against giant new highways 

9. The New York Times_2022_Can Portland Be a Climate Leader Without Reducing Driving? 

10. TxDOT_2023_TxDOT Statewide On-Road Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis and Climate Change 
Assessment Update Summer 2023 
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11. TxDOT_2018_Technical Report_Statewide On-Road Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis and Climate 
Change Assessment 

  

Tailpipe Emissions vs. Tire Friction Pollution 
1. The Guardian_2022_Car Tyres Produce Vastly More Particle Pollution Than Exhausts, Tests Show 

2. Jalopnik_2022_Emissions from Tire Wear Are a Whole Lot Worse Than We Thought 

  

Congestion vs. Idling Emissions 
1. City Observatory_2017_Urban Myth Busting: Congestion, Idling, and Carbon Emissions 

2. Transportation Research_2012_Congestion and emissions mitigation: A comparison of capacity, 
demand, and vehicle based strategies 

  

Policy vs. Behavior Changes 
1. Transportation Research Interdisciplinary Perspectives_2023_Driven by head or heart? Testing the effect 

of rational and emotional anti-speeding messages on self-reported speeding intentions 

  

Effects on Human Health 
1. The Guardian_2019_Revealed: air pollution may be damaging ‘every organ in the body’ 

2. Chest_2019_Air Pollution and Noncommunicable Diseases 

3. PNAS_2018_Global estimates of mortality associated with long-term exposure to outdoor fine 
particulate matter 

4. Environmental Pollution_2008_Human health effects of air pollution 

5. Environmental Health Perspectives_2007_Short-Term Effects of Carbon Monoxide on Mortality: An 
Analysis within the APHEA Project 

6. Respiratory Medicine_2015_Allergy and asthma: Effects of the exposure to particulate matter and 
biological allergens 

7. American Journal of Physiology_2008_Particulate matter exposure induces persistent lung inflammation 
and endothelial dysfunction 

8. Environmental Health Perspectives_2016_Prenatal Air Pollution Exposures, DNA Methyl Transferase 
Genotypes, and Associations with Newborn LINE1 and Alu Methylation and Childhood Blood Pressure 
and Carotid Intima-Media Thickness in the Children’s Health Study 

9. Environmental Health Perspectives_2010_Childhood Incident Asthma and Traffic-Related Air Pollution 
at Home and School 

10. Environmental Pollution_2017_Maternal exposure to air pollutants during the first trimester and foetal 
growth in Japanese term infants 

11. Environmental Health Perspectives_2009_Association between Local Traffic-Generated Air Pollution 
and Preeclampsia and Preterm Delivery in the South Coast Air Basin of California 

12. Obesity_2016_Residential proximity to major roadways, fine particulate matter, and adiposity: The 
framingham heart study 

13. Environmental Health Perspectives_2006_Separate and Unequal: Residential Segregation and Estimated 
Cancer Risks Associated with Ambient Air Toxics in U.S. Metropolitan Areas 

14. The Guardian_2019_Air pollution deaths are double previous estimates, finds research 

15. European Heart Journal_2019_Cardiovascular disease burden from ambient air pollution in Europe 
reassessed using novel hazard ratio functions  

16. The Guardian_2019_Air pollution 'as bad as smoking in increasing risk of miscarriage' 
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17. Fertility and Sterility_2019_Acute effects of air pollutants on spontaneous pregnancy loss: a case-
crossover study 

18. Fertility and Sterility_2018_Ambient air pollution and the risk of pregnancy loss: a prospective cohort 
study 

19. The Guardian_2018_Air pollution particles found in mothers' placentas 

20. The Guardian_2018_Air pollution causes ‘huge’ reduction in intelligence, study reveals 

21. PNAS_2018_The impact of exposure to air pollution on cognitive performance 

22. The Guardian_2017_Air pollution harm to unborn babies may be global health catastrophe, warn 
doctors 

23. BMJ_2017_Impact of London's road traffic air and noise pollution on birth weight: retrospective 
population based cohort study 

24. The Guardian_2017_Global pollution kills 9m a year and threatens 'survival of human societies' 

25. The Guardian_2018_Diesel pollution stunts children’s lung growth, major study shows 

26. The Lancet_2019_Impact of London's low emission zone on air quality and children's respiratory health: 
a sequential annual cross-sectional study 

27. The Guardian_2017_How conniving carmakers caused the diesel air pollution crisis 

28. The Guardian_2018_Childhood obesity linked to air pollution from vehicles 

29. Environmental Health_2018_Longitudinal associations of in utero and early life near-roadway air 
pollution with trajectories of childhood body mass index 

30. Preventive Medicine_2010_Automobile traffic around the home and attained body mass index: a 
longitudinal cohort study of children aged 10-18 years 

31. The Guardian_2016_Air pollution linked to increased mental illness in children 

32. BMJ_2016_Association between neighbourhood air pollution concentrations and dispensed medication 
for psychiatric disorders in a large longitudinal cohort of Swedish children and adolescents 

33. The Guardian_2018_Air pollution: everything you should know about a public health emergency 

34. The Guardian_2017_Electric cars are not the answer to air pollution, says top UK adviser 

35. The New York Times_2022_Enough About Climate Change. Air Pollution Is Killing Us Now. 

36. Air Alliance Houston_No Safe Level of Transportation Emissions 

37. Elsevier_2017_Increased air pollution cuts victims' lifespan by a decade, costing billions 

38. Harvard_2016_Air pollution below EPA standards linked with higher death rates 

39. Environmental Health Perspectives_2016_Low-Concentration PM2.5 and Mortality: Estimating Acute 
and Chronic Effects in a Population-Based Study 

40. Texas Pedestrian Safety Coalition_2023_Exploring Transportation-Related Air Quality Impacts on 
Pedestrians in Disadvantaged Communities_Video 

41. Texas Pedestrian Safety Coalition_2023_Exploring Transportation-Related Air Quality Impacts on 
Pedestrians in Disadvantaged Communities_Slides 

42. Texas Pedestrian Safety Coalition_2023_Exploring Transportation-Related Air Quality Impacts on 
Pedestrians in Disadvantaged Communities_HBW Notes.docx  

43. University of British Columbia_2023_Traffic pollution impairs brain function 

44. Environmental Health_2023_Brief diesel exhaust exposure acutely impairs functional brain connectivity 
in humans: a randomized controlled crossover study 

45. Dezeen_2023_MIT study finds huge carbon cost to self-driving cars 

46. Journal of the American Heart Association_2022_Pandemic‐Related Pollution Decline and ST‐
Segment‒Elevation Myocardial Infarctions 

47. American Lung Association_2022_Living Near Highways and Air Pollution 

48. Environmental Health Perspectives_2011_Traffic-related air pollution and cognitive function in a cohort 
of older men 

49. The Lancet_2017_Living near major roads and the incidence of dementia, Parkinson's disease, and 
multiple sclerosis: a population-based cohort study 



13

50. Environmental Health Perspectives_2008_Association between traffic-related black carbon exposure 
and lung function among urban women 

51. The New England Journal of Medicine_2004_Exposure to Traffic and the Onset of Myocardial 
Infarction 

52. The Lancet_2002_Association between mortality and indicators of traffic-related air pollution in the 
Netherlands: a cohort study 

53. American Journal of Respiratory and Critical Care Medicine_2010_Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary 
Disease and Long-Term Exposure to Traffic-related Air Pollution_A Cohort Study 

54. The Urban Institute_2022_The Polluted Life Near the Highway 

  

Expert Publications & Guidelines 
1. Planetizen_2022_The Urgent Need for Climate Action Includes Land Use Reforms, IPCC Report Says 

2. IPCC_2022_Chapter 8 Transport 

3. WHO_2021_Global Air Quality Guidelines 

4. USPIRG_2021_Transform Transportation_Strategies For A Healthier Future 

5. The World Bank and IHME_2016_The Cost of Air Pollution 

6. Transportation for America_Driving Down Emissions 

 
 

 

Induced Demand 
1. Journal of Transport Economics and Policy 2002 Induced Travel Demand and Induced Road Investment: 

A Simultaneous Equation Analysis 

  
Tailpipe Emissions vs. Tire Friction Pollution/ Brake Dust Pollution/ Electric Vehicle Pollution 

1. Int J Environ Res Public Health 2017 Wear and Tear of Tyres: A Stealthy Source of Microplastics in the 
Environment 

2. Report EUR 2014 Non-exhaust traffic related emissions. Brake and tyre wear PM 

3. Atmospheric Environment 2011 Investigation on the potential generation of ultrafine particles from the 
tire–road interface 

4. Journal of Environmental Protection 2013 Dust Resulting from Tire Wear and the Risk of Health 
Hazards 

5. Environmental Science & Technology 2004 Tire-Wear Particles as a Source of Zinc to the Environment 

6. Environmental Science and Pollution Research 2015 Brake wear particle emissions: a review 

7. Science of the Total Environment 2008 Sources and properties of non-exhaust particulate matter from 
road traffic: A review 

8. Science of the Total Environment 2020 Tyre and road wear particles (TRWP) - A review of generation, 
properties, emissions, human health risk, ecotoxicity, and fate in the environment 

9. Science of the Total Environment 2022 Tire wear particle emissions: Measurement data where are you? 

10. Science of the Total Environment 2022 Effect of treadwear grade on the generation of tire PM emissions 
in laboratory and real-world driving conditions 

11. Emission Control Science and Technology 2021 Development of Tire-Wear Particle Emission 
Measurements for Passenger Vehicles 

12. Wear 2018 Investigation of ultra fine particulate matter emission of rubber tires 

13. Bloomberg 2022 New Tech Aims to Capture Electric Vehicle Tire Emissions 

14. Arizona Department of Transportation 2006 Tire Wear Emissions for Asphalt Rubber and Portland 
Cement Concrete Pavement Surfaces 
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15. The Conversation 2020 Air pollution from brake dust may be as harmful as diesel exhaust on immune 
cells – new study 

16. UK Research and Innovation 2020 Brake dust air pollution may have same harmful effects on immune 
cells as diesel exhaust 

17. U.S. Department of Energy Alternative Fuels Data Center Emissions from Electric Vehicles 

18. U.S. Department of Energy Argonne Laboratory 2009 Well-to-Wheels Energy Use and Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions Analysis of Plug-in Hybrid Electric Vehicles 

19. National Renewable Energy Laboratory 2016 Emissions Associated with Electric Vehicle Charging: 
Impact of Electricity Generation Mix, Charging Infrastructure Availability, and Vehicle Type 

20. US News 2020 Brake Dust Another Driver of Air Pollution 

21. The New York Times 2021 How Green Are Electric Vehicles? 

22. Scientific American 2016 Electric Cars Are Not Necessarily Clean 

23. The Guardian 2016 Why electric cars are only as clean as their power supply 

24. Biofriendly Planet 2022 Electric Vehicles and Their Impact on the Environment 

25. California Air Resources Board 2022 California moves to accelerate to 100% new zero-emission vehicle 
sales by 2035 

26. CNN 2022 Car tires are disastrous for the environment. This startup wants to be a driving force in fixing 
the problem. 

  
VOCs/ PM2.5/ Greenhouse Gases 

1. World Health Organization 2019 Exposure to benzene: a major public health concern 

2. American Lung Association 2022 Volatile Organic Compounds 

3. National Cancer Institute 2022 Benzene 

4. Environmental Research 2020 Characteristics of volatile organic compounds from vehicle emissions 
through on-road test in Wuhan, China. 

5. Aerosol and Air Quality Research 2018 Emission Characteristics of VOCs from On-Road Vehicles in an 
Urban Tunnel in Eastern China and Predictions for 2017–2026 

6. Atmospheric Environment 2017 Characteristics of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) from the 
evaporative emissions of modern passenger cars 

7. Atmospheric Environment 2012 Volatile organic compounds from the exhaust of light-duty diesel 
vehicles  

8. Analytical Sciences 2012 Measurement of volatile organic compounds in vehicle exhaust using single-
photon ionization time-of-flight mass spectrometry 

9. PubMed 2001 Exposure to volatile organic compounds for individuals with occupations associated with 
potential exposure to motor vehicle exhaust and/or gasoline vapor emissions 

10. Environmental Research 1999 Assessment of benzene and toluene emissions from automobile exhaust in 
Bangkok 

11. Atmospheric Environment 1967 Benzene, toluene and xylene concentrations in car exhausts and in city 
air 

12. Environmental Science and Technology 1992 On-line measurement of benzene and toluene in dilute 
vehicle exhaust by mass spectrometry  

13. Iowa State University 2015 Quantification of benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene and o-xylene in internal 
combustion engine exhaust with time-weighted average solid phase microextraction and gas 
chromatography mass spectrometry 

14. Journal of Exposure  Science & Environmental Epidemiology 2003 Measurement of volatile organic 
compounds inside automobiles 

15. Chronic Diseases and Translational Medicine 2018 Fine particulate matter (PM2.5): The culprit for 
chronic lung diseases in China. 

16. Journal of Thoracic Disease 2016 The impact of PM2.5 on the human respiratory system 

17. US EPA 2022 Health and Environmental Effects of Particulate Matter (PM) 
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18. Harvard School of Public Health 2011 Greenhouse gases pose threat to public health 

19. CDC 2022 Climate Effects on Health. 

20. NAQTS, Emissions Analytics, Lancaster University 2018 Vehicle Interior Air Quality: Volatile Organic 
Compounds 

  
Congestion vs. Idling Emissions (Traffic Emissions) 

1. Transportation Research Record Comparison of Vehicular Emissions in Free-Flow and Congestion 
Using MOBILE4 and Highway Performance Monitoring System 

2. Atmospheric Environment 2011 Vehicle emissions in congestion: Comparison of work zone, rush hour 
and free-flow conditions 

3. Institute for Transport and Economics 2007 How Much does Traffic Congestion Increase Fuel 
Consumption and Emissions? Applying a Fuel Consumption Model to the NGSIM Trajectory Data 

4. Science of The Total Environment 2013 Air pollution and health risks due to vehicle traffic  

5. USA Today 2011 Study blames 2,200 deaths on traffic emissions 

  

Resources 
1. TxDOT 2022 DEIS 

  

  



From: Jan Chapman  

Sent: Friday, March 10, 2023 12:42 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Jan Clare  

Sent: Wednesday, March 29, 2023 7:09 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Support of Segment A of Hwy. 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres, 

 

I am writing in support of Segment A. I appreciate your professionalism during this long process. You do 

not have an easy job! As a resident of Walnut Grove, I am also asking you to consider implementing the 

Alternative Plan for the 380/Custer intersection. It seems safer and much less complicated. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Jan Clare 

 

 

 

 

 

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPad 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Foverview.mail.yahoo.com%2F%3F.src%3DiOS&data=05%7C01%7Cstephen.endres%40txdot.gov%7Cdfb4d9cd253c4f552ea708db304e5d26%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638156885352667873%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=mD2ZHXrjHWIVLOdo6x16yVIMWFbnFNAKaTRNtx9p96g%3D&reserved=0


From: Jan Forth  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 5:01 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: No to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Stephen Endres 

 

TxDot 

 

 

NO to Segment A 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX, I strongly OPPOSED the 

construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 

1827.  

  

Furthermore, I understand TxDot has an existing option, Segment B, that 

will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer 

businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 

Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens, throughout 

McKinney. 

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Jan Forth 

  

 
 



From: Jane Schrick  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 5:22 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Janet Herndon  

Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2023 8:53 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NOto Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Janet Herndon 





From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Monday, January 23, 2023 8:45 AM
To: Janet Gagnon 
Subject: RE: 380 Bypass
 
The comments from the public meeting are included in the public meeting summary which is located
at following links.
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/projects/us-highways/us-380-environmental-impact-
statement-from-coit-road-to-fm-1827
 
 
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/APPROVED%200135-02-
065etc%20US380_PublicMeetingDocumentation_1%20of%204_08.16.2022.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/APPROVED%200135-02-
065etc%20US380_PublicMeetingDocumentation_2%20of%204_08.16.2022.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/APPROVED%200135-02-
065etc%20US380_PublicMeetingDocumentation_3%20of%204_08.16.2022.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/APPROVED%200135-02-
065etc%20US380_PublicMeetingDocumentation_4%20of%204_08.16.2022.pdf
 
Stephen Endres
 

From: Janet Gagnon
Sent: Friday, January 20, 2023 8:24 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: 380 Bypass
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Mr. Endres,
 
I have reviewed the posted DEIA for 380 Bypass and its attachments.  However, I do not see the written
comments that I submitted to you via your website contained in Attachment F.  Where exactly are my

mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
mailto:kmkenneally@burnsmcd.com
mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckmkenneally%40burnsmcd.com%7Cf939f7713c1746e4464808dafd5258ec%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638100827355697903%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=dtA51wwTH7TskwRw2g4sifw6aquZf87HnTw9RyREVus%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.keepitmovingdallas.com%2Fprojects%2Fus-highways%2Fus-380-environmental-impact-statement-from-coit-road-to-fm-1827&data=05%7C01%7Ckmkenneally%40burnsmcd.com%7Cf939f7713c1746e4464808dafd5258ec%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638100827355697903%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=j0xRvf4TG2AIwxChx5oNTbrPFhcxTCV6TeoL4g45afA%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.keepitmovingdallas.com%2Fprojects%2Fus-highways%2Fus-380-environmental-impact-statement-from-coit-road-to-fm-1827&data=05%7C01%7Ckmkenneally%40burnsmcd.com%7Cf939f7713c1746e4464808dafd5258ec%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638100827355697903%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=j0xRvf4TG2AIwxChx5oNTbrPFhcxTCV6TeoL4g45afA%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.keepitmovingdallas.com%2Fsites%2Fdefault%2Ffiles%2Fdocs%2FAPPROVED%25200135-02-065etc%2520US380_PublicMeetingDocumentation_1%2520of%25204_08.16.2022.pdf&data=05%7C01%7Ckmkenneally%40burnsmcd.com%7Cf939f7713c1746e4464808dafd5258ec%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638100827355697903%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=v8A1FL1qNsJk2ZveA7%2Fv0t76yq18l5kJXI3%2BJg76al4%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.keepitmovingdallas.com%2Fsites%2Fdefault%2Ffiles%2Fdocs%2FAPPROVED%25200135-02-065etc%2520US380_PublicMeetingDocumentation_1%2520of%25204_08.16.2022.pdf&data=05%7C01%7Ckmkenneally%40burnsmcd.com%7Cf939f7713c1746e4464808dafd5258ec%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638100827355697903%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=v8A1FL1qNsJk2ZveA7%2Fv0t76yq18l5kJXI3%2BJg76al4%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.keepitmovingdallas.com%2Fsites%2Fdefault%2Ffiles%2Fdocs%2FAPPROVED%25200135-02-065etc%2520US380_PublicMeetingDocumentation_2%2520of%25204_08.16.2022.pdf&data=05%7C01%7Ckmkenneally%40burnsmcd.com%7Cf939f7713c1746e4464808dafd5258ec%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638100827355697903%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=oOcG8OdzVirmT9JnuLMI8KTmgs1hnuv%2FxrDvpzmpFvc%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.keepitmovingdallas.com%2Fsites%2Fdefault%2Ffiles%2Fdocs%2FAPPROVED%25200135-02-065etc%2520US380_PublicMeetingDocumentation_2%2520of%25204_08.16.2022.pdf&data=05%7C01%7Ckmkenneally%40burnsmcd.com%7Cf939f7713c1746e4464808dafd5258ec%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638100827355697903%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=oOcG8OdzVirmT9JnuLMI8KTmgs1hnuv%2FxrDvpzmpFvc%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.keepitmovingdallas.com%2Fsites%2Fdefault%2Ffiles%2Fdocs%2FAPPROVED%25200135-02-065etc%2520US380_PublicMeetingDocumentation_3%2520of%25204_08.16.2022.pdf&data=05%7C01%7Ckmkenneally%40burnsmcd.com%7Cf939f7713c1746e4464808dafd5258ec%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638100827355697903%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=TyDgNxSvsZdDp%2BSp0bHwM%2FI64H7GszfhhPzHH11HqRM%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.keepitmovingdallas.com%2Fsites%2Fdefault%2Ffiles%2Fdocs%2FAPPROVED%25200135-02-065etc%2520US380_PublicMeetingDocumentation_3%2520of%25204_08.16.2022.pdf&data=05%7C01%7Ckmkenneally%40burnsmcd.com%7Cf939f7713c1746e4464808dafd5258ec%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638100827355697903%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=TyDgNxSvsZdDp%2BSp0bHwM%2FI64H7GszfhhPzHH11HqRM%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.keepitmovingdallas.com%2Fsites%2Fdefault%2Ffiles%2Fdocs%2FAPPROVED%25200135-02-065etc%2520US380_PublicMeetingDocumentation_4%2520of%25204_08.16.2022.pdf&data=05%7C01%7Ckmkenneally%40burnsmcd.com%7Cf939f7713c1746e4464808dafd5258ec%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638100827355697903%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=%2BJqeXybJyBMu30wM0g43O%2BXEh%2FJ4sK0rvVpVFlXev%2FQ%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.keepitmovingdallas.com%2Fsites%2Fdefault%2Ffiles%2Fdocs%2FAPPROVED%25200135-02-065etc%2520US380_PublicMeetingDocumentation_4%2520of%25204_08.16.2022.pdf&data=05%7C01%7Ckmkenneally%40burnsmcd.com%7Cf939f7713c1746e4464808dafd5258ec%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638100827355697903%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=%2BJqeXybJyBMu30wM0g43O%2BXEh%2FJ4sK0rvVpVFlXev%2FQ%3D&reserved=0
mailto:sunnygirl32804@yahoo.com
mailto:Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov


written comments reflected in this document?  Did you lose the written comments submitted by residents
that used the online website for submission?  It is very alarming to me that this document has been
published publicly and is incomplete and inaccurate.
 
Sincerely,
 
Janet M. Gagnon
1991 Sunset Trail
McKinney, TX 75071 
 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsafety%2Ftraffic-safety-campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Ckmkenneally%40burnsmcd.com%7Cf939f7713c1746e4464808dafd5258ec%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638100827355697903%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=V3FNRaR8jaNlKCcSUFkyG2SQZyY%2FrOU8RBlCkXm6PKU%3D&reserved=0


From: Jason McClintock 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 6:38 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Strongly OPPOSE Segment A of the 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Stephen, 

 

I'm a resident of Stonebridge and I strongly oppose the construction of segment A. The correct decision 

would be to use Segment B, which is cheaper and will lessen the tax burden for McKinney residents. 

Segment B would also destroy less businesses and homes! 

 

I STRONGLY urge you to implement Segment B. 

 

Thank You, 

Jason McClintock 



From: Jason Reed  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 8:12 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 



From: haTts  

Sent: Monday, April 3, 2023 11:02 AM 

To:  Stephen 

Endres 

Subject: 380 Bypass, NE McKinney 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Senator Paxton, Representative Leach, and Mr. Endres: 

 

I strongly oppose Segment C and I support Segment D.  There are fewer homes and businesses 

affected.  I am also worried about the damage and destruction to the largest remaining forest in central 

Collin County. 

 

Regards, 

Jason Reiss 

McKinney TX 



From: jason thurow  

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 2:56 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: OPPOSE 380 Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of 

Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand 

TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on 

McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall 

disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 

McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass 

from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Thank you, 

Jason Thurow 



From: Jay Zonouzy  

Sent: Tuesday, April 4, 2023 8:46 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: No to segment A, 380 by pass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organiza,on. Do not click links or open a/achments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Dear Mr. Enders, 

As a long ,me residence of Stonebridge Ranch community, I strongly oppose the proposed segment A, of 

380 by pass. 

Segment A , is a much more costly, longer construc,on, and more intrusive proposal. will destroy more 

homes and business and disrupts the lives of over 36000 SBR residents. As one of the earliest and 

established communi,es with large number of residents in this part of McKinney, the damage/ loss of 

business/ loss of homes will be much more severe than the communi,es affected by your alternate 

segment B. 

The decision should be based on logic and cost and not by pressure by smaller but more affluent 

communi,es in segment B. 

Even looking at the plan, the proposed segment A, with a 90 degree sudden sweep north, does not look 

well engineered compared with segment B, with a gradual sweep that goes through less populated areas 

before joining the the north leg of the bypass. 

This should be decision based on logic, design, cost and less impact on residents. 

Considering all of this, the only logical and prac,cal choice should be Segment B. 

Thank you, 

Jay Zonouzy and Family 

22 year resident of Stonebridge Ranch 

 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 8:58 AM
To: Meyer, Jayme 
Subject: RE: 380 Bypass in Mckinney
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 
 

From: Meyer, Jayme  
Sent: Friday, February 17, 2023 3:02 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: 380 Bypass in Mckinney
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Hi Stephen,
 
I am a resident of McKinney and writing to tell you that I oppose the route C option of the 380
Bypass.    I really oppose all options, I am sick of the massive growth in Mckinney and taking away of
the beauty this place was.   If any have to be done, I prefer the option that disrupts the least amount
of homes. 
 
Thank you
 
Jayme Meyer
AmerisourceBergen Corporation
Finance Manager, SPS FP&A
 
Cell: 469.396.4569
 
5025 Plano Pkwy

mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
mailto:sbagwellrudy@burnsmcd.com
mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7C4d2ec8a1f6fd4e91cadb08db1357715d%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638125038519077423%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=beeabRbi2fdb0NpOp5U3P0YTxbXc%2BEYFwOwxWLRRl8c%3D&reserved=0
mailto:Jayme.Meyer@iononline.com
mailto:Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov


Carrollton, TX 75010
United States of America
www.amerisourcebergen.com
 
United in our responsibility
to create healthier futures
 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE. This electronic mail transmission may contain privileged, confidential
and/or protected personal information and is intended only for the review of the party to whom it is
addressed. Any unauthorized use or disclosure of the information contained herein may be a
violation of applicable law. If you have received this transmission in error, please immediately return
it to the sender, delete it and destroy it without reading it. Unintended transmission shall not
constitute the waiver of the attorney-client or any other privilege.

 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.amerisourcebergen.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7C4d2ec8a1f6fd4e91cadb08db1357715d%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638125038519077423%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=5wzO6RY0M9xF3c2uxAPXUAIj9kuf4eVyNYbuC2JddnM%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsafety%2Ftraffic-safety-campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7C4d2ec8a1f6fd4e91cadb08db1357715d%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638125038519077423%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Yw%2F9fUbIK9h1yT8VdDQHDvn%2Be3v5PAD3dtH%2Bk6A33Sw%3D&reserved=0


From: Jacob Seyb

Sent: Friday, March 10, 2023 8:10 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



     April 5, 2023  
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Analysis Flaws and Data Errors 

The table on the following pages identifies analysis flaws and data errors discovered within the Draft EIS and accompanying Public Hearing Materials.  
Each row in the table includes the location and a description of the error or flaw, supporting documentation detailing why an item is an error, 
information describing how an error or flaw could be corrected, and when possible, a potential correction for the error or flaw.  Data from the 
accompanying Draft EIS Appendices are referenced whenever possible to support claims. 

Error Location/References Error Details 

• Draft EIS 

◦ 2.3 Comparison of Reasonable 
Alternatives and the No-Build 
Alternative 

• Segment Analysis Matrix 

◦ Purpose and Need 
▪ Level of Service (LOS) 

Error 
Segment D is listed as having a lower Level of Service than Segment C, which TxDOT defines as 
experiencing minimal traffic delays, compared to Segment C which will experience no delays. 

Details and Potential Corrections 
The Traffic Analysis in Appendix I of the DEIS reveals that Segment D carries 27% more average daily 
traffic and has faster average moving speeds than Segment C, which appears to indicate Segment D 
should have an equivalent or better Level of Service than Segment C. 

• Segment Analysis Matrix 

◦ Engineering 
▪ Total Segment Length 

Error 
Segment C is listed as 4.7 miles and Segment D is listed as 4.9 miles while the Key Takeaways column 
states that, “Segment C is 0.2 miles longer than Segment D.” 

Details and Potential Corrections 
Either the segment lengths provided are incorrect, or the Key Takeaways statement is incorrect.  This 
error may have affected the calculation of the total length of the Build Alternatives in Section 2.3 of the 
DEIS. 

• Draft EIS 

◦ 3.4 Utility Relocation 

• Segment Analysis Matrix 

◦ Engineering 
▪ Major Utility Conflicts 

Error 
Segment C is listed as having only 2 major utility conflicts. 

Details and Potential Corrections 
The utility conflict tables (Figures 3-15, and 3-18) in Section 3.4 of the DEIS reveal that several 
subsurface utilities along Segment C are missing from consideration, including the following major and 
minor utilities:1 

▪ Two (2) 48” NTMWD Wastewater Pipelines crossing FM 2933 and running parallel to CR 331 and CR 

                                                           
1 This list is NOT an exhaustive list of all missing subsurface utilities. 
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Error Location/References Error Details 
335. 

▪ At least six (6) North Collin WSC Pipelines running in the vicinity of FM 2933, CR 331, and CR 338. 

Several of the utilities that are missing from consideration in Section 3.4 are depicted on the Design 
Schematics in Appendix B of the DEIS. 

Including the missing major utilities increases the total major utility conflicts for Segment C to at least 4, 
and increases the estimated utility relocations and accommodations cost by an uncalculated amount. 

• Draft EIS 

◦ 3.4 Utility Relocation 

• Segment Analysis Matrix 

◦ Engineering 
▪ Major Utility Conflicts 

Error 
Segment D is listed as having an estimated utility relocation cost of $73M. 

Details and Potential Corrections 
The utility conflict tables (Figures 3-17, and 3-18) in Section 3.4 of the DEIS reveal that four (4) of the six 
(6) major utility conflicts for Segment D are crossings that “may not require relocation.”  Additionally, 
Figure 3-19 states that any relocations or encasements would be for “short segments” of the utilities.  
The total relocation costs for Segment D assume all of these potential utility conflicts require relocation 
or encasement, including utilities that are crossed by a complete span over the utility easement. 

The utility relocation totals presented for Segment D are approximately the same as Segment A ($73M 
vs. $74.7M).  Unlike Segment D, Segment A requires full relocation or reconstruction of five (5) of its six 
(6) major utility conflicts, yet the utility relocation cost estimates are equivalent. 

Correcting the cost estimates for relocating/encasing “short segments” of major utilities along Segment 
D and/or removing the costs for major utilities that “may not require relocation” decreases the 
estimated utility relocations and accommodations cost by a significant amount. 

It is unclear how TxDOT calculated the utility relocation cost estimates.  During the TxDOT public 
meetings, neither Burns McDonnell engineers or TxDOT engineers were able to determine how the 
estimated costs were calculated per utility conflict or why utility relocation costs were included for 
utilities that were entirely spanned by a segment. 

• Draft EIS 

◦ 3.1 Right-of-Way/Displacements 

◦ Appendix B: Design Schematics 

◦ Appendix D: Segment Potential 
Displacement Maps 

Error 
Please refer to the section of this document entitled “Displacement Data Errors” for a description of the 
errors affecting displacements. 

Details and Potential Corrections 
Comprehensive information discussing the errors and potential corrections is located in the section of 
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Error Location/References Error Details 
◦ Appendix K: Community Impacts 

Assessment Technical Report 

• Segment Analysis Matrix 

◦ Displacements and Right-of-Way 
Requirements 

▪ Residential Displacements 
▪ Business Displacements 

this document entitled “Displacement Data Errors.” 

For reference, listed below are the displacement totals for Segments C and D based on the classification 
criteria discussed in that section: 

▪ Segment D – Displacements: Direct/Induced | Logical  

◦ Residential: 8  12 

◦ Business: 17  17 

◦ Community Resource: 0  0 
▪ Segment C – Displacements: Direct/Induced | Logical  

◦ Residential: 22  36 

◦ Business: 19  29 

◦ Community Resource: 2  7 

• Draft EIS 

◦ 2.3 Comparison of Reasonable 
Alternatives and the No-Build 
Alternative 

◦ 3.1 Right-of-Way/Displacements 

• Segment Analysis Matrix 

◦ Displacements and Right-of-Way 
Requirements 

▪ Amount of New Right-of-Way 
Required 

Error 
Segment C is listed as requiring 209.6 acres of new ROW for an estimated $114.2M, and Segment D is 
listed as requiring 228 acres of new ROW for an estimated $118.9M. The Key Takeaways column states 
that “Segments B and D would have greater acquisition costs for fewer acres of land.” 

Details and Potential Corrections 
Segment C has a greater estimated cost per acre than Segment D: 

▪ Segment C: $544,847.33/acre 
▪ Segment D: $521,491.23/acre 

Either the new ROW acres required and/or cost estimates provided are incorrect, or the Key Takeaways 
statement is incorrect.  

• Draft EIS 

◦ 2.3 Comparison of Reasonable 
Alternatives and the No-Build 
Alternative 

◦ 3.10 Water Resources 

• Segment Analysis Matrix 

◦ Environment and Natural Resources 
▪ Acres of Jurisdictional Wetlands 

Error 
Segment C is listed as affecting 0.03 acres of wetlands, and Segment D is listed as affecting 0.57 acres.  
These totals do not match the totals provided in Section 2.3, Figure 2-15 of the DEIS, nor do they match 
data provided in the appendices of the DEIS (see below). 

Details and Potential Corrections 
The Water Resources analysis in Appendices D and N of the DEIS in conjunction with the Design 
Schematics in Appendix B produce very different totals when attempting to calculate the area of 
wetlands affected by each segment.  The area of wetlands crossed by the roadways themselves 
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Error Location/References Error Details 
(excluding all medians) for each segment is listed below: 

▪ Segment C: 10.7 acres of wetlands located primarily within the large forest bisected by the segment. 
▪ Segment D: 2.4 acres of wetlands. 

It is unclear how TxDOT calculated the area of wetlands affected.  During the TxDOT public meetings, 
neither Burns McDonnell engineers or TxDOT engineers were able to determine how the totals were 
calculated.  One engineer suggested that a wetland is not considered affected if the wetland is under a 
bridge.  However, if that is the case, then the affected area of wetlands for both segments is 0.0 acres 
since all wetland crossings are bridged. 

Another consideration is whether wetland crossings result in “permanent impacts” or “temporary 
impacts” to the wetlands.  Given that the wetlands crossed by Segment C are classified as “forested 
wetlands,” any crossings of the wetlands using bridges would permanently change the wetlands by 
eliminating the old growth trees.  Equivalent forestation would not be able to return under a bridge due 
to the altered conditions, including reduced sunlight, resulting in permanent environmental and 
ecosystem changes.  Therefore, it would appear that any crossings of “forested wetlands” would result 
in “permanent impacts” to the wetlands instead of “temporary impacts.” 

• Draft EIS 

◦ 2.3 Comparison of Reasonable 
Alternatives and the No-Build 
Alternative 

◦ 3.10 Water Resources 

• Segment Analysis Matrix 

◦ Environment and Natural Resources 
▪ Protected Species and their Potential 

Habitats 

Error 
Segment C is listed as having 1 perennial stream crossing, and Segment D is listed as having 3 perennial 
stream crossings.  These totals do not match the totals provided in Section 2.3, Figure 2-15 of the DEIS, 
nor do they match the Build Alternative Water Feature tables in Section 3.10 of the DEIS. 

Details and Potential Corrections 
The Water Resources analysis in Appendix N of the DEIS reveals that the stream crossings for the 
segments and Build Alternatives were not totaled or enumerated correctly.  It also reveals that Water 
Feature 292-295 (Clemons Creek) was classified as an intermittent stream, but a branch of the creek, 
Water Feature 291, was classified as a perennial stream.  Both water features should be classified as 
perennial streams as they carry flowing water year-round through the forested wetlands in the area.  
The water features only stop flowing during droughts. 

The disparity in classification appears to have occurred due to different conditions under which each 
water feature was surveyed.  Water Feature 292-295 was surveyed during a phase of the construction of 
the NTMWD 84-inch Leonard WTP to McKinney No. 4 Treated Water Pipeline at which point Clemons 
Creek was temporarily diverted near the intersection of the pipeline and the DGNO Railroad.  In 
contrast, Water Feature 291 was surveyed a year prior to the temporary diversion.  Additionally, the US 
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Error Location/References Error Details 
Army Core of Engineers classifies Clemons Creek as a perennial stream and the wetland determination 
surveys of the area refer to Clemons Creek as a perennial stream, further indicating that the stream was 
misclassified during its water feature survey. 

Taking this information into consideration, Segment C crosses at least 2 perennial streams.  Further 
examination is necessary to determine if other streams were misclassified as perennial, intermittent, or 
ephemeral along Segments C and D. 

• Segment Analysis Matrix 

◦ Environment and Natural Resources 
▪ Protected Species and their Potential 

Habitats 

Error 
The Key Takeaways column states, “Segment C is less impactful than Segment D as the area near 
Segment D includes floodplains where more forested and wetland habitats are located.” 

Details and Potential Corrections 
Data presented in the same section of the Segment Analysis Matrix as well as the Biological Resources 
data in Appendix O of the DEIS and the Water Resources analysis discussed previously reveals that 
Segment C affects 72% more acres of forest, 112% more feet of rivers and streams, around 8 more acres 
of wetlands, and crosses 2 more wooded habitats than Segment D.  Additionally, Segment C destroys 
more of the potential stop-over habitats for Black Rail and Whooping Crane within the forest and 
wetlands along Clemons Creek and the East Fork Trinity River.  Section 3.11 of the DEIS states that the 
Blue Alternative, which includes Segment C, “would potentially clear the most forested habitat 
(combination of upland, bottomland, and riparian forests and shrublands) … compared to the other 
Build Alternatives.” 

Segment C CANNOT be “less impactful” to any of these habitats since more forested and wetland 
habitats are affected by Segment C and less are affected by Segment D. 

• Draft EIS 

◦ 3.6 Community Impacts 

◦ Appendix K: Community Impacts 
Assessment Technical Report 

• Segment Analysis Matrix 

◦ Community Impacts and Cultural 
Resources 

▪ Community Facilities Affected or 
Separated from Neighborhoods 

Error 
Segment C is listed as not bisecting any subdivisions not already separated by existing US 380. 

Details and Potential Corrections 
The Segment Potential Displacement Maps in Appendix D of the DEIS reveals that Segment C would 
divide the farming/ranching and residential communities along and around FM 2933, CR 338, CR 332, CR 
329, and Peacock Trl.  Although these areas are not high-density urban developments, the 
rural/suburban communities would be divided by Segment C.  No divisions of communities would occur 
on Segment D. 
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Error Location/References Error Details 

• Draft EIS 

◦ 3.6 Community Impacts 

◦ Appendix K: Community Impacts 
Assessment Technical Report 

Error 
Three (3) residences along Segment D are classified as “potentially low-income,” and no residences 
along Segment C are classified as “potentially low-income.” 

Details and Potential Corrections 
The Community Impacts Assessment Technical Report in Appendix K of the DEIS reveals that census 
block groups were used to determine whether individual residences are potentially low income.  Due to 
the rural nature of the area surrounding Segments C and D, the geographic size of the census block 
groups, and the boundaries of the block groups within the area, determinations based solely on block 
groups are NOT accurate.  Several of the residences located along FM 2933, CR 329, CR 332, and 
Peacock Trl should be classified as low income due to the criteria discussed in 3.2 Site Visit Observations 
of Appendix K, specifically, but not limited to, “observations of homes appearing to be in disrepair or in 
need of maintenance.”  Additional information can be found in the section of this document entitled 
“Displacement Data Errors.” 

• Draft EIS 

◦ 3.8 Cultural Resources 

• Segment Analysis Matrix 

◦ Community Impacts and Cultural 
Resources 

▪ Archeological Sites, Cemeteries, and 
Historic Properties 

Error 
Segment C is listed as not directly affecting recommended NRHP-eligible resources. 

Details and Potential Corrections 
The Cultural Resources analysis in Appendix L of the DEIS reveals that this criterion currently only 
includes evaluated NRHP-eligible resources.  Several potentially-eligible resources along Segment C have 
been identified by residents in public comments submitted to TxDOT during previous public meetings.  
TxDOT has not conducted an evaluation to determine eligibility for any of those resources, despite being 
granted Rights-of-Entry for affected properties.  Affected potentially-eligible resources should be 
enumerated in the total affected resources metric to provide a complete picture of each segment’s 
effects. 

• Draft EIS 

◦ 2.0 Alternatives Including the Proposed 
Action 

• Segment Analysis Matrix 

◦ Cost 

Error 
The estimated costs presented for Segments C and D and the Build Alternatives may be inaccurate due 
to errors in other areas of the Draft EIS and Segment Analysis Matrix identified in this document. 

Details and Potential Corrections 
After cost calculation issues are addressed in other areas of the Draft EIS and Segment Analysis Matrix as 
discussed in this document, the total estimated costs for Segments C and D may change, leading to 
changes in the total estimated costs for the Build Alternatives. 
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Error Location/References Error Details 

• Segment Analysis Matrix 

◦ Stakeholder, Agency, and Public Input 
▪ Texas Parks and Wildlife Department 

Error 
The Texas Parks and Wildlife Department is listed as opposing Segments C and D. 

Details and Potential Corrections 
The Agency Coordination document in Appendix E of the DEIS reveals that although the Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department opposes Segments C and D, it states that it prefers Segment D over Segment C due 
to its reduced impacts to the environment.  This statement is omitted from the Segment Analysis Matrix. 

• Public Hearing 

◦ Segment Selection Criteria 

Error 
Inconsistent or unimportant criteria were selected to justify the preferred alternative decision. 

Details and Potential Corrections 
The reasons provided for selecting Segment A over Segment B can be grouped into the following 3 
criteria: 

▪ Minimize impacts to existing and future homes: 

◦ 1. Displaces fewer homes in comparison to Segment B (2 homes vs. 5 homes). 

◦ 2. Results in fewer impacts to planned future residential homes. 

◦ 3. Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west of Custer Road. 
▪ Maximize usage of existing ROW: 

◦ 4. Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment. 
▪ Minimize impacts to community facilities: 

◦ 5. Avoid impact to ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the subject of substantial 
public concern. 

In contrast, the following reasons were provided for selecting Segment C over Segment D, one of which 
does not fall under any of the project build alternative evaluation criteria discussed in the DEIS, and the 
other 3 reasons can be grouped into 2 criteria: 

▪ This reason does not fall under any criterion: 

◦ 1. Expected to draw traffic off FM 1827 by providing better connections to local roadways. 
▪ Minimize project costs: 

◦ 2. Impacts fewer major utilities. 

◦ 3. Total segment cost is less than Segment D to construct. 
▪ Minimize impacts to floodplains: 

◦ 4. Minimizes impacts to 100-year floodplains and regulatory floodways. 
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Error Location/References Error Details 
Additionally, reviewing the Design Schematics of Segment C in Appendix B of the DEIS in relation to FM 
1827 reveals that Segment C travels in a Northwest direction whereas FM 1827 travels in a Northeast 
direction from the existing intersection of FM 1827 and US 380.  It is unclear how or why drivers would 
travel to the Northwest along Segment C when their intention is to drive to the Northeast along FM 
1827.  No data is provided indicating that drivers traveling to or from destinations along FM 1827 will 
stop traveling FM 1827 due to the presence of Segment C. 

The supporting criteria for selecting Segment A over Segment B do not support the selection of Segment 
C, and similarly, the supporting criteria for selecting Segment C over Segment D do not support the 
selection of Segment A, highlighting a fundamental analysis flaw.  

Applying the Segment A/B supporting criteria to Segments C and D reveals the following: 

▪ Segment D minimizes impacts to existing and future homes. 
▪ Segment D maximizes usage of existing ROW. 
▪ Segment D minimizes impacts to community facilities (such as Tara Royal Equestrian Center or a 

ranch offering therapeutic riding for kids at risk). 

Applying the Segment C/D supporting criteria to Segments A and B reveals the following: 

▪ Segment B minimizes project costs. 
▪ Both segments minimize impacts to floodplains. 

The supporting criteria selected for comparing Segments A and B are arguably more valuable than the 
supporting criteria selected for comparing Segments C and D.  Important criteria that should have been 
selected for comparing Segments C and D include minimizing impacts to homes and businesses, 
minimizing impacts to the environment (forests, wetlands, wildlife), minimizing impacts to community 
facilities and resources, minimizing the division of communities, etc.  All of these criteria are discarded 
by the preferred alternative decision to use Segment C over Segment D. 

Overall, more criteria presented on the Segment Analysis Matrix justifies the selection of Segment D 
over Segment C. 

• Draft EIS 

◦ 2.4 Identification of Preferred 
Alternative 

Error 
Segment C was selected over Segment D as a component of the preferred build alternative. 

Details and Potential Corrections 
Insufficient documentation and supporting data is supplied in the DEIS to justify the selection of 
Segment C over Segment D. 
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Error Location/References Error Details 
The Feasibility Study recommended Segment D (Red D) as a component of the “Recommended 
Alignment” detailed in the US 380 Collin County Feasibility Study: Final Report and Implementation Plan, 
dated March 2020.  Despite Segment D’s higher cost and longer floodplain crossing, it was still 
recommended due to its “fewer residential impacts and displacements.” 

The supporting criteria selected for comparing Segments C and D in the DEIS is in direct conflict with the 
conclusion of the Feasibility Study.  Additionally, comparing the segment values from the Feasibility 
Study with the segment values from the DEIS reveals that there have been no significant changes to 
either the difference in costs or difference in floodplain crossings between the segments: 

▪ Feasibility Study: 

◦ Segment D was 58.9% more expensive than Segment C. 

◦ Segment D crossed more floodplain than Segment C. 
▪ Draft EIS: 

◦ Segment D is 22.5% more expensive than Segment C. 

◦ Segment D crosses more floodplain than Segment C. 

Reviewing and comparing the remainder of the Segment Analysis Matrix from the DEIS to the 
preliminary analysis performed during the Feasibility Study reveals that there have been no major 
changes that justify preferring Segment C over Segment D.  In fact, more criteria presented on the 
Segment Analysis Matrix justifies the selection of Segment D over Segment C. 

Accounting for and correcting the errors identified and discussed in this document further improves the 
performance of Segment D over Segment C.  When appropriate criteria are selected to evaluate the 
performance of the segments, it is clear that Segment C should NOT have been included in the preferred 
build alternative since better options, such as Segment D, are available. 
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Displacement Data Errors 

The residential and business displacement totals listed for Segments C and D, the displacements identified on maps, and the displacement lists are 
inaccurate and provide an incomplete picture of the effect the segments have on the surrounding area.  Additionally, different determinations of 
displacements are provided throughout the DEIS, including in the Segment Analysis Matrix, Section 3.1 of the DEIS, Appendix B of the DEIS, Appendix D 
of the DEIS, and Appendix K of the DEIS.  Each section documenting displacements identifies displacements, or provides a list of displacements, or 
enumerates totals that do NOT match the other sections. 

Details and Potential Corrections 

Reviewing the Design Schematics in Appendix B of the DEIS, the Segment Potential Displacement Maps in Appendix D of the DEIS, and the Community 
Impacts Assessment Technical Report in Appendix K of the DEIS reveals that displacement determinations were affected by the following issues: 

▪ 1. No clearly defined classification criteria to guide determinations. 
▪ 2. Inconsistent classification methods applied throughout the study area. 
▪ 3. Google Street View imagery from 2013 referenced to determine business displacements. 

Additionally, the displacement determinations provide an incomplete picture of the effects the segments have on the surrounding area due to the 
following issues: 

▪ 1. Property impacts are not itemized by segment, and the total number of properties affected is not enumerated by segment. 
▪ 2. Reasonable Person Standard determinations of structure condemnation in conjunction with impacted properties are not considered. 

Appendix K defines the terms “potential direct displacement” and “induced” based on the proposed ROW boundary.  However, Section 3.1 of the DEIS 
provides different definitions for “direct displacement” and “induced displacement.”  Given the conflicting definitions and inconsistencies present in the 
displacement data, it is clear that those definitions were either not used when determining displacements, or were irregularly or inaccurately applied.  
Additionally, those definitions rely on the determination of the ROW boundary.  The DEIS provides no information describing how ROW boundaries were 
determined or why the ROW boundaries were extended in some areas to intersect with existing structures but were not extended in other areas. 

The most obvious example of the inconsistencies in displacement determination can be seen in the area of US 380 and CR 330.  Reviewing Figure 14 in 
Appendix K in conjunction with the Design Schematics reveals that a house that is closer to the proposed segment is NOT considered a displacement 
while a house that is further away is considered a displacement.  Additional examples can be observed by comparing the distances from the proposed 
segment of residences that are considered displacements along Segment D to the distances from the proposed segment of residences that are NOT 
considered displacements along Segment C.  There several other instances across the study area demonstrating the lack of consistency in displacement 
determination. 

In order to ensure accurate and consistent determinations of displacements, the following classification criteria were defined and applied uniformly to 
the properties and structures located throughout the area surrounding Segments C and D.  These definitions reference the boundary of the proposed 
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design,2 instead of the proposed ROW, due to the reasons discussed above (the absence of information describing how the proposed ROW was 
determined and unexplained inconsistencies in the determination of the proposed ROW).  To evenly account for the different reference boundary, an 
additional 15 feet (the primary distance between the ROW boundary and the design boundary) has been incorporated into the classification criteria 
below. 

 Direct Displacement – The proposed design of the segment intersects with the primary residence or business structure or passes within 15 feet 
of the structure (equates to approximately 0 feet from proposed ROW) unless the proposed design parallels an existing roadway boundary. 

 Induced Displacement – The proposed design of the segment intersects with an auxiliary residence or business structure or passes within 65 
feet of the primary residence or business structure (equates to approximately 50 feet from proposed ROW), unless the proposed design parallels 
an existing roadway boundary. 

 Logical Displacement – The proposed design of the segment intersects with the property on which the primary residence or business structure 
resides, or the presence of the segment causes substantial harm to the property or significantly alters its appearance or interferes with its ability 
to perform its present function. 

The following data sources were referenced when determining and classifying displacements for each segment under review: 

▪ Draft EIS, Appendix B: Design Schematics. 
▪ Draft EIS, Appendix D: Segment Potential Displacement Maps. 
▪ Draft EIS, Appendix K: Community Impacts Assessment Technical Report. 
▪ Collin Central Appraisal District, Winter 2023 Aerial Imagery. 

Additionally, ground surveys of the affected properties were conducted and property owners were interviewed from January 2023 to March 2023 to 
identify or confirm the presence of residences, businesses, and community resources. 

The tables on the following pages identify residential, business, and community resource displacements along Segments C and D.  Any residences or 
businesses not included in the list were determined to not qualify as a displacement under any of the criteria defined above.  Displacements affected by 
both segments are enumerated under the “Shared” displacements header. 

                                                           
2 The proposed design refers to all components of the planned construction, including proposed mainlanes, bridges, ramps, frontage roads, cross streets, shared use 
paths, etc. 
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Figure 1. Displacement Totals by Segment 

 Segment D Segment C Shared 

Residences 

Direct or Induced 6 20 2 

Logical 6 30 6 

Businesses 

Direct or Induced 4 6 13 

Logical 4 16 13 

Community Resources 

Direct or Induced 0 2 0 

Logical 0 7 0 

 

Figure 2. Residential Displacements 

Displacement 
Affected by 
Segment D 

Affected by 
Segment C Type Notes 

2665 CR 338  ✔ Logical  

2371 CR 338  ✔ Induced  

2235 CR 338 (Residence 1)  ✔ Direct  

2235 CR 338 (Residence 2)  ✔ Induced  

2172 CR 338 (Residence 1)  ✔ Direct  

2172 CR 338 (Residence 2)  ✔ Induced  

2118 CR 338 (Residence 1)  ✔ Induced  

2118 CR 338 (Residence 2)  ✔ Induced  

1984 CR 338  ✔ Logical  

1789 CR 338  ✔ Logical  

1974 BELLEMEADE LN (Residence 1)  ✔ Logical  

1974 BELLEMEADE LN (Residence 2)  ✔ Logical  
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Displacement 
Affected by 
Segment D 

Affected by 
Segment C Type Notes 

2022 WAYSIDE TRL  ✔ Logical  

2098 FM 2933  ✔ Logical  

2548 FM 2933  ✔ Logical  

2516 FM 2933  ✔ Logical  

2500 FM 2933 (Residence 1)  ✔ Logical  

2500 FM 2933 (Residence 2)  ✔ Logical  

1834 CR 329  ✔ Direct Potentially low-income based on ground survey using criteria defined in 3.2 Site 
Visit Observations within Appendix K of the DEIS. 

1836 CR 329  ✔ Direct Potentially low-income based on ground survey using criteria defined in 3.2 Site 
Visit Observations within Appendix K of the DEIS. 

1872 CR 329  ✔ Direct Potentially low-income based on ground survey using criteria defined in 3.2 Site 
Visit Observations within Appendix K of the DEIS. 

2566 CR 332 (Residence 1)  ✔ Induced Potentially low-income based on ground survey using criteria defined in 3.2 Site 
Visit Observations within Appendix K of the DEIS. 

2566 CR 332 (Residence 2)  ✔ Induced Potentially low-income based on ground survey using criteria defined in 3.2 Site 
Visit Observations within Appendix K of the DEIS. 

2550 CR 332  ✔ Logical Potentially low-income based on ground survey using criteria defined in 3.2 Site 
Visit Observations within Appendix K of the DEIS. 

1892 PEACOCK TRL  ✔ Direct  

2092 PEACOCK TRL (Residence 1)  ✔ Direct  

2092 PEACOCK TRL (Residence 2)  ✔ Induced  

1185 W FM 1827  ✔ Logical  

2163 E DAVE BROWN RD (Residence 1)  ✔ Direct Historical buildings deemed by contractor as NRHP-ineligible due to disrepair (see 
DEIS Appendix L, Pg. 963). 

2163 E DAVE BROWN RD (Residence 2)  ✔ Induced Historical buildings deemed by contractor as NRHP-ineligible due to disrepair (see 
DEIS Appendix L, Pg. 963). 

2441 CR 330  ✔ Direct  

2461 CR 330  ✔ Induced  

2495 CR 330  ✔ Induced  
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Displacement 
Affected by 
Segment D 

Affected by 
Segment C Type Notes 

3001 WOODLAWN RD ✔  Induced  

2908 WOODLAWN RD (Residence 1) ✔  Direct  

2908 WOODLAWN RD (Residence 2) ✔  Direct  

2904 WOODLAWN RD ✔  Induced  

2902 WOODLAWN RD ✔  Induced  

2900 WOODLAWN RD ✔  Induced  

Shared Displacements 
2229 E UNIVERSITY DR ✔ ✔ Direct Residence vacant following property sale in 2022. 

2273 E UNIVERSITY DR ✔ ✔ Direct  

2805 E UNIVERSITY DR ✔ ✔ Logical  

 

Figure 3. Business and Community Resource Displacements 

Displacement 
Affected by 
Segment D 

Affected by 
Segment C Type Notes 

Business: O'Neal Cattle Ranch 
2235 CR 338 

 ✔ Induced  

Community Resource: Blacksmith Shop & Campground 
2235 CR 338 

 ✔ Direct  

Business: Borchard Honey Bee Farm 
2161 BORCHARD TRL 

 ✔ Logical  

Community Resource: Beekeeping Student Scholarship 
Site 
2161 BORCHARD TRL 

 ✔ Logical  

Community Resource: Horse Rescue 
2172 CR 338 

 ✔ Direct  

Community Resource: Llama Rescue 
1984 CR 338 

 ✔ Logical  

Business: La Cour Venue 
1789 CR 338 

 ✔ Logical  
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Displacement 
Affected by 
Segment D 

Affected by 
Segment C Type Notes 

Business: Vacation Rental 
3983 CR 331 

 ✔ Logical  

Business: Miles Cattle Ranch 
3983 CR 331 

 ✔ Logical  

Business: Bellemeade Pecan Farm 
1974 BELLEMEADE LN 

 ✔ Logical  

Business: Bellemeade Honey Bee Farm 
1974 BELLEMEADE LN 

 ✔ Logical  

Community Resource: Shorthorn Show Cattle Ranch for 
4-H and FFA Members 
1974 BELLEMEADE LN 

 ✔ Logical  

Community Resource: Horse Boarding and Injured 
Horse Recovery 
1974 BELLEMEADE LN 

 ✔ Logical  

Business: Avalon Legacy Ranch (Event Venue) 
2022 WAYSIDE TRL 

 ✔ Logical  

Business: Block Hay Farm/Honey Bee Farm 
2548 FM 2933 

 ✔ Logical  

Community Resource: Therapeutic Horsemanship for 
Kids at Risk 
2548 FM 2933 

 ✔ Logical  

Business: Tara Royal Equestrian Center 
1815 FM 2933 

 ✔ Logical  

Business: Sullivan Carpentry 
1834 CR 329 

 ✔ Direct  

Business: Wedding Pearls Venue 
1687 FM 2933 

 ✔ Direct Listed in DEIS as Pearls Wedding Venue. 

Business: White Horse Ranch 
2040 PEACOCK TRL 

 ✔ Logical  

Business: Arrete Auto Repair 
2421 E UNIVERSITY DR, Bldg. 2127 

 ✔ Direct  

Business: Supreme Shutters Co 
2421 E UNIVERSITY DR, Bldg. 2125 

 ✔ Direct  
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Displacement 
Affected by 
Segment D 

Affected by 
Segment C Type Notes 

Business: Dent Services LLC Auto Hail Repair 
2421 E UNIVERSITY DR, Bldg. 2122 

 ✔ Direct  

Business: Caraway Concrete Construction 
2906 WOODLAWN RD 

✔  Direct  

Business: Misfits of Christ Garage 
2906 WOODLAWN RD, Bldg. B 

✔  Direct  

Business: Oak Farms Transportation Parking Lot 
2906 WOODLAWN RD 

✔  Direct  

Business: Welders of Art 
1005 E UNIVERSITY DR 

✔  Direct  

Shared Displacements 
Not a Business 
2229 E UNIVERSITY DR 

✔ ✔ None Carroll's Trucking, LLC moved with former resident/owner to a different 
location. Property was sold in 2022 and no new business has occupied 
residence. 

Vacant Business 
2321 E UNIVERSITY DR 

✔ ✔ Direct Building is in disrepair and has been unleased for at least 20 years. 

Business: Lone Star Wrecker 
2343 E UNIVERSITY DR 

✔ ✔ Direct  

Business: Safari Towing & Road Service 
2353 E UNIVERSITY DR 

✔ ✔ Direct  

Business: PowerDynamix 
2421 E UNIVERSITY DR, Bldg. 2121 

✔ ✔ Direct  

Private: Leased Space 
2421 E UNIVERSITY DR, Bldg. 2115 

✔ ✔ Direct Listed in DEIS as Solid Woodmakers, which closed in 2013. 

Private: Leased Space 
2421 E UNIVERSITY DR, Bldg. 2112 

✔ ✔ Direct Listed in DEIS as Whiteside Customs, which closed in 2013. 

Business: Vivid Auto Body Shop 
2421 E UNIVERSITY DR, Bldg. 2421 

✔ ✔ Direct Listed in DEIS as XCEL Auto Repair or Arturo's Auto Repair, which closed or 
moved prior to 2020. 

Business: Texas Metal Company 
2431 E UNIVERSITY DR 

✔ ✔ Direct  

Business: Hernandez Auto Salvage & Auto Repair 
2441 E UNIVERSITY DR 

✔ ✔ Direct  
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Displacement 
Affected by 
Segment D 

Affected by 
Segment C Type Notes 

Business: FnG Commissary Kitchens & Food 
2480 CR 330 

✔ ✔ Direct  

Business: Progressive Water Treatment 
2530-2535 E UNIVERSITY DR 

✔ ✔ Direct  

Business: AmeriGas Propane 
2659 E UNIVERSITY DR 

✔ ✔ Induced  

Business: Parkway Auto Sales 
2675 E UNIVERSITY DR 

✔ ✔ Direct  

Business: Ultimate Dent Repair 
2675 E UNIVERSITY DR 

✔ ✔ Direct Listed in DEIS as Sonic Auto Hail Repair. 

Business: Collin County Truck Parts & Drive Shaft 
Service 
2735 E UNIVERSITY DR 

✔ ✔ Direct  

Business: Nanos Tire Shop 
2775 E UNIVERSITY DR 

✔ ✔ Induced  

Business: Chokle Consignment Auto Sales 
2825 E UNIVERSITY DR 

✔ ✔ None Does not qualify as a displacement under any of the criteria defined above. 

Business: C&E Auto Sales 
2825 E UNIVERSITY DR 

✔ ✔ None Does not qualify as a displacement under any of the criteria defined above. 

 



TxDOT US 380 Draft EIS: Focus Area 3 – SH 5 to FM 1827 

Key Takeaways: Segment C 

– Opposed by over 90 residential and business property owners in a signed petition representing more than 
375 people. 

– Right-of-Way 
– Divides the communities along FM 2933, CR 338, CR 332, CR 329, and Peacock Trl. 
– Runs through and between a significantly higher number of residences and businesses, disrupting and 

displacing more people. 
– Substantial number of individual parcels impacted => More litigation, longer timeline, additional costs. 
– Land held primarily by individual property owners and small businesses. 
– Design and cost estimates fail to consider all major and minor utility conflicts. 

– Environment and Natural Resources 
– Destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodlands within one of the largest remaining forests in central 

Collin County, damaging several trees ranging from 100 to over 220 years old. 

– Destroys 141% more acres of grassland and prairie. 
– Disturbs more acres of wetland ecosystems1 that serve as refuges for wildlife, including beavers, river 

otters, turtles, migratory and non-migratory water and forest birds, frogs, etc. 
– Eliminates a larger area of suitable habitat for threatened/identified “may impact” species. 

– Destroys the unique character of the area’s landscape. 
– Strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife Department.2 

– Community and Cultural Resources 
– Interferes with multiple honey bee farms along CR 338 and FM 2933.  Honey bees become stressed from 

persistent noise, which leads to death of colonies. 
– One of the bee farms serves as a Beekeeping Student Scholarship Site. 

– Damages the historical Simmons Dairy Farm by splitting it into pieces and destroying the historical 
barns. (CR 338) 

– Destroys the blacksmith shop and harms the campground that is used by the Boy Scouts of America and 
other community organizations to learn metalworking and outdoor survival skills. (CR 338) 

– Disturbs area of potentially high archeological significance surrounding Woodlawn Cemetery and the 
site of the former Clarksville stagecoach stop and Rock Rest community church and school. (CR 338) 

– Bisects private llama rescue located along Dripping Springs Creek. (CR 338) 
– Eliminates arena from therapeutic horsemanship operation for kids at risk as well as land used for ag 

exemption. (FM 2933) 
– Tara Royal Equestrian Center (FM 2933) 

– Multi-million-dollar horsemanship facility that houses warmbloods and thoroughbreds. 
– Lodges McKinney Police Department horses. 
– Will have to close down business due to noise from construction and traffic spooking horses, 

creating dangerous and/or deadly riding conditions for horses and people. 
– Traffic Performance 

– Lower average daily traffic carried. 
– Slower average moving speeds. 
– More elevation changes. 

– Land Use 
– Disrupts future potential development and land use. 

– Protected Classes 
– Displaces elderly and low-income individuals. 
– Displaces active duty military personnel. 
– Displaces widow of Vietnam veteran who recently passed from Agent Orange exposure while serving. 
– Damages property of 70-year-old retired naval veteran. 

                                                           
1 TxDOT US 380 Coit Rd to FM 1827 DEIS, Appendix B: Design Schematics, Appendix D: Segment Resource Specific Maps, 
Appendix N: Water Resources. 
2 TxDOT US 380 Coit Rd to FM 1827 DEIS, Appendix E: Agency Coordination. 



TxDOT US 380 Draft EIS: Focus Area 3 – SH 5 to FM 1827 

Key Takeaways: Segment D 

– Recommended by Feasibility Study despite the segment’s cost and floodplain crossing due to its “fewer 
residential impacts and displacements.” 

– Least destructive option overall. 
– Right-of-Way 

– Does not divide any communities. 

– Has the fewest residential logical displacements: 6 vs. 30 (excludes shared displacements). 

– Has the fewest business logical displacements: 4 vs. 16 (excludes shared displacements). 

– Has the fewest community resources logical displacements: 0 vs. 7 (excludes shared displacements). 

– Few total parcels impacted => Less litigation, quicker timeline, fewer costs. 

– Land held primarily by real estate investment companies. 

– Less expensive estimated ROW cost per acre. 
– Environment and Natural Resources 

– Preserves one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin County by crossing it at its edge and 
narrowest point. 

– Preserves 71% more acres of forests and woodlands. 
– Preserves 141% more acres of grassland and prairie. 

– Preserves more wetland ecosystems and avoids the large area of wetlands surrounding Clemons Creek 
and the East Fork Trinity River.3 

– Does not affect any protected lands or parks. 

– Respects the uniqueness of Collin County’s landscape. 

– Preferred by Texas Parks and Wildlife Department.4 

– Fewer hazardous materials: 2 sites vs. 5 sites. 
– Community and Cultural Resources 

– Does not impact any potentially-eligible NRHP structures or other significant artifacts. 
– Traffic Performance5 

– Carries 27% more average daily traffic. 

– Faster average moving speeds: 66.9 MPH vs. 66.5 MPH. 

– Requires fewer grade-separated interchanges: 2 vs. 4. 

– Improves mobility between Airport Dr and FM 1827. 

– Adds a beneficial second connection near the existing US 380/Airport Dr intersection: 
– Improves access to and mobility for businesses located along Airport Dr, such as Amazon and Encore 

Wire, and businesses located along existing US 380. 
– Increases utility of new roadway by providing a closer connection to residences and businesses in 

McKinney. 
– Land Use 

– No disruption to future potential development and land use.6 
– Schematic Design 

– Designed and budgeted to connect to the Spur 399 Extension Project. 

– Terminates to the east of FM 1827, providing a direct connection and interchange with Spur 399. 

– Is designed to direct traffic to the east or to the north at Airport Dr. 

– Does not displace any businesses south of US 380 along Airport Dr. 
– Does not displace RaceTrac or Lattimore Materials. 

                                                           
3 TxDOT US 380 Coit Rd to FM 1827 DEIS, Appendix B: Design Schematics, Appendix D: Segment Resource Specific Maps, 
Appendix N: Water Resources. 
4 TxDOT US 380 Coit Rd to FM 1827 DEIS, Appendix E: Agency Coordination. 
5 TxDOT US 380 Coit Rd to FM 1827 DEIS, Appendix B: Design Schematics, Appendix I: Traffic Data. 
6 TxDOT US 380 Coit Rd to FM 1827 DEIS, 3.15.3.1: Existing Land Use and Future Land Use in the AOI. 
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Map of Segments C and D 
The map below depicts the two segments 
under consideration for Focus Area 3: SH 5 to 
FM 1827 of the TxDOT US 380 Coit Rd to FM 
1827 Draft EIS.  The locations of proximate 
residences, businesses, and community 
resources are mapped. 
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Areas of Ecological and Historical Significance 

Focus Area 3 has several areas of ecological and historical significance that should be 

avoided by the selected build alternative.  Segment C will irreparably harm the unique 

heavily-forested wetland ecosystem along its alignment and the wildlife that take refuge 

there.  The segment will also damage or destroy historically significant artifacts and disrupt their 

connection with the surrounding landscape and its unique features.  In contrast, Segment D 

does not encroach upon, damage, or destroy any wetlands1 and crosses the shortest distance 

of heavily-forested woodland.2  Additionally, it avoids areas of historical significance, 

preserving the character of the landscape and the environment for future generations. 

Wetland, Floodplain, and Forest 

The wetland ecosystem is located along and to the north and to the east of the DGNO 

Railroad and the East Fork of the Trinity River, surrounding Clemons Creek and its 

interconnecting watercourses.  Clemons Creek runs from the north to the south through the 

wetland and meanders to the east and west.  It is an integral part of the habitat, contributing 

water and nourishment to the wetland and its plant and animal life.  Changes to the natural 

water flow of Clemons Creek and interconnecting streams would damage the water supply to 

the wetland, permanently altering the ecosystem. 

The wetland is home to a mixture of mature hardwoods and secondary forest.  It is composed 

of a variety of tree species, including oaks, walnuts, pecan, mulberry, elm, ash, bois d’arc, and 

cottonwood.  One of the mature American Elms sits on the edge of the wetland and has a 

circumference of over 174 inches.  Based on its circumference, the elm is approximately 220 

years old, making it one of the oldest and largest living American Elms in the state of Texas.3 

 
Approximately 220-year-old American Elm tree. 

The wetland is also the habitat for a wide variety of wildlife species, including various 

mammals, amphibians, reptiles, fish, and birds.  Beavers can be observed playing in the 

streams, felling trees, and building lodges and dams causing small ponds to form.  The beaver 

ponds contribute to the habitat for frogs, turtles, snakes, fish, and river otters. 

                                                 
1 TxDOT US 380 Coit Rd to FM 1827 DEIS, Appendix B: Design Schematics. 
2 TxDOT US 380 Coit Rd to FM 1827 DEIS, Appendix O: Biological Resources. 
3 Texas A&M Forest Service Big Tree Registry. 
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One of the beaver ponds constructed in the wetland. 

   
A watercourse that meanders 

through the wetland. 

A dam in the process of being built by beavers.  Felled tree 

stumps can be observed nearby. 

The wetland serves as a habitat for several species of migratory and non-migratory water and 

forest birds.  The migratory painted bunting and indigo bunting prefer dense, secluded 

woodlands, and use the forested wetland for nesting, feeding, and resting.  Other migratory 

flocks of birds use the area to rest and hunt, and many varieties of ducks and geese frequent 

the wetland.  The ecosystem also provides a nesting area for several species of egret and 

heron as well as other water birds. 

 
Painted Bunting visiting one of the bird feeders in the woodlands. 

Threatened, Endangered, and Candidate Species 

As a component of the development of the EIS, TxDOT conducted a biological analysis of the 

project area to determine the project’s effects to state- or federally- listed threatened, 

endangered, and candidate species.  The analysis revealed that the wetlands and 

woodlands surrounding Segment C contained suitable habitats for several of these species, 
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including the eastern black rail (state- and federally-listed as threatened); the Texas fawnsfoot 

and alligator snapping turtle (state-listed as threatened and proposed for federal listing); and 

Louisiana pigtoe, Texas heelsplitter, white-faced ibis, and wood stork (state-listed as 

threatened).  The report also determined the species impact level to be “may impact” for all 

but one of these species.4  Construction of Segment C would cause considerably greater 

harm to these habitats than Segment D. 

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department 

The Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) strongly opposes both Segments C and D.  It 

raises concerns regarding immediate damage to the East Fork Trinity River ecosystem and the 

additional damage that will result from incurred development along the proposed segments.  

However, it concedes that if one of the segments must be utilized for the project, “which TPWD 

advises against, then Segment D is preferable to Segment C.”5 

TxDOT’s analysis of the effects on environmental resources indicates that Segment D has a 

reduced potential for induced growth compared to Segment C due to land development 

restrictions posed by the presence of the East Fork Trinity River 100-year floodplain.6  The 

restrictions would ensure that additional damage to the environment from potential incurred 

development is limited. 

The Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) from TPWD was used by TxDOT to identify the 

vegetation communities affected by each proposed segment.  The EMST categories and 

acres affected for both Segments C and D are presented in the table below.  Segment C 

destroys 29.79 more acres of forests and woodlands and 50.99 more acres of grassland and 

prairie than Segment D. 

                                                 
4 A determination for the eastern black rail has not been made because an occupancy survey for the 

species has not been conducted. 
5 TxDOT US 380 Coit Rd to FM 1827 DEIS, Appendix E: Agency Coordination. 
6 TxDOT US 380 Coit Rd to FM 1827 DEIS, 3.16.2 Direct and Indirect Effects on Each Resource. 
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Vegetation Communities by Segment7 

 Segment D Segment C 

Vegetation Communities 
Acres 

Affected 

Acres 

Affected 

 Forests/Woodlands 41.81 71.60 

 Edwards Plateau: Live Oak Motte and Woodland 0.00 0.00 

 Edwards Plateau: Deciduous Oak - Evergreen Motte and Woodland 0.00 0.00 

 Edwards Plateau: Oak - Hardwood Motte and Woodland 0.00 0.00 

 Central Texas: Floodplain Live Oak Forest 0.00 0.00 

 Central Texas: Floodplain Hardwood - Evergreen Forest 1.34 0.00 

 Central Texas: Floodplain Hardwood Forest 35.81 30.85 

 Central Texas: Riparian Live Oak Forest 0.00 0.00 

 Central Texas: Riparian Hardwood Forest 0.94 3.40 

 Central Texas: Riparian Evergreen Shrubland 0.48 0.00 

 Edwards Plateau: Oak - Hardwood Slope Forest 0.00 0.00 

 Native Invasive: Deciduous Woodland 3.24 37.35 

 Grassland/Prairie 36.25 87.24 

 Edwards Plateau: Savanna Grassland 0.00 0.00 

 Central Texas: Floodplain Herbaceous Vegetation 16.22 2.20 

 Central Texas: Riparian Herbaceous Vegetation 0.09 1.70 

 Blackland Prairie: Disturbance or Tame Grassland 19.94 83.34 

 Other   

 Barren 0.00 0.00 

 Swamp 0.00 0.00 

 Row Crops 143.21 25.23 

 Urban High Intensity 34.02 18.65 

 Urban Low Intensity 30.05 52.11 

 Open Water 1.24 1.37 

Total ROW 286.58 256.21 

                                                 
7 TxDOT US 380 Coit Rd to FM 1827 DEIS, Appendix O: Biological Resources. 
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Simmons Dairy Farm 

Several of the properties located along CR 338 were the site of the Simmons Dairy Farm in 

Collin County.  The dairy farm was operational in the 1930s and used a few farm buildings that 

have been preserved and are still standing today.  The historical farm buildings include a 

calving barn, a small milking barn and corral, a large milking barn, a hay storage barn, and a 

milk cooling shed.  An 80-foot deep well that was hand dug and brick lined was used to supply 

water to the farm as needed.  Segment C would run through the middle of the historical farm, 

splitting it into pieces, irreversibly harming it.  The calving barn is marked on the schematic 

designs for Segment C as a “shed” and would be wiped out by the construction of the 

segment.  Many of the historical structures marked as “barn[s]” on the schematic designs 

would be destroyed. 

 
Simmons Dairy Calving Barn. 

Woodlawn Cemetery 

Located to the east of CR 338 is Woodlawn Cemetery, recognized by the Texas Historical 

Commission with an Official Texas Historical Marker (OTHM).  The cemetery is situated along 

the historic Lower Bonham Rd at the site of the church and school of the small historic 

community of Rock Rest.  The community was a stop on the Clarksville stagecoach route that 

ran between McKinney and Bonham.  The cemetery was first used in the 1870s and is the 

burial place for many Collin County pioneers, containing over 200 graves.  The majority of the 

graves are from the late 1800s and early 1900s.  The creek that flows by the cemetery and 

trees throughout it contribute to the cemetery’s unique aesthetic.  Segment C would run 

slightly southwest of the cemetery and would harm the site’s integrity and its seclusion from 

modern civilization, damaging the atmosphere of the historic community. 

       
Graves in Woodlawn Cemetery are located throughout the trees and around the creek that flows by. 

Segment C would disrupt or destroy the unique ecosystem that is rapidly declining in Collin 

County.  It runs through the heavily-forested wetlands, crossing a large pond.  Segment D 

minimizes damage to the critical, forested wetland ecosystem and avoids areas of historical 

significance, preserving the unique features of the landscape and environment for future 

generations. 
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Segment Displacement Data 

Errors and Inconsistencies in Presented Data 

The calculations of residential and business displacements for Segments C and D presented in 

Figure 2. Comparison of Potential Displacements per Segment8 do not accurately reflect the 

number of residences or businesses that would be displaced by the segments.  The lists of 

displaced residences and businesses detailed in the pages that follow of the Community 

Impacts Assessment Technical Report, 9 do not add up to the totals provided in the figure.  The 

segment displacement totals are used to produce the total potential displacements for each 

build alternative,10 resulting in inaccurate displacement totals. 

Calculation errors are also present in the detailed lists of displacements and appear to arise 

out of inconsistencies in the data collection and analysis methods used to determine 

displacements.  For example, some structures whose properties were encroached on by the 

segment were labeled “Direct Building Displacement” or “Induced Building Displacement.”  

However, other structures with the same characteristics and whose properties were also 

encroached on by the segment were not labeled or included in the displacement totals, 

despite being located physically closer to the segment. 

Furthermore, the displacements identified for Segment D include displacements from the FM 

1827 to CR 560 Project whereas Segment C does not include those displacements (see the far 

east side of the design schematics for Segments C and D).  These inconsistencies in data 

collection and classification result in statistics that cannot be relied upon to accurately 

compare, contrast, and analyze the segments’ impacts. 

Collecting Accurate Displacement Data 

To determine accurate displacement counts, uniform classification rules were defined and 

applied to the entire length of each segment under scrutiny and the adjacent properties, 

residences, and businesses.  The classifications and their definitions are outlined below: 

 Direct Building Displacement: 

The right-of-way of the segment intersects with the structure or comes within 10 feet of 

the structure, unless the right-of-way boundary for the segment parallels an existing 

roadway right-of-way boundary. 

 Induced Building Displacement: 

The structure is located on the same property as a Direct Building Displacement 

structure and whose function is directly related to that of the Direct Building 

Displacement structure.  (For example, a barn or additional home for a displaced 

residence, or another building used in conjunction with a displaced business building). 

 Logical Building Displacement: 

The right-of-way of the segment intersects with the property on which the structure 

resides, or the presence of the segment causes substantial harm to the property or 

significantly alters its appearance or interferes with its ability to perform its present 

function. 

                                                 
8 TxDOT US 380 Coit Rd to FM 1827 DEIS, Appendix K: Community Impacts, Figure 2. Comparison of 

Potential Displacements per Segment. 
9 TxDOT US 380 Coit Rd to FM 1827 DEIS, Appendix K: Community Impacts, Community Impacts 

Assessment Technical Report. 
10 TxDOT US 380 Coit Rd to FM 1827 DEIS, Appendix K: Community Impacts, Figure 3. Comparison of 

Potential Displacements per Build Alternative. 
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The collected displacement data was arranged to separate unique displacements for each 

segment from displacements shared with both segments.  The following sections include the 

displacement totals as well as detailed lists of residences, businesses, and community 

resources that would be affected as depicted on the schematic designs for Segments C and 

D. 

Displacement Data Synopsis by Segment 

 Segment D Segment C Shared 

Displacements 

 Residences 

 Direct 2 9 2 

 Direct or Induced 6 20 2 

 Logical 6 30 6 

 Businesses 

 Direct 4 5 12 

 Direct or Induced 4 6 13 

 Logical 4 16 13 

 Community Resources 

 Direct 0 2 0 

 Direct or Induced 0 2 0 

 Logical 0 7 0 

Building/Structure Displacements 

 Residential 

  Buildings 

  Direct 2 9 2 

  Direct or Induced 6 20 2 

  Logical 6 30 6 

  Ancillary Structures (Sheds/Barns/etc.) 

  Direct 11 25 8 

  Direct or Induced 12 36 8 

  Logical 12 50 12 

 Business 

  Buildings 

  Direct 5 7 18 

  Direct or Induced 5 8 21 

  Logical 5 20 21 

  Ancillary Structures (Sheds/Storage/etc.) 

  Direct 7 3 7 

  Direct or Induced 9 10 9 

  Logical 9 26 9 
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Detailed Displacement Data by Segment11 

Displacements Unique to Segment D12 

  Displaced Number of Buildings 

Displaced Number of 

Ancillary Structures 

Parcel No. Owner Name/Property Address Direct 

Direct or 

Induced Logical Direct 

Direct or 

Induced Logical 

13246, 

461547, 

520519, 

520877 

LACORE AGRICULTURE LLC • SH 5 

1053031, 

1053059 

SLOAN CREEK LTD & PLF LTD • CR 274 

1053077, 

1052407, 

1060513 

LACORE AGRICULTURE LLC • CR 274 / CR 331 

1053086, 

1053095 

SCHAEFFER GEORGE M REVOCABLE TRUST • CR 274 

2765554, 

1060434, 

2765555 

ALLEN COMMERCE CENTER LP • CR 274 / CR 331 

1751633 ESCAMILLA PATRICIA ANNETTE & • 3001 WOODLAWN RD 

  Residence/Farm & Ranch 0 1 1 0 0 0 

2638438 CARAWAY STEVE & • 2908 WOODLAWN RD 

  Residence/Farm & Ranch 2 2 2 2 2 2 

2638444, 

2614776 

CARAWAY STEVE L • 2906 WOODLAWN RD 

  Business: Caraway Concrete 

Construction 

1 1 1 4 5 5 

  Business: Misfits of Christ Garage 1 1 1 0 0 0 

  Business: Oak Farms Transportation 

Parking Lot 

1 1 1 0 0 0 

2590594 MUELLER JENS • 2906 WOODLAWN RD 

  Business: Caraway Concrete 

Construction 

1 1 1 1 2 2 

1060746 CARAWAY MEAGHAN K & STEVE L • 2904 WOODLAWN RD 

  Residence/Farm & Ranch 0 1 1 1 1 1 

1060755, 

2756819 

MUELLER JENS • 2902 WOODLAWN RD 

  Residence/Farm & Ranch 0 1 1 5 6 6 

2666387 MONTES ALEJANDRA • 2900 WOODLAWN RD 

  Residence/Farm & Ranch 0 1 1 3 3 3 

2805326 SYMPHONY NORTHCREEK LLC • WOODLAWN RD 

2802080 BLACKWELL QUENTIN R & • WOODLAWN RD 

1064403 WOODLAWN380 HOLDING LLC • WOODLAWN RD 

2056451, 

2120791 

COLLINS BRYAN • 807 E UNIVERSITY DR 

1967206 CANO ROSALVA & • 1005 E UNIVERSITY DR 

  Business: Welders of Art 1 1 1 2 2 2 

1064537, 

2559838, 

1169434 

OWEN MIKE A/K/A EDDY MIKE OWEN & • E UNIVERSITY DR 

2120540 COLLIN COUNTY • 2163 E DAVE BROWN RD 

 

                                                 
11 “-” (dash) indicates affected structures are enumerated in the building and structure totals for other 

property uses. 
12 “+” (plus) following a displacement value indicates additional displacements are enumerated in the 

shared displacements table. 
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Displacements Unique to Segment C13 

  Displaced Number of Buildings 

Displaced Number of  

Ancillary Structures 

Parcel No. Owner Name/Property Address Direct 

Direct or 

Induced Logical Direct 

Direct or 

Induced Logical 

13246, 

461547, 

520519, 

520877 

LACORE AGRICULTURE LLC • SH 5 

1890234, 

2776536, 

2078422, 

1052292, 

1890225 

WILLIAMS STEVEN M KAREN K • 2665 CR 338 

  Residence/Farm & Ranch 0 0 1 0 0 1 

1052327, 

1905004, 

1905013, 

520476, 

520500 

EUBANK RICHARD H & SHERRI L • 2371 CR 338 

  Residence/Farm & Ranch 0 1 1 2 4 4 

2817174, 

1990246, 

2120762 

O'NEAL MARGARET RODDEY • 2235 CR 338 

  Residence/Farm & Ranch 1 2 2 2 4 4 

  Business: O'Neal Cattle Ranch 0 3 3 0 0 0 

  Community Resource: Blacksmith 

Shop & Campground 

1 2 2 0 0 0 

1225203, 

2120763 

BORCHARD JOE & MARY • 2161 BORCHARD TRL 

  Business: Borchard Honey Bee Farm 0 0 1 0 0 0 

  Community Resource: Beekeeping 

Student Scholarship Site 

- - - - - - 

2768330, 

2768334, 

2599741 

SWIM MICHAEL & LORI & • 2172 CR 338 

  Residence/Farm & Ranch 1 2 2 0 0 0 

  Community Resource: Horse 

Rescue 

1 3 3 0 0 0 

2120761 2118 CR 338 LLC • 2118 CR 338 

  Residence/Farm & Ranch 0 2 2 1 1 1 

1514837 GIBSON GARY MAX • 1984 CR 338 

  Residence/Farm & Ranch 0 0 1 0 0 2 

  Community Resource: Llama 

Rescue 

- - - - - - 

2509282, 

2703706, 

2509283 

TEAGUE CHAD M & AMY M • 1789 CR 338 

  Residence/Farm & Ranch 0 0 1 0 0 0 

  Business: La Cour Venue 0 0 4 0 0 0 

2120759, 

1168346 

MILES SUSAN L • 3983 CR 331 

  Business: Vacation Rental 0 0 1 0 0 2 

  Business: Miles Cattle Ranch 0 0 0 0 0 3 

1060586, 

1922138 

JBG LITTLE FARM LLC • FM 2933 / CR 331 / CR 335 

  Residence/Farm & Ranch 0 0 0 0 0 0 

2655659 THOMPSON J DAVID & KAREN K • 1974 BELLEMEADE LN 

  Residence/Farm & Ranch 0 0 1 0 0 1 

                                                 
13 “+” (plus) following a displacement value indicates additional displacements are enumerated in the 

shared displacements table. 
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  Displaced Number of Buildings 

Displaced Number of  

Ancillary Structures 

Parcel No. Owner Name/Property Address Direct 

Direct or 

Induced Logical Direct 

Direct or 

Induced Logical 

2664088 BELLEMEADE FARM LP • 1974 BELLEMEADE LN 

  Residence/Farm & Ranch 0 0 1 0 0 1 

  Business: Bellemeade Pecan Farm - - - - - - 

  Business: Bellemeade Honey Bee 

Farm 

- - - - - - 

  Community Resource: Shorthorn 

Show Cattle Ranch for 4-H and 

FFA Members 

- - - - - - 

  Community Resource: Horse 

Boarding and Injured Horse 

Recovery 

- - - - - - 

2664089, 

2696469, 

2108033 

LADD DEBRA • 2022 WAYSIDE TRL 

  Residence/Farm & Ranch 0 0 1 0 0 0 

  Business: Avalon Legacy Ranch 

(Event Venue) 

0 0 1 0 0 2 

2598512 SHAABANI JEFFREY • 2098 FM 2933 

  Residence/Farm & Ranch 0 0 1 0 0 2 

2671398 BLOCK DANIEL W & AMBER • 2548 FM 2933 

  Residence/Farm & Ranch 0 0 1 0 0 1 

  Business: Block Hay Farm/Honey 

Bee Farm 

0 0 0 0 0 1 

  Community Resource: Therapeutic 

Horsemanship for Kids at Risk 

- - - - - - 

2663886 PATEL BHARGAV & RACHANA • 2516 FM 2933 

  Residence/Farm & Ranch 0 0 1 0 0 3 

2635652 SANDERS GARY W & • 2500 FM 2933 

  Residence/Farm & Ranch 0 0 2 0 0 2 

1169194 JBG LITTLE FARM LLC • FM 2933 / CR 335 

2730791, 

2120529 

MCKINNEY HILL PARK LLC / LP • 2020 FM 2933 

  Residence/Farm & Ranch 0 0 0 1 1 1 

2698683 EQUINE TRANSITIONS LLC • 1815 FM 2933 

  Business: Tara Royal Equestrian 

Center 

0 0 3 0 0 4 

1169274, 

2029483 

SULLIVAN JIMMY & ANGELA • 1834 CR 329 

  Residence/Farm & Ranch 1 1 1 0 3 3 

  Business: Sullivan Carpentry 1 1 1 0 3 3 

1169265 MURLEY ADDIE JEAN • 1836 CR 329 

  Residence/Farm & Ranch 1 1 1 5 5 5 

1169336, 

1342951 

PAT VENTURES LLP • 1872 CR 329 / 1687 FM 2933 

  Residence/Farm & Ranch 1 1 1 2 2 2 

  Business: Wedding Pearls Venue 1 1 1 3 7 7 

1169309 PRINCE PEGGY • 2566 CR 332 

  Residence/Farm & Ranch 0 2 2 0 0 0 

1169345 WILSON AMBER • 2550 CR 332 

  Residence/Farm & Ranch 0 0 1 0 0 1 

1169372, 

2120552, 

1169390 

HASCAL RANDY J & LYNNE K • 1892 PEACOCK TRL 

  Residence/Farm & Ranch 1 1 1 3 3 3 

2734653 WHITE HORSE RANCH LLC • 2040 PEACOCK TRL 

  Residence/Farm & Ranch 1 2 2 0 1 2 

  Business: White Horse Ranch 0 0 2 0 0 4 

1169434 OWEN MIKE A/K/A EDDY MIKE OWEN & • E UNIVERSITY DR 

  Residence/Farm & Ranch 0 0 0 1 1 1 

1970352 RANDALL PAULA HERRON • 1185 W FM 1827 

  Residence/Farm & Ranch 0 0 1 0 0 3 
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  Displaced Number of Buildings 

Displaced Number of  

Ancillary Structures 

Parcel No. Owner Name/Property Address Direct 

Direct or 

Induced Logical Direct 

Direct or 

Induced Logical 

2120540 COLLIN COUNTY • 2163 E DAVE BROWN RD 

  Residence/Farm & Ranch 1 2 2 7 7 7 

2671373 DYNAMIX INVESTMENT LLC • 2421 E UNIVERSITY DR 

  Business: Arrete Auto Repair 1 1 1 0 0 0 

  Business: Supreme Shutters Co 1 1 1 0 0 0 

  Business: Dent Services LLC Auto 

Hail Repair 

1 1 1 0 0 0 

2711206 RODRIGUEZ ERNESTO F • 2441 CR 330 

  Residence/Farm & Ranch 1 1 1 0 0 0 

1169755 GONZALES TERRY GLENN • 2461 CR 330 

  Residence/Farm & Ranch 0 1 1 1 1 1 

1225169 COSTELLO LAWRENCE J & DALE • 2495 CR 330 

  Residence/Farm & Ranch 0 1 1 0 3 3 
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Displacements Shared with Both Segments14 

  Displaced Number of Buildings 

Displaced Number of  

Ancillary Structures 

Parcel No. Owner Name/Property Address Direct 

Direct or 

Induced Logical Direct 

Direct or 

Induced Logical 

1168177 CALDWELL D L • 2229 E UNIVERSITY DR 

  Residence/Farm & Ranch 1 1 1 4 4 4 

  Not a Business 0 0 0 0 0 0 

1169764 JOHNSON CURTIS L & DEBRA M • 2273 E UNIVERSITY DR 

  Residence/Farm & Ranch 1 1 1 4 4 4 

1168186, 

1591147 

MALDONADO MARTIN • 2321 E UNIVERSITY DR 

  Vacant Business 1 1 1 0 0 0 

2611834 MONARCH GROUP LLC • 2343 E UNIVERSITY DR 

  Business: Lone Star Wrecker 1 1 1 0 0 0 

2611835 RILEY DEBBIE TATE • 2353 E UNIVERSITY DR 

  Business: Safari Towing & Road 

Service 

2 2 2 0 0 0 

2671373 DYNAMIX INVESTMENT LLC • 2421 E UNIVERSITY DR 

  Business: PowerDynamix 1 1 1 0 0 0 

  Private: Leased Space 1 1 1 0 0 0 

  Private: Leased Space 1 1 1 0 0 0 

  Business: Vivid Auto Body Shop 1 1 1 0 0 0 

2614367, 

2614369, 

2614366, 

2614368 

TEXAS RND LLC / GAO XIAODONG & JIAQIAN DENG • 2431 E UNIVERSITY DR 

  Business: Texas Metal Company D:2 • C:3 3 3 0 0 0 

2638091 HERNANDEZ GONZALO & ANTONIA A • 2441 E UNIVERSITY DR 

  Business: Hernandez Auto Salvage 

& Auto Repair 

D:2 • C:3 3 3 0 0 0 

2711206 RODRIGUEZ ERNESTO F • 2441 CR 330 

  Residence/Farm & Ranch D:0 • C:0+ D:0 • C:0+ D:1 • C:0+ 0 0 0 

1169755 GONZALES TERRY GLENN • 2461 CR 330 

  Residence/Farm & Ranch 0 D:0 • C:0+ D:1 • C:0+ D:0 • C:0+ D:0 • C:0+ D:1 • C:0+ 

1225169 COSTELLO LAWRENCE J & DALE • 2495 CR 330 

  Residence/Farm & Ranch 0 D:0 • C:0+ D:1 • C:0+ 0 D:0 • C:0+ D:3 • C:0+ 

1168284 RODRIGUEZ ERNESTO F • 2480 CR 330 

  Business: FnG Commissary Kitchens 

& Food 

1 1 1 2 2 2 

2848604 2530 DFW UNIVERSITY LLC • 2530-2535 E UNIVERSITY DR 

  Business: Progressive Water 

Treatment 

4 4 4 3 3 3 

1169951 COLLINS PROPERTY CO THE • 2659 E UNIVERSITY DR 

  Business: AmeriGas Propane 0 0 0 1 1 1 

1170155 AZAMI MOHAMMAD S & • 2675 E UNIVERSITY DR 

  Business: Parkway Auto Sales 1 1 1 0 0 0 

  Business: Ultimate Dent Repair 1 1 1 0 1 1 

2658759 RODRIGUEZ MAURO G • 2735 E UNIVERSITY DR 

  Business: Collin County Truck Parts 

& Drive Shaft Service 

2 2 2 1 2 2 

2658758 WRIGHT FREDDIE • 2775 E UNIVERSITY DR 

  Business: Nanos Tire Shop 0 1 1 0 0 0 

1170164, 

1170002 

RAFAELOV MOSHE • 2805 E UNIVERSITY DR 

  Residence/Farm & Ranch 0 0 1 0 0 0 

  Business: Chokle Consignment 

Auto Sales 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Business: C&E Auto Sales 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 

                                                 
14 “+” (plus) following a displacement value indicates additional displacements are enumerated in the 

unique displacements tables for the segments. 
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Segment Design and Engineering Considerations 

As is evidenced from the elevation profiles included on the schematic designs for Segments C 

and D, the topography along the route of Segment C is uneven and is composed of several 

significant hills and valleys.  Despite attempts to smooth out the landscape in the design, the 

resulting profile of the road surface has repetitive inclines and declines along its length.  In 

comparison, the topography along Segment D is flat, and the resulting profile is more level. 

Both Segments C and D parallel an existing roadway for a portion of their length in an 

apparent attempt to reuse existing right-of-way and reduce the impact on property owners.  

Despite this consideration, the majority of Segment C runs through and between residences 

and businesses, disturbing several properties and resulting in a large number of displacements, 

as detailed in the previous section.  In contrast, Segment D runs across the edge of floodplain 

and farmland that lack residences and businesses for nearly its entire length.  Additionally, if 

Segment D is shifted eastward or westward of the residences and businesses located by the 

one-lane bridge on CR 331, the unique displacements for the segment would be reduced to 

zero. 

The schematic designs indicate Segment D, as currently planned, would use additional bridge 

length with a higher estimated construction cost than Segment C.  Given that Segment D runs 

along the edge of the floodplain for the majority of its length and given that existing US 380 

crosses the floodplain between Airport Dr and FM 1827 via a combination of embankments 

and bridges, it may be more cost effective to implement a similar design for Segment D.  By 

replacing some or most of the bridge length with embankments, the construction cost of 

Segment D would be reduced.  Additionally, TxDOT states in the Draft EIS that the use of 

embankments versus bridges will be evaluated in consideration of reducing project costs while 

minimizing impacts to the floodplain.15 

 
US 380 embankment across the floodplain between Airport Dr and FM 1827 as viewed 

looking east from the East Fork Trinity River bridge during a flood in October 2018. 

The EIS also evaluates the project if the Spur 399 Extension project is constructed.  However, 

data and analysis is provided for only the connection of Segment D to the Spur 399 Purple 

Alignment and Segment C to the Spur 399 Orange Alignment.  No data or analysis is provided 

for the connection of Segment D to the Spur 399 Orange Alignment.  Since Segment D runs 

past FM 1827 at its eastern terminus, and the Spur 399 Orange Alignment ends near FM 1827, 

the connection of these segments should be explored. 

Compared to the other alternatives, Segment D stands out as the superior route for the 

community when considering its minimized impact to critical forested areas and wetland 

ecosystems, its preservation of valued historical assets, its better fulfillment of the need for the 

project by carrying more traffic while offering shorter travel times and faster travel speeds, and 

its impact to considerably fewer people, residences, businesses, and community resources 

than other alternatives. 

                                                 
15 TxDOT US 380 Coit Rd to FM 1827 DEIS, 3.10.7 Floodplains. 
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Petition Response Summary 

 Responses 

People 

Represented 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives:   

Focus Area 3 – SH 5 to FM 1827:   

– Segment D (Purple/Gold Build Alternatives) 91 [100.00%] 387 [100.00%] 

– Segment C (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 0 [0.00%] 0 [0.00%] 

2. Why do you support Segment D?   

– Segment D is the best option for the community for the 

following reasons: 

– It affects substantially fewer people, residences, 

and businesses than other alternatives. 

– It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, 

and other environmental and ecological assets. 

– It avoids community resources and areas of 

historical significance valued by the community. 

– It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying 

more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than 

other alternatives. 

91 [100.00%] 

I Agree 

387 [0.00%] 

I Agree 

 0 [0.00%] 

I Disagree 

0 [0.00%] 

I Disagree 

 

 

Represented by Petition 

 Total 

Respondents 91 

– People 387 

– Structures 246 

– Businesses 13 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 

 

Petition Individual Responses 
 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Cesar Blanco 
 
Address: 1134 W FM-1827 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 4 # of Structures on Property: 1 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Steve Donnell 
 
Address: 1162 W FM-1827 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 1 # of Structures on Property: 1 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

   

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Rachel Oppenheimer 
 
Address: 1172 W FM-1827 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 2 # of Structures on Property: 3 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Richard K. Randall 
 
Address: 1185 W FM-1827 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 2 # of Structures on Property: 4 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

   

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Martin Vasquez 
 
Address: 1190 W FM-1827 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 5 # of Structures on Property: 3 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Tarik Algam 
 
Address: 100 Fisher Rd Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 1 # of Structures on Property: 2 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

 

  

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Carlos Gaytan 
 
Address: 120 Fisher Rd Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 5 # of Structures on Property: 2 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Andy Fisher 
 
Address: 140 Fisher Rd Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 7 # of Structures on Property: 6 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

   

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Brandi Carroll 
 
Address: 150 Fisher Rd Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 2 # of Structures on Property: 2 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Johnnie Fisher 
 
Address: 160 Fisher Rd Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 3 # of Structures on Property: 6 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

 
  

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Nick Rodriguez 
 
Address: 680 W FM-1827 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 3 # of Structures on Property: 1 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Danny C. Nickason 
 
Address: 671 W FM-1827 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 2 # of Structures on Property: 2 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

   

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Business Name/Property Owner: Rally Motorcycle Service 
 
Address: 671 W FM-1827 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People using Property: 4 # of Structures on Property: 1 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Kevin Garcia 
 
Address: 670 W FM-1827 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 2 # of Structures on Property: 2 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

   

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Business Name/Property Owner: Iglesia Cristo La Unica Esperanza 
 
Address: 651 W FM-1827 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People using Property: 30 # of Structures on Property: 1 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Angelina Lozano 
 
Address: 650 W FM-1827 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 4 # of Structures on Property: 3 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

   

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Katlin Howard 
 
Address: 640 W FM-1827 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 4 # of Structures on Property: 4 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Jim Taliaferro 
 
Address: 610 W FM-1827 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 2 # of Structures on Property: 3 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

 
  

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Bruce Dicus 
 
Address: 90 Oak Creek Dr Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 2 # of Structures on Property: 1 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Barbara Petty 
 
Address: 561 W FM-1827 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 7 # of Structures on Property: 4 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

   

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Terry/Kimberlee Keel 
 
Address: 560 W FM-1827 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 6 # of Structures on Property: 3 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Jody Sullivan 
 
Address: 541 W FM-1827 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 2 # of Structures on Property: 1 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

 
  

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Jody Sullivan 
 
Address: 521 W FM-1827 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 3 # of Structures on Property: 1 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Business Name/Property Owner: Fond Memories 
 
Address: 511 W FM-1827 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People using Property: 12 # of Structures on Property: 2 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

   

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Johnny Petway 
 
Address: 501 W FM-1827 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 2 # of Structures on Property: 3 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Patrice Wheeler 
 
Address: 300 High Ridge Dr Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 2 # of Structures on Property: 2 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

   

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Patrice Wheeler 
 
Address: 330 Wood Ridge Dr Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 2 # of Structures on Property: 3 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Patrice Wheeler 
 
Address: 425 Wood Ridge Dr Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 2 # of Structures on Property: 4 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

   

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Business Name/Property Owner: JV and Son's Upholstery 
 
Address: 400 FM-2933 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People using Property: 3 # of Structures on Property: 1 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Joyce Castle 
 
Address: 521 FM-2933 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 1 # of Structures on Property: 2 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

   

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Rowdy Starnes 
 
Address: 641 FM-2933 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 2 # of Structures on Property: 1 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Business Name/Property Owner: McKinney Trucking 
 
Address: 641 FM-2933 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People using Property: 12 # of Structures on Property: 2 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

   

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Alicia Bimson 
 
Address: 701 FM-2933 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 2 # of Structures on Property: 4 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Brandon/Cindy Webster 
 
Address: 741 FM-2933 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 4 # of Structures on Property: 3 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

   

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Erich Uecker 
 
Address: 1643 FM-2933 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 2 # of Structures on Property: 3 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Patsy Cave 
 
Address: 1675 FM-2933 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 1 # of Structures on Property: 5 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

   

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): TR Kno 
 
Address: 1872 CR-329 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 6 # of Structures on Property: 3 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Jennifer Murley 
 
Address: 1836 CR-329 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 5 # of Structures on Property: 2 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

 

  

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Jimmy Sullivan 
 
Address: 1834 CR-329 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 4 # of Structures on Property: 7 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

 
  

 



 

   Page 23 of 48 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Mark/Wendi Farqhar 
 
Address: 2092 Peacock Trl Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 4 # of Structures on Property: 1 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

   

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Business Name/Property Owner: White Horse Ranch, LLC 
 
Address: 2040 Peacock Trl Zip: 75071 
 
# of People using Property: 15 # of Structures on Property: 4 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Crystal Miller 
 
Address: 2040 Peacock Trl Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 1 # of Structures on Property: 3 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

   

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Cameron Hascal 
 
Address: 1892 Peacock Trl Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 3 # of Structures on Property: 5 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Salvador/Julia Sifuentes 
 
Address: 2501 CR-332 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 7 # of Structures on Property: 4 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

   

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): David Deeds 
 
Address: 2509 CR-332 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 1 # of Structures on Property: 2 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Business Name/Property Owner: Mike Owen Materials, LLC 
 
Address: 2509 CR-332 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People using Property: 12 # of Structures on Property: 1 Warehouse                              

20 Farm Equipment 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

   

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Richard/Pamela Weibley 
 
Address: 2514 CR-332 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 4 # of Structures on Property: 2 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Jessica Garcia 
 
Address: 2543 CR-332 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 4 # of Structures on Property: 1 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

   

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Amber Yoos 
 
Address: 2550 CR-332 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 3 # of Structures on Property: 1 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Grady Prince 
 
Address: 2563 CR-332 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 2 # of Structures on Property: 3 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

   

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Peggy Prince 
 
Address: 2566 CR-332 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 2 # of Structures on Property: 2 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Michael J McBroom 
 
Address: 2571 CR-332 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 2 # of Structures on Property: 3 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

   

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Heidi Pastore-Carter 
 
Address: 2663 CR-332 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 6 # of Structures on Property: 3 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Robert Purser 
 
Address: 1789 FM-2933 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 2 # of Structures on Property: 3 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

   

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Business Name/Property Owner: Tara Royal Equestrian 
 
Address: 1815 FM-2933 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People using Property: 40 # of Structures on Property: 3 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Rebecca Esterwood/Gary Sanders 
 
Address: 2500 FM-2933 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 2 # of Structures on Property: 3 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

 
  

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Bhargav/Rachana Patel 
 
Address: 2516 FM-2933 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 4 # of Structures on Property: 1 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Ella/Dan/Amber Block 
 
Address: 2548 FM-2933 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 7 # of Structures on Property: 2 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

   

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Warren Nelson 
 
Address: 2098 FM-2933 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 2 # of Structures on Property: 2 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Debi Ladd/Faye Stevens 
 
Address: 2022 Wayside Trl Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 2 # of Structures on Property: 3 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

 

  

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Business Name/Property Owner: Avalon Legacy Ranch 
 
Address: 2022 Wayside Trl Zip: 75071 
 
# of People using Property: 1000s # of Structures on Property: 3 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): J David/Karen Thompson 
 
Address: 1974 Bellemeade Ln Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 2 # of Structures on Property: 4 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

 

  

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Kenneth W. Browder 
 
Address: 3187 FM-2933 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 3 # of Structures on Property: 5 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Susie Miles 
 
Address: 3983 CR-331 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 2 # of Structures on Property: 4 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

   

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Amy/Chad Teague 
 
Address: 1789 CR-338 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 3 # of Structures on Property: 1 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Business Name/Property Owner: La Cour Venue 
 
Address: 1789 CR-338 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People using Property: 1000s # of Structures on Property: 4 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

   

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): April/Gary Gibson 
 
Address: 1984 CR-338 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 2 # of Structures on Property: 4 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): David Bruce 
 
Address: 2118 CR-338 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 3 # of Structures on Property: 2 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

 

  

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Patrick/Jenny O'Neal 
 
Address: 2149 CR-338 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 5 # of Structures on Property: 4 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Business Name/Property Owner: Equine Rescue 
 
Address: 2150 CR-338 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People using Property: 2 People                                

13 Animals 

# of Structures on Property: 1 

 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

 

  

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Lori Swim 
 
Address: 2172 CR-338 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 2 # of Structures on Property: 2 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Gordon/Margaret O'Neal 
 
Address: 2235 CR-338 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 2 # of Structures on Property: 5 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

 

  

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Mike/Lori Swim 
 
Address: 2280 CR-338 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 2 # of Structures on Property: 2 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Rick/Sherri Eubank 
 
Address: 2371 CR-338 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 5 # of Structures on Property: 9 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

 

  

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Joseph/Mary Borchard 
 
Address: 2161 Borchard Trl Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 3 # of Structures on Property: 5 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Steve Williams 
 
Address: 2665 CR-338 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 5 # of Structures on Property: 2 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

   

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Jennifer Aycock 
 
Address: 2752 CR-338 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 2 # of Structures on Property: 3 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Karen Whittington/Allison Baggarly 
 
Address: 1609 Allison Ln Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 2 # of Structures on Property: 1 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

   

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Bob Qualls/Debbie Bradshaw 
 
Address: 1610 Allison Ln Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 2 # of Structures on Property: 3 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Bonnie Rubarts 
 
Address: 2855 CR-338 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 3 # of Structures on Property: 2 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

 

 

 /s/Bonnie Rubarts  

 
  

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): James W Bodiford 
 
Address: 2922 CR-338 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 3 # of Structures on Property: 1 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Business Name/Property Owner: Dent Doctor 
 
Address: 2922 CR-338 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People using Property: 3 # of Structures on Property: 2 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

   

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Scott Benson 
 
Address: 1700 RoseMary Barn Ln Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 12 # of Structures on Property: 1 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Business Name/Property Owner: The RoseMary Barn 
 
Address: 1700 RoseMary Barn Ln Zip: 75071 
 
# of People using Property: 1000s # of Structures on Property: 3 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

 

  

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Terry/Lori Crowder 
 
Address: 2954 CR-338 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 2 # of Structures on Property: 5 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Margaret & Rebecca Nemeth 
 
Address: 2962 CR-338 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 2 # of Structures on Property: 1 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

 
  

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Don/Lona Harris 
 
Address: 2970 CR-338 Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 2 # of Structures on Property: 3 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Beverly Beauchamp 
 
Address: 1600 Bandy Dr Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 7 # of Structures on Property: 2 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

 
  

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Lynda Thomas 
 
Address: 1750 Sunset Trl Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 4 # of Structures on Property: 1 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 
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Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Eugene/Kristen/Caryss/Aaron/Bethany/Haley/Stephen 

Haegenauer 
 
Address: 1794 Sunset Trl Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 10 # of Structures on Property: 3 
 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

 

  

 

 

Petition from Residents and Businesses in Opposition of Segment C – TxDOT US 380 EIS: Focus Area 3 
 
Property Owner(s)/Resident(s): Peter Linke 
 
Address: 1990 Sunset Trl Zip: 75071 
 
# of People on Property: 2 People                                

6 Animals 

# of Structures on Property: 2 

 

1. Preferred Bypass Segments/Build Alternatives: 

Focus Area 3: SH 5 to FM 1827  

[  ] Segment D [     ] Segment C 

(Purple/Gold Build Alternatives)  (Blue/Brown Build Alternatives) 
 

2. Why do you support Segment D? 

[  ] I Agree: Segment D is the best option for the community for the following reasons: 

 It affects substantially fewer people, residences, and businesses than other alternatives. 

 It protects the critical wetland ecosystems, forests, and other environmental and ecological assets. 

 It avoids community resources and areas of historical significance valued by the community. 

 It better fulfills the need for the project by carrying more average daily traffic, offering shorter travel 

times, and providing faster travel speeds than other alternatives. 
  

Signature: 

 

  

  
 



From: Ceason Clemens  

Sent: Thursday, April 13, 2023 9:12 PM 

To: George Fuller ; JD 

Cc: John Hudspeth <John.Hudspeth@txdot.gov>; Travis Campbell <James.Campbell@txdot.gov>; 

Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>; Grace Lo <Grace.Lo@txdot.gov>; Ashton Strong 

<Ashton.Strong@txdot.gov> 

Subject: RE: US 380 Coit Rd to FM 1827 Draft EIS 

 

Mayor Fuller-  JD’s report will be part of the public record.   Once the public comment period closes on 

April 15th and after we have had time to review his report, we will meet with JD to go through his 

analysis. 

 



JD- we will reach out in the next couple of weeks to schedule a meeting to go through your report. 

 

Thanks, 

Ceason 

 

From: George Fuller  

Sent: Thursday, April 13, 2023 3:04 PM 

To: JD ; Ceason Clemens <Ceason.Clemens@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Re: US 380 Coit Rd to FM 1827 Draft EIS 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Ceason, I was able to go through much of this with JD, and there is a lot of concerning information. I 

would like to request that this is made part of public record, and if you or somebody from TXDOT could 

meet with JD to go through his analysis, it would be very much appreciated. He has put a tremendous 

amount of work into this, and, as I stated, there is some concerning information that we need to find 

resolution on it.  

 

Sincerely, George Fuller 

 

Get Outlook for iOS 

 
From: JD

Sent: Thursday, April 13, 2023 1:05:40 PM 

To: Ceason Clemens <ceason.clemens@txdot.gov>; George Fuller 

Subject: Re: US 380 Coit Rd to FM 1827 Draft EIS  

  

***CITY OF MCKINNEY SECURITY NOTICE*** 

THIS IS AN EXTERNAL EMAIL: Do not click links or open attachments from unknown sender and be sure 

the content is safe. 

 

 

Good afternoon, Ms. Clemens and Mayor Fuller, 

 

Can you please review the attached report discussing the US 380 Coit Rd to FM 1827 Draft EIS? 

 

Ms. Clemens, can TxDOT please respond to each issue identified within? 

 

Thank you, 

JD 

The material in this e-mail is intended only for the use of the individual to whom it is addressed and may 

contain information that is confidential, privileged, and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If 

you are not the intended recipient, be advised that the unauthorized review, use, disclosure, 

duplication, distribution, or the taking of any action in reliance on this information is strictly prohibited. 

If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender by return email and destroy all 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Faka.ms%2Fo0ukef&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C28ea71cd4a684b97e17708db4b60d8fd%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638186651563636167%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=pX4tY2hMS5a%2FhcU%2BjJ0dRgS8mO8i9kPD2m%2BIr6uiGoU%3D&reserved=0


electronic and paper copies of the original message and any attachments immediately. Please note that 

neither City of McKinney nor the sender accepts any responsibility for viruses and it is your responsibility 

to scan attachments (if any). Thank You.  

  

 

 



From: JD

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 5:35 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US 380 Coit Rd to FM 1827 DEIS 

A�achments: Submission-1_Comm-Impacts-Analysis_Seg-C-D.pdf; Submission-2_US380-

SegC-Pe44on.pdf 

 

This email originated from outside of the organiza4on. Do not click links or open a7achments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Good a:ernoon, Mr. Endres: 

 

As discussed during our mee4ng, I have a7ached the PDF copies of the two document submissions I 

provided to you. 

 

Please replace the paper copies that were submi7ed with the a7ached PDF copies. 

The a7ached copies include typo correc4ons and updates to the data based on the public hearing 

materials that were released a:er our mee4ng. 

 

Thank you, 

JD 



From: Jean Donley  

Sent: Friday, March 10, 2023 12:19 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Cc: Jean/Bob Donley 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPad 



From: Jean Possehl  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 11:43 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Stephen, 

 

I am a resident of Stonebridge Ranch and because of that reason, I support segment B.  I strongly 

oppose Segment A. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Jean Possehl 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Jeanette Lackey  

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 12:37 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Good morning, 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX, I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Respectfully, 

Jeanette Lackey 



From: Robert Pine  

Sent: Tuesday, April 4, 2023 10:43 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 Bypass in Collin County 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

I am a resident of Collin County and am writing regarding the proposed bypass of 
Highway 380 in the northern part of the county.  My understanding was that the A-E-D 
alignment was recommended following the feasibility study.  However, at the last 
meeting regarding this matter A-E-C alignment was proposed as the preferred 
alternative.  I would like to express my opposition to this proposal. 
 
Earlier in the process when other segments were studied, emphasis was given on 
impacting fewer homes, utilizing more of the existing US 380, and public concern.  If this 
same criteria was applied to the segment in question, segment D would be the 
appropriate choice.  Segment C disrupts and destroys communities along County 
Road 338 and FM 2933  We have friends whose property would be disrupted by the 
proposed highway and their small business destroyed.  Several of their neighbors would 
completely lose their property.  At stake also is the peaceful country life which led them 
to this location many years ago and the loss of neighbors who are friends.  If the 
alternative Segment D were chosen, only one community along Woodlawn Road would 
be affected.  The number of homes is significantly fewer and Segment D does not put 
neighbors on opposite sides of the freeway. 
 
I request that the initial A-E-D alignment recommended in the feasibility study be 
implemented. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Jeanette Pine 



From: Jeannette Maher  

Sent: Sunday, March 26, 2023 4:21 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Jeannette Maher 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: J.Holehan  

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 8:18 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Thank you! 

 

Jeannie Holm 

REALTOR®, Fathom Realty 

214-733-1887 

 

I’m always happy and available to answer any and all of your real estate questions.  And, I’d be honored 

to be chosen to help you achieve your real estate goals!   

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

Texas law requires all real estate license holders give the following information about brokerage services 

to prospective buyers, tenants, sellers and landlords: 

The linked image cannot be displayed.  The file may have been moved, renamed, or deleted. Verify that the link points to the correct file and location.



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 10:06 AM 

To: Jeff Cotten  

Subject: RE: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Jeff Cotten   

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 9:50 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Cc: Amber Cotten ; ; Mark Potter 

; jennifer jenniferpotterhomes.com 

 

Subject: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Stephen, 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827. Thank you in advance for your attention to this. 

 

Jeff Cotten   

214-392-0510 

 

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cc7794b88c5924faa093a08db19a6a9f2%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131975818632486%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=%2FFkzA3ThbnO%2B%2FgFw2l0jfKojXuKScOlqylE73EcibhY%3D&reserved=0


From: Jeff Gustafson  

Sent: Friday, March 10, 2023 10:19 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Jeff Gustafson 

214.491.0096 



From: Jeff Kennedy  

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 3:25 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: PUBLIC MEETING COMMENT FORM - US 380 from Coit Road to FM 1827 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres, 

 

My position and comments remain the same as they did in April 2022 

 

I am writing this response in stringent opposition to alignment B, an alignment that was not even on the 

table until McKinney Mayor George Fuller and U.S. House of Representative candidate Keith Self 

unethically used their political power to force an alignment on another town. A town, in Prosper, who 

have been good stewards by developing with an appropriate setback from 380 knowing that it would be 

widened at some point in the future. 

 

Not only does alignment B represent the ability of politicians to exert undue influence on other 

government agencies with a Goliath vs. David mindset, it is an alignment that would come within 

hundreds of feet of 3 schools and 45 feet of a therapeutic horse center that serves two vulnerable 

populations (children and veterans). Not to mention the already developed, or about to be developed, 

residential neighborhoods that would be eliminated and greatly reduce the tax dollars going to PISD. 

 

I urge TXDOT to stick with what was their preliminary (and now secondary) decision to widen 380 

through Prosper and connect with the proposed alignment A.  

 

Regards, 

Jeff Kennedy 

4320 Fisher Rd. Prosper, TX 75078 

 

I am NOT employed by TXDOT 

I do NOT do business with TXDOT 

I would NOT benefit monetarily from the project or other item about which I am commenting 



From: J M  

Sent: Tuesday, April 4, 2023 4:51 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 McKinney Bypass comments 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hello Stephen, 
My comment for final tie-in on the east end of this project should to coordinate with 
McKinney Airport Terminal Expansion. 
While it is up for bond voting soon this year...my belief is that it will pass, and traffic to 
and from the airport expansion to the east should work with this project 
 
Sincerly, 
Jeff Marquardt 
730 Cross Fence Drive  
McKinney, TX 75069 
 
 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 18, 2023 1:14 PM
To: Jeff 
Subject: RE: Opposition to U.S. 380 Segment B
 
We received your comment.
 

From: Jeff  
Sent: Friday, January 13, 2023 5:40 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: Re: Opposition to U.S. 380 Segment B
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.
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Mr Endres, I just saw that the Hwy 380 plan will not affect Manegait. I want to say that I am so
relieved for this outstanding organization. 

Jeff Parsons
Sent from my iPhone

On Apr 18, 2022, at 11:40, Jeff  wrote:

Thank you Mr Endres. You have my permission to share the photos of my daughter as well. 

Jeff Parsons
Sent from my iPhone

On Apr 18, 2022, at 11:35, Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> wrote:


Thank you for your comments.  We will add them to our public meeting summary.
 
Stephen Endres
Transportation Engineer
 

Dallas District  |  Texas Department of Transportation
O: 214-320-4469  |  www.txdot.gov
 
 
 

From: Jeff  
Sent: Tuesday, April 5, 2022 8:48 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: Opposition to U.S. 380 Segment B
 
This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

NAME/ADDRESS:  Jeff Parsons. 7312 Alto Caro, Dallas, TX 75248

Mr. Endres, I am writing you again to implore you not to choose the plan that has the highway
running close to ManeGait. My daughter Quincy (photo below) has ridden there for over 10 years.
We have seen remarkable progress in her gross and fine motor skills, her confidence, and her
communication during this time.

Do you have anyone in your family with special needs? If so, you understand how critical these
programs are, and how hard it is to set them up and keep them funded.

Please route the highway away from ManeGait. 160 riders and families will be devastated if the
highway causes ManeGait to close.
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Thank you.
<image001.jpg>
<image002.jpg>

Jeff Parsons
Sent from my iPhone
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From: Jeffrey Michaela Roberts  

Sent: Friday, March 10, 2023 3:25 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Our family lives just south of Custer and 380 and as a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I 

strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

I don’t understand why TxDOT has seemingly dismissed an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, 

reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less 

overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 

McKinney. 

 

Has there been undue or unethical influence on TxDOT by property owners bordering Segment B? 

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Thank you for your attention, 

 

Jeff Roberts 

 

 

 





From: jenna duffy

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 1:34 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 bypass comment 

Attachments: US 380 Segement A Comments vJB.pdf 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Hi Stephen, 

A few comments and questions are below. Additional comments have been attached. 

 

TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the already flawed 

analysis that produced a preference for Segment A creates an unfair burden on the residents of Tucker 

Hill. Once again, TxDOT appears to be showing a callous bias toward ‘future development’ rather than a 

commitment to current residents. It is impossible to fully understand the additional noise pollution, air 

pollution and other effects without additional study. It’s important to note that even with this new 

shifted Segment A, the cost to construct Segment B would be $100M less than Segment A. TxDOT’s 

actions are placing the residents of Tucker Hill in an untenable position and are knowingly causing 

irreparable harm to the community in favor of future development. I strongly object to the proposed 

shift of the A alignment. 

 

I am concerned about safety during construction and beyond and do not feel the study adequately 

addressed safety and access to our neighborhood during and after construction. 

 

Tucker Hill is a front-porch community by design and given the amount of time spent outside and in our 

community, I am concerned about air quality and noise and do not feel they were adequately addressed 

nor were our facilities and neighborhood type properly identified in the study. 

 

How will emergency response time be affected during construction period? 

 

Has TxDOT studied the  full impact of air quality during and after construction? 

 

Where were the air quality monitors located for the current study? 

 

Was a study done to compare the safety of the turns on A compared to B? 

 

I don’t understand the air quality measures used?  Can you explain them to me. 

 

What will happen with overflow parking at Harvard Park into Tucker Hill when you take a row of 

parking? 

 

 

 

Jenna Duffy  

Email:



From: Jenna Lefever  

Sent: Wednesday, March 22, 2023 10:42 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Letter of Opposition to Segment A for U.S. 380 Bypass Project 

Attachments: SLC Letter of Opposition to Segment A_3.22.23.pdf 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres, 

  

I am submitting the attached letter, which states Southern Land Company’s opposition to Segment A for 

the U.S. 380 bypass project, on behalf of Brian Sewell, president of Southern Land Company. 

  

Thank you, 

Jenna  

  

Jenna Lefever 
DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC RELATIONS 
  

SOUTHERN LAND COMPANY 

Office: 615.778.2182 | Mobile: 717.870.4267    
Email:  
3990 Hillsboro Pike, Suite 400, Nashville, TN 37215 
  
southernland.com   |   LinkedIn   |   @southernlandcompany 

  

  

 

Disclaimer 

The information contained in this communication from the sender is confidential. It is intended solely for use by the 

recipient and others authorized to receive it. If you are not the recipient, you are hereby notified that any 

disclosure, copying, distribution or taking action in relation of the contents of this information is strictly prohibited 

and may be unlawful. 

 

This email has been scanned for viruses and malware, and may have been automatically archived by Mimecast 

Ltd, an innovator in Software as a Service (SaaS) for business. Providing a safer and more useful place for your 

human generated data. Specializing in; Security, archiving and compliance. To find out more Click Here. 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fsouthernland.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Cstephen.endres%40txdot.gov%7C0caaf588b6e74d96782808db2aebf0f6%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638150965352892500%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=pXN2ZyQMPW2d3k8A0o1E7aLVA4I9JKq03cuxrYrFzZk%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.linkedin.com%2Fcompany%2Fsouthern-land-company%2F&data=05%7C01%7Cstephen.endres%40txdot.gov%7C0caaf588b6e74d96782808db2aebf0f6%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638150965352892500%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=hrmKIm%2BF3z8SHntbCTOT1bxykIqeFbUASwhldtC1C%2Fs%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.mimecast.com%2Fproducts%2F&data=05%7C01%7Cstephen.endres%40txdot.gov%7C0caaf588b6e74d96782808db2aebf0f6%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638150965352892500%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=xdnfPMJw7hNH9HaPSFjBiN5ozjifyxxV5RMCVEem8Ec%3D&reserved=0


From:  

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 7:21 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Cc: Glen ; 

Subject: Opposition to Segment A / 380 Expansion 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

       Mr. Enders: 

 

As McKinney homeowners and taxpayers, specifically as 
homeowners and taxpayers who reside in Tucker Hill, we 
find that TXDOT’s recommendation of Segment A over 
Segment B is fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers costing 
over $150 million more, applies criteria to support their 
decision inconsistently, and provides numerous biased, 
false, and inconsistent findings in their environmental 
study. 
 

Furthermore, there is objective evidence of 
political maneuvering, campaigning, and rezoning efforts 
by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has 
swayed TxDOT’s position, and we publicly condemn these 
actions as unethical and improper. 

 

The preferred segment should be chosen based on the 
facts and what the Council on Environmental Quality 
(CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021), decisions on an alignment 
must be based on what is practical and feasible from a 
technical and economic standpoint, rather than what is 

desirable from the standpoint of the agency 

(i.e, TxDOT). 



 

As McKinney homeowners, we believe a bypass may be 
required to support growth in the northern corridor. 
However, in selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, 
TxDOT will do harm to a significant percentage of 
McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant fiscal 
irresponsibility. This decision is made more egregious with 
the existence of a viable lower impact alternative. It 
appears irrefutable that Segment B is the better alternative 
and that there are serious flaws in the conclusions reached 
by TxDOT and in the underlying Environmental Impact 
Study (EIS). 

 

Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous 
study of all pollutants that cause harm to humans and a 
rigorous health impact analysis to understand both 
current and future impacts. If TxDOT will not mitigate 
these harms, then TxDOT should at the very least do a 
rigorous analysis of these harms and explicitly note the 
opportunities we forgo with the current preferred 
alignment. The pollution appendices are missing critical 
analyses and portions are invalid as presented. This 
project should not proceed until those egregious omissions 
and errors are corrected. 

 

In order to ensure resolution and the creation of the best 
project possible, we request that: 

 

• TxDOT issue a second draft of the EIS to correct 
significant deficiencies in the current draft EIS. 



• Any Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) have a 
90-day review period, with an official public comment 
period, and that the FEIS be unbundled from the Record 
of Decision. 

 

The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support 

Segment B over Segment A: 

 

• Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes …. two 
versus five. However, segment A is one mile longer, has 
six new interchanges rather than five, has seven potential 
major utility conflicts versus just two for Segment B and 
displaces 15 businesses versus zero businesses for 
Segment B. 

• Segment B would have less of an environmental impact. 
Segment A would encroach on twice the wetland acreage, 
nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and streams and 
more acreage of forests, prairies and grasslands than 
Segment B. Segment A impacts more than 30 
irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged over 150 years. Finally, 
there would be no hazardous material sites impacted on 
Segment B and TXDOT has identified two with Segment A. 

• Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. 
Of real concern to the taxpayers is that the estimated cost 
to construct Segment A is nearly $200M more than 
Segment B. 

• Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 
miles of existing 380 Highway increasing the risk of work 
zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic patterns. 
Additionally, the requirement to lower the existing grade 
in bedrock and cantilever local lanes in a restricted ROW 



width, while preferred for the longterm, will significantly 
increase the construction time, safety risk and disruption 
compared to route B. Priority has not been given to safety 
and the increased risk of fatal accidents, including those 
induced by a change in grade and, not one, but two 90 
degree turns. 

• TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower 
potential impacts to planned future residential homes. It 
appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of 
unidentified future residents, property investors or 
developers over the impact of existing McKinney 
residents. The voices of the current residents should be a 
priority over unidentified future residents. 

• TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing 
numerous proposed residences under construction west 
of Custer Road. Once again, this appears to accrue to the 
benefit of future residents or current investors, not the 
current residents of McKinney. 

• TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to 
“MainGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the 
subject of substantial public concern”. In fact, there is no 
great “public concern” over MainGait. The facility does 
serve a noble purpose, but that purpose is nowhere near 
the public concern of the impact to the existing residents 
of Tucker Hill who include retired veterans, disabled 
residents (both young and old), seniors 55+ and 
countless children. More concerning to members of 
Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney community is 
that TxDOT calls out the impact of the ROW to the 
property belonging to the founder of MainGait. The 
founder of MainGait is no ordinary philanthropist, but, 



Bill Darling, a former real estate developer and home 
builder who stands to gain personally by the selection of 
Segment A over B. In particular, Bill Darling and/or other 
associates of the Darling company, leveraged ownership 
of 43 Tucker Hill lots to submit comments against 
Segment B in favor of Segment A – essentially 
impersonated residents of Tucker Hill. TxDOT’s own 
findings indicate that the continued emphasis on 
ManeGait is unwarranted and has stated Segment B 
“would not make the ManeGait inaccessible to persons 
with disabilities and would not violate the Americans 
with Disabilities Act.” Furthermore and perhaps most 
egregious is that ManeGait stated and TxDOT perpetuated 
the false claim that ManeGait provides “essential” 
services to protected citizens, which was a 
misrepresentation and may have swayed public opinion. 

 

In direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT still 
concluded Segment A was the preferred route option. 

 

TxDOT relied on the EIS to support their conclusion. Of 
critical concern to Tucker Hill and the greater McKinney 
community are what appears to be flaws in the underlying 
TxDOT analysis and interpretation of the EIS. Our 
comments are not meant to be a complete listing of the 
errors or omissions in the study, but simply those that this 
compressed timeframe has allowed us to identify. 

 

Noise Pollution 

The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and 
biased. The importance of this is underscored by the 



existing scientific literature showing the association 
between traffic and related noise on physical and mental 
health. The study evaluated only a single barrier south of 
the community. It appears the study was biased toward 
providing more data around MainGait, a facility with 
transient guests, than Tucker Hill, a community of over 
380 homes with plans for over 600. Additionally, it 
appears that there has been no regard taken to Tucker 
Hill’s numerous veteran residents, elderly residents or our 
residents with disabilities – collectively, who likely 
outnumber MainGait’s transient guests. In fact, Tucker Hill 
was classified, by TxDOT, as a standard residential area 
with an acceptable NAC level of 67 and precluded from 
participating in any future noise studies. This is both 
incorrect and unacceptable. Tucker Hill is a “front porch” 
community and every home is designed with a front porch 
that encourages outdoor activities and interactions 
between neighbors. Tucker Hill should be reclassified as 
Category A to preserve the essence of the neighborhood 
and the neighborhood should be included in any future 
noise abatement studies. 

 

The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to 
estimate the impact of noise on the community. Yet, 
TxDOT, while proposing to surround the neighborhood on 
both the south and east side with a highway, believes the 
noise impact to be acceptable. TxDOT has not met their 
burden in any way, and moving forward with flawed data 
will cause irreparable harm to the residents of Tucker Hill, 
especially the young, elderly and disabled who do not 
regularly leave the neighborhood. A new noise study must 



be conducted with more receptors and sound barriers 
across both the south and east side of the neighborhood 
must be included in any Segment A option. Finally, it 
appears untenable that TxDOT could make any conclusion 
about the noise impact on Tucker Hill without fully 
understanding the impact of their proposed Segment A 
shift on the east side of the neighborhood. 

 

Community Impacts 

TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park and 
the Tucker Hill Community Center in their community 
impact study as the only community spaces without 
identifying the population they serve. First, Tucker Hill 
houses a community center, two town squares, two 
community parks, a community pool, a dog park, two fire 
pits, an amphitheater and a rooftop event space in the 
Harvard Park commercial area. The community spaces can 
be found filled with residents on almost any sunny day. 
Tucker Hill hosts many little league practices from Prosper 
and McKinney in our neighborhood parks and is a 
Christmas Holiday destination for people all across the 
region to visit our lighted homes. Furthermore, the 
community has a long history of events supporting 
organizations like Ethan for Autism, 29 Acres and the 
Down Syndrome Guild of Dallas. TxDOT has not 
demonstrated that they have completed any research into 
the impacted population (including children of all ages, 
elderly, seniors 55+, veterans and residents with 
disabilities) of these facilities. Once again, this is an 
egregious omission and appears to show substantial bias 



for MainGait and other facilities that serve guests as 
opposed to residents. 

 

Aesthetic Impacts 

TxDOT has not completed the required aesthetic impact 
analysis for the whole project. 

 

Traffic Analysis 

TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed. TxDOT’s original 
traffic projection methodology was deemed to be 
incomplete and inconsistent by the Texas A&M 
Transportation Institute (TTI) in September of 2020. In 
March 2021, TTI noted that they still had not been 
provided traffic data for the “No Build vs Build 
scenarios”.  At that time, TTI deemed that the growth rates 
used in the revised study were acceptable for 

“short-term growth (from 2020 to the pivot year of 2040)”. 
Unfortunately, TxDOT has not addressed how their growth 
rate calculation using a linear regression could be 
acceptable if the baseline year for traffic growth is 2020. In 
every commercial or municipal environment, 2020 is seen 
as a data anomaly because of the impact of the pandemic 
and an unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes of 
any kind. TxDOT’s traffic analysis continues to be flawed 
and incomplete. 

 

Two 90 degree curves 

More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a 
horizontal curve, and the average crash rate for horizontal 
curves is about three times that of other types of highway 
segments 



(https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeas
ures/horicurves/). In 2022 the United States Department 
of Transportation released their National Roadway Safety 
Strategy, which endorsed zero fatalities as the national 
goal and promotes building safety into the design of roads. 
TxDOT did not compare the safety risks including injury 
and fatality based on the highway designs of alternatives A 
and B. Segment A (the current preferred alignment) 
has two 90 degree curves. It also does not appear that 
TxDOT considered this safety risk in their decision. 

 

As such, TxDOT must include an analysis that compares 
alternatives A and B on the probability of accidents, injury, 
and fatalities. In addition, TxDOT must justify why they 
would choose a more dangerous alignment and one that 
goes against the US Department of Transportation’s 
strategy. 

 

Community Cohesion 

TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community 
cohesion impact to Tucker Hill with Segment A and that 
there appears to be existing cohesion between Whitley 
Place, Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper and Walnut 
Grove due to school districting once again is incorrect and 
appears to show a bias or, simply, a failure to conduct 
proper research. 

 

Segment A will effectively sever Tucker Hill on both the 
south and eastern sides of the neighborhood from 
McKinney. This is atypical and will leave Tucker Hill, 
established within the city limits of McKinney in 2008, as 



the only established subdivision completely blocked off 
from McKinney on two sides of the neighborhood. In fact, 
the highway will sever Tucker Hill from the districted 
school, Reeves Elementary in Auburn Hills, the school 
where one, and eventually both, of our grandchildren 
attend. It will also impact and, possibly, imperil the plans 
to connect Tucker Hill to both the school and the hike and 
bike trail system already in the city’s plans. The City of 
McKinney has noted in their planning documents and as 
Mayor Fuller reiterated in his email to Ceason 

Clemons and TxDOT staff dated February 26th, 2023, 
Tucker Hill is a significant asset to the city. 

 

What may be most troubling, though, is TxDOT’s 
conclusion that somehow there is no cohesion impact 
when cutting Tucker Hill off from Reeves Elementary, but 
there appears to be an impact to the Prosper 
neighborhoods due to school zoning. However, the Walnut 
Grove neighborhood is not districted for Prosper ISD. The 
Mansions of Prosper neighborhood and the Luxe Prosper 
neighborhood are districted for different elementary and 
high schools than the Whitley Place neighborhood. In fact, 
Mansions of Prosper and Luxe Prosper share school zoning 
with Tucker Hill. The correct conclusion here should have 
been that given the shared school zoning between these 
neighborhoods (Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper, 
Tucker Hill and Auburn Hills) and the fact that Tucker Hill 
would become the only established subdivision to be 
severed from McKinney by the highway on two sides, with 
respect to community cohesion, Segment B is clearly the 
better alternative. 



 

Construction and Noise Pollution 

TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to 
construction and noise pollution. According to the TxDOT 
handbook this is incorrect and TxDOT must also include: 

 

“Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This 
section of the EA must identify and explain any impacts 
associated with construction activities. This includes 
light pollution; impacts associated with physical 
construction activity, temporary lane, road or bridge 
closures (including detours); and other traffic 
disruptions. Include the expected duration of any 
construction impacts, and explain any BMPs or other 
strategies that will be used to mitigate such impacts.” 

 

TxDOT must outline and detail all potential impacts during 
construction for both proposed Segments A and B and 
appropriately evaluate those impacts as part of the study. 
Importantly, TxDOT should provide all impacts and 
mitigation strategies related to construction prior to 
proceeding.  
 

>Critically, with respect to Tucker Hill and the surrounding 
neighborhoods, what are the plans for egress to the 
neighborhood during construction and how will those 
plans impact the response time of emergency vehicles to 
points within the neighborhood? 

 

Shift Closer to Tucker Hill 



TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice 
and in addition to the already flawed analysis that 
produced a preference for Segment A creates an 
unfair burden on the residents of Tucker Hill. Once again, 
TxDOT appears to be showing a callous bias toward ‘future 
development’ rather than a commitment to current 
residents. It is impossible to fully understand the 
additional noise pollution, air pollution and other effects 
without additional study. It’s important to note that even 
with this new shifted Segment A, the cost to construct 
Segment B would be $100M less than Segment A. TxDOT’s 
actions are placing the residents of Tucker Hill in an 
untenable position and are knowingly causing irreparable 
harm to the community in favor of future development. 
We strongly object to the proposed shift of the A 
alignment. 

 

Air Pollution 

Air pollution is a documented public health emergency, 
and can affect every organ in the body, including cognition. 
Children and the elderly are disproportionately vulnerable 
to air pollution, specifically PM2.5, and more so if they live 
in close proximity to a highway. Air pollution can cause a 
multitude of diseases in adults, including heart disease, 
and can breach the placental barrier during pregnancy, 
causing miscarriages and birth defects. These impacts are 
well documented and have been noted in academic studies 
for over a decade. I, Glen, have suffered from asthma since 
I was a young child, and the effects of air pollution caused 
by this project will surely have a negative impact on my 
health. TxDOT should not proceed with this project until 



they have conducted a full study of existing and future air 
pollution on this highway, both at the regional scale and 
immediately adjacent to the highway. TxDOT must be 
compliant with EPA’s health-based National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards. 

 

The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill 
neighborhood on the South and East sides. Winds in 
McKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-
East meaning that for more days than not air pollution will 
be blown and settled on the residents of Tucker Hill. 

 

It appears that the model for the air pollution study used 
by TxDOT utilized an airspeed of 1 MPH. The average wind 
speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the prevailing 
winds are from the south and south-east. It appears that 
additional study must be completed to correctly 
understand what the adverse effects of air pollution would 
be on the Tucker Hill population. Additionally, if Segment 
A is selected, monitoring devices must be installed to 
monitor air quality before, during and after construction. 

 

The DEIS fails to address air pollution from traffic beyond 
tailpipe emissions. A growing body of academic research 
cites brake wear and tire friction as primary pollutants 
from traffic. The DEIS has not addressed either of these 
sources of pollutants, nor does it address benzene or 
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs). We request that 
TxDOT complete detailed analyses of each of these 
pollutants, and compare pollutant levels on 380 (for each 



pollutant) to expected levels during and after construction 
Segment A. 
The DEIS notes in several places that expected 
proliferation of electric vehicles (EVs) should improve air 
pollution in this corridor. This is not only abdicating 
responsibility for mitigating air pollution, but a 
misrepresentation of electric vehicles and their 
environmental benefits. While EVs do reduce tailpipe 
emissions from internal combustion engines (ICEs), they 
do nothing to reduce pollution from non-tailpipe sources 
including brake dust and tire friction. Pollution from tire 
friction may worsen in EVs due to increases in vehicle 
weight from electric batteries. Further, Texas’ electric grid 
is far from clean, and EVs that source their energy from 
unclean sources are, therefore, unclean themselves. 

 

The Mobile Source Air Toxins analysis in the DEIS is 
lacking and includes only a qualitative analysis. The DEIS 
claims that MSAT will decrease with time because of 
improved federal standards. We argue that this is an 
outsourcing of responsibility to mitigate air pollution in 
the 380 corridor, and request that TxDOT complete a 
quantitative MSAT analysis and a health impact 
assessment for all criteria pollutants. 

 

Quality of Comments Collected 

As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have 
acted in bad faith in soliciting comments. In addition to 
submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill residents, 
comments were solicited via Facebook with no links to the 
underlying studies or segment alternatives. TxDOT must 



vet all of the comments collected during the scoping 
project fully and determine that they were legitimately 
provided by residents. If the comments were not 
legitimate, they should be stricken from the project record. 

 

NEPA 

Paraphrasing from The Council on Environmental Quality 
(2021), TxDOT is obligated to evaluate feasible 
alternatives in enough detail so that a reader can compare 
and contrast the environmental effects of the various 
alternatives. Of note, NEPA reasonable alternatives include 
those that are practical or feasible from the technical and 
economic standpoint, rather than simply desirable from 
the standpoint of TxDOT. 

 

“NEPA is About People and Places” 

 

"Impacts include ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, 
economic, social, or health impacts, whether adverse or 
beneficial. It is important to note that human beings are 
part of the environment (indeed, that is why Congress 
used the phrase “human environment” in NEPA), so when 
an EIS is prepared and economic or social and natural or 
physical environmental effects are interrelated, the EIS 
should discuss all of these effects." 

 

It is clear that TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, 
ill-advised and, at worst, unsavory. We ask that TxDOT 
respond to each of the issues discussed. As it stands, if 
TxDOT proceeds with their preferred Segment A they will 
be irreparably harming the residents of Tucker Hill, 



unfairly seizing the residents’ ability to enjoy their 
neighborhood, severing them from their broader 
community and, potentially, justifying it with a fatally 
flawed Environmental Impact Study. 

 

Thank you for considering all of the above.  
 

Jennifer and Glen Gonthier 

7409 Ardmore St. 
McKinney, TX 75071 

 

 

Induced Demand 

1. RMI SHIFT Calculator 

2. RMI_SHIFT (STATE HIGHWAY INDUCED FREQUENCE OF 
TRAVEL) CALCULATOR_About the methodology 

1. American Economic Review_2011_The Fundamental Law 
of Road Congestion: Evidence from US Cities 

2. California EPA Air Resources Board_2014_Policy 
Brief_Impact of Highway Capacity and Induced Travel on 
Passenger Vehicle Use and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

3. UC Davis_2015_Policy Brief_Increasing Highway Capacity 
Unlikely to Relieve Traffic Congestion 

 

 

Case Studies & TxDOT Publications 

1. Air Alliance Houston_2019_Health Impact Assessment of 
the North Houston Highway Improvement Project 

2. Air Alliance Houston_2022_Why are we still building 
highways? 

3. TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fshift.rmi.org%2F&data=05%7C01%7Cstephen.endres%40txdot.gov%7C299366600da54a8c108108db41fe3d46%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638176332650790212%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C2000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=41qvCzavlaqqm8XADWhNdqq1Od2QEV8PgBZgsb6HdMg%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Frmi.org%2Fwp-content%2Fuploads%2F2021%2F10%2Frmi_shift_calculator_methodology.pdf&data=05%7C01%7Cstephen.endres%40txdot.gov%7C299366600da54a8c108108db41fe3d46%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638176332650790212%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C2000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=2k2xccqegEksIytr5SaItMiNuusoSfS8COME10M70nc%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Frmi.org%2Fwp-content%2Fuploads%2F2021%2F10%2Frmi_shift_calculator_methodology.pdf&data=05%7C01%7Cstephen.endres%40txdot.gov%7C299366600da54a8c108108db41fe3d46%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638176332650790212%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C2000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=2k2xccqegEksIytr5SaItMiNuusoSfS8COME10M70nc%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.aeaweb.org%2Farticles%3Fid%3D10.1257%2Faer.101.6.2616&data=05%7C01%7Cstephen.endres%40txdot.gov%7C299366600da54a8c108108db41fe3d46%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638176332650946452%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C2000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=a4aiqQwex4T%2F3CMjKTxs1TdwYZOG%2Fm%2FzuoHlMScqt4M%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.aeaweb.org%2Farticles%3Fid%3D10.1257%2Faer.101.6.2616&data=05%7C01%7Cstephen.endres%40txdot.gov%7C299366600da54a8c108108db41fe3d46%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638176332650946452%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C2000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=a4aiqQwex4T%2F3CMjKTxs1TdwYZOG%2Fm%2FzuoHlMScqt4M%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fww2.arb.ca.gov%2Fsites%2Fdefault%2Ffiles%2F2020-06%2FImpact_of_Highway_Capacity_and_Induced_Travel_on_Passenger_Vehicle_Use_and_Greenhouse_Gas_Emissions_Policy_Brief.pdf&data=05%7C01%7Cstephen.endres%40txdot.gov%7C299366600da54a8c108108db41fe3d46%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638176332650946452%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C2000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=8azbXClJh2IU7hB5XN7BuXNYwgJ9%2F29w7bNfXbJOYkg%3D&reserved=0
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To Whom it May Concern:

I am writing to provide my comment regarding TxDOT’s proposed alignment of the 380 expansion
projection. Specifically, I am opposed to TxDOT’s political and reckless decision to choose Segment A over
Segment B. Not only does the fiscal and environmental costs associated with Segment A far exceed the
cost impacts associated with Segment B, Segment A, it also is illogical and shortsighted given the northern
growth occurring in McKinney and Collin County. I am a McKinney resident who will be directly impacted
on two sides by the proposed alignment. I suffer from asthma and the pollution caused by the alignment
will directly impact by ability to breathe and will likely force me out of my home. Not only is my health at
risk, my work will also be directly impacted as I work from home and noise associated with the alignment
and the fact that drivers are likely to driver right past my house to avoid traffic associated with the
proposed alignment will make it highly unlikely that I can work from home. This will result in even more
vehicles on our North Texas roadways as well as the environmental impacts associated with the increased
traffic. I know that are others that have similar concerns.

I am deeply concerned about the clear and unequivocal evidence that TxDOT’s judgment has been
corrupted by the political gamesmanship, campaigning, and money interjected into this process by TxDOT
and Manegait. TxDOT’s credibility has been called into question and raises the concerns regarding to what
extent have members of TxDOT’s leadership been improperly swayed by personal promises and gifts.
Unfortunately, Texas taxpayers, the environment, and those utilizing Texas roads will be the ones that
suffer the consequences of these actions.

Additionally, The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council on

Environmental Quality (CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021), decisions on an alignment must be based on

what is practical and feasible from a technical and economic standpoint, rather than what is desirable

from the standpoint of the agency (i.e, TxDOT).

As a McKinney homeowner, I believe a bypass may be required to support growth in the northern

corridor. However, in selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do harm to a significant

percentage of McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant fiscal irresponsibility. This decision is

made more egregious with the existence of a viable lower impact alternative. It appears irrefutable that

Segment B is the better alternative and that there are serious flaws in the conclusions reached by TxDOT

and in the underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS).

Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants that cause harm to

humans and a rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current and future impacts. If TxDOT

will not mitigate these harms, then TxDOT should at the very least do a rigorous analysis of these harms

and explicitly note the opportunities we forgo with the current preferred alignment. The pollution

appendices are missing critical analyses and portions are invalid as presented. This project should not

proceed until those egregious omissions and errors are corrected.

In order to ensure resolution and the creation of the best project possible, we request that:

● TxDOT issue a second draft of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in the current draft

EIS.

● Any Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) have a 90-day review period, with an official

public comment period, and that the FEIS be unbundled from the Record of Decision

The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A:



● Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes 2 versus 5. However, segment A is one mile

longer, has 6 new interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential major utility conflicts versus

just two for Segment B and displaces 15 businesses versus zero businesses for Segment B.

● Segment B would have less of an environmental impact. Segment A would encroach on twice

the wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and streams and more acreage of

forests, prairies and grasslands than Segment B. Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable

Heritage trees, aged over 150 years. Finally, there would be no hazardous material sites

impacted on Segment B and TXDOT has identified 2 with Segment A.

● Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to the taxpayers is

that the estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M more than Segment B.

● Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 Highway increasing the

risk of work zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic patterns. Additionally, the

requirement to lower the existing grade in bedrock and cantilever local lanes in a restricted ROW

width, while preferred for the longterm, will significantly increase the construction time, safety

risk and disruption compared to route B. Priority has not been given to safety and the increased

risk of fatal accidents, including those induced by a change in grade and, not one, but two 90

degree turns.

● TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned future

residential homes. It appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of unidentified future

residents, property investors or developers over the impact of existing McKinney residents. The

voices of the current residents should be a priority over unidentified future residents.

● TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under

construction west of Custer Road. Once again, this appears to accrue to the benefit of future

residents or current investors, not the current residents of McKinney.

● TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic Horsemanship

property, the subject of substantial public concern”. In fact, there is no great “public concern”

over MainGait. The facility does serve a noble purpose, but that purpose is nowhere near the

public concern of the impact to the existing residents of Tucker Hill who include retired veterans,

disabled residents (both young and old), seniors 55+ and countless children. More concerning to

members of Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney community is that TxDOT calls out the

impact of the ROW to the property belonging to the founder of MainGait. The founder of

MainGait is no ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill Darling, a former real estate developer and

home builder who stands to gain personally by the selection of Segment A over B. In particular,

Bill Darling and/or other associates of the Darling company, leveraged ownership of 43 Tucker

Hill lots to submit comments against Segment B in favor of Segment A – essentially

impersonated residents of Tucker Hill. TxDOT’s own findings indicate that the continued

emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and has stated Segment B “would not make the

ManeGait inaccessible to persons with disabilities and would not violate the Americans with

Disabilities Act.” Furthermore and perhaps most egregious is that ManeGait stated and TxDOT

perpetuated the false claim that ManeGait provides “essential” services to protected citizens,

which was a misrepresentation and may have swayed public opinion.

In direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT still concluded Segment A was the preferred route option.



TxDOT relied on the EIS to support their conclusion. Of critical concern to Tucker Hill and the greater

McKinney community is what appears to be flaws in the underlying TxDOT analysis and interpretation of

the EIS. I will attempt to detail each of my concerns individually. My comments however, are not meant

to be a complete listing of the errors or omissions in the study, but simply those that this compressed

timeframe has allowed me to identify.

Noise Pollution

The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased. The importance of this is underscored by

the existing scientific literature showing the association between traffic and related noise on physical

and mental health. The study evaluated only a single barrier south of the community. It appears the

study was biased toward providing more data around MainGait, a facility with transient guests, then

Tucker Hill, a community of over 380 homes with plans for over 600. Additionally, it appears that there

has been no regard taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous veteran residents, elderly residents or our residents

with disabilities – collectively, who likely outnumber MainGait’s transient guests. In fact, Tucker Hill was

classified, by TxDOT, as a standard residential area with an acceptable NAC level of 67 and precluded

from participating in any future noise studies. This is both incorrect and unacceptable.

Tucker Hill is a “front porch” community and every home is designed with a front porch that encourages

outdoor activities and interactions between neighbors. Tucker Hill should be reclassified as Category A to

preserve the essence of the neighborhood and the neighborhood should be included in any future noise

abatement studies.

The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise on the community.

Yet, TxDOT, while proposing to surround the neighborhood on both the south and east side with a

highway, believes the noise impact to be acceptable. TxDOT has not met their burden in any way, and

moving forward with flawed data will cause irreparable harm to the residents of Tucker Hill, especially

the young, elderly and disabled who do not regularly leave the neighborhood. A new noise study must

be conducted with more receptors and sound barriers across both the south and east side of the

neighborhood must be included in any Segment A option. Finally, it appears untenable that TxDOT could

make any conclusion about the noise impact on Tucker Hill without fully understanding the impact of

their proposed Segment A shift on the east side of the neighborhood.

Community Impacts

TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park and the Tucker Hill Community Center in their

community impact study as the only community spaces without identifying the population they serve.

First, Tucker Hill houses a community center, two town squares, two community parks, a community

pool, a dog park, two fire pits, an amphitheater and a rooftop event space in the Harvard Park

commercial area. The community spaces can be found filled with residents on almost any sunny day.

Tucker Hill hosts many little league practices from Prosper and McKinney in our neighborhood parks and

is a Christmas Holiday destination for people all across the region to visit our lighted homes.

Furthermore, the community has a long history of events supporting organizations like Ethan for Autism,

29 Acres and the Down Syndrome Guild of Dallas. TxDOT has not demonstrated that they have

completed any research into the impacted population (including children of all ages, elderly, seniors 55+,

veterans and residents with disabilities) of these facilities. Once again, this is an egregious omission and

appears to show substantial bias for MainGait and other facilities that serve guests as opposed to

residents.



Aesthetic Impacts

TxDOT has not completed the required aesthetic impact analysis for the whole project.

Traffic Analysis

TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed. TxDOT’s original traffic projection methodology was deemed to be
incomplete and inconsistent by the Texas A&M Transportation Institute (TTI) in September of 2020. In
March 2021, TTI noted that they still had not been provided traffic data for the “No Build vs Build
scenarios”. At that time, TTI deemed that the growth rates used in the revised study were acceptable for

“short-term growth (from 2020 to the pivot year of 2040)”. Unfortunately, TxDOT has not addressed how

their growth rate calculation using a linear regression could be acceptable if the baseline year for traffic

growth is 2020. In every commercial or municipal environment, 2020 is seen as a data anomaly because

of the impact of the pandemic and an unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes of any kind.

TxDOT’s traffic analysis continues to be flawed and incomplete.

Two 90 degree curves

More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a horizontal curve, and the average crash rate

for horizontal curves is about three times that of other types of highway segments

(https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/). In 2022 the United States

Department of Transportation released their National Roadway Safety Strategy, which endorsed zero

fatalities as the national goal and promotes building safety into the design of roads. TxDOT did not

compare the safety risks including injury and fatality based on the highway designs of alternatives A and

B. Segment A (the current preferred alignment) has two 90 degree curves. It also does not appear that

TxDOT considered this safety risk in their decision.

As such, TxDOT must include an analysis that compares alternatives A and B on the probability of

accidents, injury, and fatalities. In addition, TxDOT must justify why they would choose a more

dangerous alignment and one that goes against the US Department of Transportation’s strategy.

Community Cohesion

TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to Tucker Hill with Segment A

and that there appears to be existing cohesion between Whitley Place, Mansions of Prosper, Luxe

Prosper and Walnut Grove due to school districting once again is incorrect and appears to show a bias

or, simply, a failure to conduct proper research.

Segment A will effectively sever Tucker Hill on both the south and eastern sides of the neighborhood from

McKinney. This is atypical and will leave Tucker Hill, established within the city limits of McKinney in 2008,

as the only established subdivision completely blocked off from McKinney on two sides of the

neighborhood. In fact, the highway will sever Tucker Hill from the districted school, Reeves Elementary in

Auburn Hills. It will also impact and, possibly, imperil the plans to connect Tucker Hill to both the school

and the hike and bike trail system already in the city’s plans. The City of McKinney has noted in their

planning documents and as Mayor Fuller reiterated in his email to Ceason Clemons and TxDOT staff dated

February 26th, 2023, Tucker Hill is a significant asset to the city.

What may be most troubling, though, is TxDOT’s conclusion that somehow there is no cohesion impact

when cutting Tucker Hill off from Reeves Elementary, but there appears to be an impact to the Prosper

https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/


neighborhoods due to school zoning. However, the Walnut Grove neighborhood is not districted for

Prosper ISD. The Mansions of Prosper neighborhood and the Luxe Prosper neighborhood are districted

for different elementary and high schools than the Whitley Place neighborhood. In fact, Mansions of

Prosper and Luxe Prosper share school zoning with Tucker Hill. The correct conclusion here should have

been that given the shared school zoning between these neighborhoods (Mansions of Prosper, Luxe

Prosper, Tucker Hill and Auburn Hills) and the fact that Tucker Hill would become the only established

subdivision to be severed from McKinney by the highway on two sides, with respect to community

cohesion, Segment B is clearly the better alternative.

Construction and Noise Pollution

TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to construction and noise pollution. According to

the TxDOT handbook this is incorrect and TxDOT must also include:

“Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This section of the EA must identify and

explain any impacts associated with construction activities. This includes light pollution;

impacts associated with physical construction activity, temporary lane, road or bridge closures

(including detours); and other traffic disruptions. Include the expected duration of any

construction impacts, and explain any BMPs or other strategies that will be used to mitigate

such impacts.”

TxDOT must outline and detail all potential impacts during construction for both proposed Segments A

and B and appropriately evaluate those impacts as part of the study. Importantly, TxDOT should provide

all impacts and mitigation strategies related to construction prior to proceeding. Critically, with respect

to Tucker Hill and the surrounding neighborhoods, what are the plans for egress to the neighborhood

during construction and how will those plans impact the response time of emergency vehicles to points

within the neighborhood?

Shift Closer to Tucker Hill

TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the already flawed

analysis that produced a preference for Segment A creates an unfair burden on the residents of Tucker

Hill. Once again, TxDOT appears to be showing a callous bias toward ‘future development’ rather than a

commitment to current residents. It is impossible to fully understand the additional noise pollution, air

pollution and other effects without additional study. It’s important to note that even with this new

shifted Segment A, the cost to construct Segment B would be $100M less than Segment A. TxDOT’s

actions are placing the residents of Tucker Hill in an untenable position and are knowingly causing

irreparable harm to the community in favor of future development. I strongly object to the proposed

shift of the A alignment.

Air Pollution

Air pollution is a documented public health emergency, and can affect every organ in the body, including

cognition. Children and the elderly are disproportionately vulnerable to air pollution, specifically PM2.5,

and more so if they live in close proximity to a highway. Air pollution can cause a multitude of diseases in

adults, including heart disease, and can breach the placental barrier during pregnancy, causing

miscarriages and birth defects. These impacts are well documented and have been noted in academic

studies for over a decade. TxDOT should not proceed with this project until they have conducted a full

study of existing and future air pollution on this highway, both at the regional scale and immediately



adjacent to the highway. TxDOT must be compliant with EPA’s health-based National Ambient Air Quality

Standards.

The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill neighborhood on the South and East sides.

Winds in McKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-East meaning that for more days

than not air pollution will be blown and settled on the residents of Tucker Hill.

It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT utilized an airspeed of 1 MPH. The

average wind speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the prevailing winds are from the south and

south-east. It appears that additional study must be completed to correctly understand what the adverse

effects of air pollution would be on the Tucker Hill population. Additionally, if Segment A is selected,

monitoring devices must be installed to monitor air quality before, during and after construction.

The DEIS fails to address air pollution from traffic beyond tailpipe emissions. A growing body of

academic research cites brake wear and tire friction as primary pollutants from traffic. The DEIS has not

addressed either of these sources of pollutants, nor does it address benzene or Volatile Organic

Compounds (VOCs). We request that TxDOT complete detailed analyses of each of these pollutants, and

compare pollutant levels on 380 (for each pollutant) to expected levels during and after construction

Segment A. The DEIS notes in several places that expected proliferation of electric vehicles (EVs) should

improve air pollution in this corridor. This is not only abdicating responsibility for mitigating air

pollution, but a misrepresentation of electric vehicles and their environmental benefits. While EVs do

reduce tailpipe emissions from internal combustion engines (ICEs), they do nothing to reduce pollution

from non-tailpipe sources including brake dust and tire friction. Pollution from tire friction may worsen

in EVs due to increases in vehicle weight from electric batteries. Further, Texas’ electric grid is far from

clean, and EVs that source their energy from unclean sources are, therefore, unclean themselves.

The Mobile Source Air Toxins analysis in the DEIS is lacking and includes only a qualitative analysis. The

DEIS claims that MSAT will decrease with time because of improved federal standards. We argue that

this is an outsourcing of responsibility to mitigate air pollution in the 380 corridor, and request that

TxDOT complete a quantitative MSAT analysis and a health impact assessment for all criteria pollutants.

Quality of Comments Collected

As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in soliciting comments. In

addition to submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill residents, comments were solicited via

Facebook with no links to the underlying studies or segment alternatives. TxDOT must vet all of the

comments collected during the scoping project fully and determine that they were legitimately provided

by residents. If the comments were not legitimate, they should be stricken from the project record.

NEPA

Paraphrasing from The Council on Environmental Quality (2021), TxDOT is obligated to evaluate feasible

alternatives in enough detail so that a reader can compare and contrast the environmental effects of the

various alternatives. Of note, NEPA reasonable alternatives include those that are practical or feasible

from the technical and economic standpoint, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of TxDOT.

“NEPA is About People and Places”



"Impacts include ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health impacts, whether

adverse or beneficial. It is important to note that human beings are part of the environment (indeed, that

is why Congress used the phrase “human environment” in NEPA), so when an EIS is prepared and

economic or social and natural or physical environmental effects are interrelated, the EIS should discuss

all of these effects."

It is clear that TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst, unsavory. I ask that

TxDOT respond to each of the issues discussed. As it stands, if TxDOT proceeds with their preferred

Segment A they will be irreparably harming the residents of Tucker Hill, unfairly seizing the residents’

ability to enjoy their neighborhood, severing them from their broader community and, potentially,

justifying it with a fatally flawed Environmental Impact Study.

In addition to the foregoing, there are a number of answered questions regarding the impacts of the

proposed Segment A. In particular, how will the proposed alignment impact traffic inside

neighborhoods. Has noise pollution be adequately considered. Whether an outerloop would better

serve the need of fast growing population to the north. If segment A is chosen, why would it not cut

north just east of Ridge where it is currently being expanded into undeveloped land?

Based on the foregoing, I would ask TxDOT to set aside the political influence and personal gain

individuals representatives have been promised by politicians and business persons, and ask that they

reconsider Segment B which is cheaper for taxpayers and has a less impact on existing homes and

businesses and the environment.

Regards,

Jennifer A. Cheek

Induced Demand

1. RMI SHIFT Calculator

2. RMI_SHIFT (STATE HIGHWAY INDUCED FREQUENCE OF TRAVEL)

CALCULATOR_About the methodology

3. American Economic Review_2011_The Fundamental Law of Road Congestion:

Evidence from US Cities

4. California EPA Air Resources Board_2014_Policy Brief_Impact of Highway Capacity and Induced

Travel on Passenger Vehicle Use and Greenhouse Gas Emissions

5. UC Davis_2015_Policy Brief_Increasing Highway Capacity Unlikely to Relieve Traffic

Congestion

Case Studies & TxDOT Publications

1. Air Alliance Houston_2019_Health Impact Assessment of the North Houston Highway

Improvement Project

2. Air Alliance Houston_2022_Why are we still building highways?

https://shift.rmi.org/
https://rmi.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/rmi_shift_calculator_methodology.pdf
https://rmi.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/rmi_shift_calculator_methodology.pdf
https://www.aeaweb.org/articles?id=10.1257/aer.101.6.2616
https://www.aeaweb.org/articles?id=10.1257/aer.101.6.2616
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2020-06/Impact_of_Highway_Capacity_and_Induced_Travel_on_Passenger_Vehicle_Use_and_Greenhouse_Gas_Emissions_Policy_Brief.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2020-06/Impact_of_Highway_Capacity_and_Induced_Travel_on_Passenger_Vehicle_Use_and_Greenhouse_Gas_Emissions_Policy_Brief.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2020-06/Impact_of_Highway_Capacity_and_Induced_Travel_on_Passenger_Vehicle_Use_and_Greenhouse_Gas_Emissions_Policy_Brief.pdf
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/58x8436d
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/58x8436d
https://airalliancehouston.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/HIA-Report-final-06-10-19.pdf
https://airalliancehouston.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/HIA-Report-final-06-10-19.pdf
https://airalliancehouston.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/08/Why-are-we-still-building-highways_-FORMATTED.pdf


3. TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS

4. TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS Appendix P Air Quality

5. TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS Appendix V Greenhouse Gas and Climate Change

6. Thomson Reuters Foundation_2022_In 'world's most polluted city', Indian workers

unaware of toxic air

7. Reuters_2021_Pollution likely to cut 9 years of life expectancy of 40% of Indians

8. The Guardian_2022_‘It’s just more and more lanes’ the Texan revolt against giant new

highways

9. The New York Times_2022_Can Portland Be a Climate Leader Without Reducing Driving?

10. TxDOT_2023_TxDOT Statewide On-Road Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis and Climate

Change Assessment Update Summer 2023

11. TxDOT_2018_Technical Report_Statewide On-Road Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis

and Climate Change Assessment

Tailpipe Emissions vs. Tire Friction Pollution

1. The Guardian_2022_Car Tyres Produce Vastly More Particle Pollution Than Exhausts, Tests

Show

2. Jalopnik_2022_Emissions from Tire Wear Are a Whole Lot Worse Than We Thought

Congestion vs. Idling Emissions

1. City Observatory_2017_Urban Myth Busting: Congestion, Idling, and Carbon Emissions

2. Transportation Research_2012_Congestion and emissions mitigation: A comparison of

capacity, demand, and vehicle based strategies

Policy vs. Behavior Changes

1. Transportation Research Interdisciplinary Perspectives_2023_Driven by head or heart? Testing

the effect of rational and emotional anti-speeding messages on self-reported speeding

intentions

Effects on Human Health

1. The Guardian_2019_Revealed: air pollution may be damaging ‘every organ in the body’

2. Chest_2019_Air Pollution and Noncommunicable Diseases

3. PNAS_2018_Global estimates of mortality associated with long-term exposure to

outdoor fine particulate matter

4. Environmental Pollution_2008_Human health effects of air pollution

5. Environmental Health Perspectives_2007_Short-Term Effects of Carbon Monoxide on

Mortality: An Analysis within the APHEA Project

6. Respiratory Medicine_2015_Allergy and asthma: Effects of the exposure to particulate matter

and biological allergens

7. American Journal of Physiology_2008_Particulate matter exposure induces persistent lung

inflammation and endothelial dysfunction

8. Environmental Health Perspectives_2016_Prenatal Air Pollution Exposures, DNA Methyl

Transferase Genotypes, and Associations with Newborn LINE1 and Alu Methylation and

https://my35capex.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/12/M35-CapEx-C_DEIS_2022-12-14_SIGNED.pdf
https://my35capex.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/12/Appendix-P-Air-Quality.pdf
https://my35capex.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/12/Appendix-V-Greenhouse-Gas-and-Climate-Change.pdf
https://news.trust.org/item/20220412194609-iohma/?utm_source=twitter&utm_medium=social&utm_campaign=trf-stories&utm_content=thread
https://news.trust.org/item/20220412194609-iohma/?utm_source=twitter&utm_medium=social&utm_campaign=trf-stories&utm_content=thread
https://news.trust.org/item/20210901035934-13ips
https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2022/apr/29/texas-highway-expansions-project-displacements-protests
https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2022/apr/29/texas-highway-expansions-project-displacements-protests
https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2022/04/21/climate/portland-emissions-infrastructure-environment.html?unlocked_article_code=AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAACEIPuomT1JKd6J17Vw1cRCfTTMQmqxCdw_PIxfs9gGPzNiGeVTdcwqNPW9LavB-RIvA6INA33jGSWNIGKLg1WPh7yOMaMklsUBKppZ2f3ZUDLT88sp6pQ2gqwojAGL0-7z7waW-8JeFjgr2juhbMeB6BPcq4sg0pN1Eu5Jh4awH2nCBIlv2DSqEixIZ03PsmA5ksWWwAZimVu_m4DQEua9uBchqP6AdmUuoJC2uFnsWOqO5VKHUkAlrETnx74m0-4coNe49EefaicGNzPZb2kr4TCWd3LYq2BJVXR4Tcl71isLGlugXbgYPthK1wTPMIyeuC5mWqN18vS6eUOEHxXlEasDtJ-kBevF20T8R5hFHlhjzEfr9TpCgretk&smid=em-share
https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2022/04/21/climate/portland-emissions-infrastructure-environment.html?unlocked_article_code=AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAACEIPuomT1JKd6J17Vw1cRCfTTMQmqxCdw_PIxfs9gGPzNiGeVTdcwqNPW9LavB-RIvA6INA33jGSWNIGKLg1WPh7yOMaMklsUBKppZ2f3ZUDLT88sp6pQ2gqwojAGL0-7z7waW-8JeFjgr2juhbMeB6BPcq4sg0pN1Eu5Jh4awH2nCBIlv2DSqEixIZ03PsmA5ksWWwAZimVu_m4DQEua9uBchqP6AdmUuoJC2uFnsWOqO5VKHUkAlrETnx74m0-4coNe49EefaicGNzPZb2kr4TCWd3LYq2BJVXR4Tcl71isLGlugXbgYPthK1wTPMIyeuC5mWqN18vS6eUOEHxXlEasDtJ-kBevF20T8R5hFHlhjzEfr9TpCgretk&smid=em-share
https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/725-01-rpt.pdf
https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/725-01-rpt.pdf
https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/725-01-rpt.pdf
https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot/get-involved/sat/loop-1604-from-sh16-i-35/091020-greenhouse-gas-report.pdf
https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot/get-involved/sat/loop-1604-from-sh16-i-35/091020-greenhouse-gas-report.pdf
https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot/get-involved/sat/loop-1604-from-sh16-i-35/091020-greenhouse-gas-report.pdf
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2022/jun/03/car-tyres-produce-more-particle-pollution-than-exhausts-tests-show
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2022/jun/03/car-tyres-produce-more-particle-pollution-than-exhausts-tests-show
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2022/jun/03/car-tyres-produce-more-particle-pollution-than-exhausts-tests-show
https://jalopnik.com/emissions-from-tire-wear-are-a-whole-lot-worse-than-we-1849023188#%3A~%3Atext%3DIt%20turns%20out%20that%20tires%2Cgreater%20than%20from%20your%20tailpipe
https://cityobservatory.org/urban-myth-busting_idling_carbon/
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S1361920912000727
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S1361920912000727
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2590198222001865
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2590198222001865
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2590198222001865
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2590198222001865
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2590198222001865
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/ng-interactive/2019/may/17/air-pollution-may-be-damaging-every-organ-and-cell-in-the-body-finds-global-review
https://journal.chestnet.org/article/S0012-3692(18)32723-5/fulltext
https://www.pnas.org/doi/full/10.1073/pnas.1803222115
https://www.pnas.org/doi/full/10.1073/pnas.1803222115
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0269749107002849
https://ehp.niehs.nih.gov/doi/10.1289/ehp.10375
https://ehp.niehs.nih.gov/doi/10.1289/ehp.10375
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0954611115001870
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0954611115001870
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0954611115001870
https://journals.physiology.org/doi/full/10.1152/ajplung.00048.2007
https://journals.physiology.org/doi/full/10.1152/ajplung.00048.2007
https://journals.physiology.org/doi/full/10.1152/ajplung.00048.2007
https://ehp.niehs.nih.gov/doi/10.1289/EHP181
https://ehp.niehs.nih.gov/doi/10.1289/EHP181


Childhood Blood Pressure and Carotid Intima-Media Thickness in the Children’s Health Study

9. Environmental Health Perspectives_2010_Childhood Incident Asthma and

Traffic-Related Air Pollution at Home and School

10. Environmental Pollution_2017_Maternal exposure to air pollutants during the first

trimester and foetal growth in Japanese term infants

11. Environmental Health Perspectives_2009_Association between Local Traffic-Generated Air

Pollution and Preeclampsia and Preterm Delivery in the South Coast Air Basin of California

12. Obesity_2016_Residential proximity to major roadways, fine particulate matter, and

adiposity: The framingham heart study

13. Environmental Health Perspectives_2006_Separate and Unequal: Residential Segregation

and Estimated Cancer Risks Associated with Ambient Air Toxics in U.S. Metropolitan Areas

14. The Guardian_2019_Air pollution deaths are double previous estimates, finds research

15. European Heart Journal_2019_Cardiovascular disease burden from ambient air pollution in

Europe reassessed using novel hazard ratio functions

16. The Guardian_2019_Air pollution 'as bad as smoking in increasing risk of miscarriage'

17. Fertility and Sterility_2019_Acute effects of air pollutants on spontaneous pregnancy loss: a

case-crossover study

18. Fertility and Sterility_2018_Ambient air pollution and the risk of pregnancy loss: a

prospective cohort study

19. The Guardian_2018_Air pollution particles found in mothers' placentas

20. The Guardian_2018_Air pollution causes ‘huge’ reduction in intelligence, study reveals

21. PNAS_2018_The impact of exposure to air pollution on cognitive performance

22. The Guardian_2017_Air pollution harm to unborn babies may be global health

catastrophe, warn doctors

23. BMJ_2017_Impact of London's road traffic air and noise pollution on birth weight:

retrospective population based cohort study

24. The Guardian_2017_Global pollution kills 9m a year and threatens 'survival of human

societies'

25. The Guardian_2018_Diesel pollution stunts children’s lung growth, major study shows

26. The Lancet_2019_Impact of London's low emission zone on air quality and children's

respiratory health: a sequential annual cross-sectional study

27. The Guardian_2017_How conniving carmakers caused the diesel air pollution crisis

28. The Guardian_2018_Childhood obesity linked to air pollution from vehicles

29. Environmental Health_2018_Longitudinal associations of in utero and early life

near-roadway air pollution with trajectories of childhood body mass index

30. Preventive Medicine_2010_Automobile traffic around the home and attained body mass index:

a longitudinal cohort study of children aged 10-18 years

31. The Guardian_2016_Air pollution linked to increased mental illness in children

32. BMJ_2016_Association between neighbourhood air pollution concentrations and dispensed

medication for psychiatric disorders in a large longitudinal cohort of Swedish children and

adolescents

33. The Guardian_2018_Air pollution: everything you should know about a public health

emergency

34. The Guardian_2017_Electric cars are not the answer to air pollution, says top UK adviser

35. The New York Times_2022_Enough About Climate Change. Air Pollution Is Killing Us Now.

https://ehp.niehs.nih.gov/doi/10.1289/EHP181
https://ehp.niehs.nih.gov/doi/10.1289/EHP181
https://ehp.niehs.nih.gov/doi/10.1289/ehp.0901232
https://ehp.niehs.nih.gov/doi/10.1289/ehp.0901232
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0269749116325568
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0269749116325568
https://ehp.niehs.nih.gov/doi/10.1289/ehp.0800334
https://ehp.niehs.nih.gov/doi/10.1289/ehp.0800334
https://ehp.niehs.nih.gov/doi/10.1289/ehp.0800334
https://ehp.niehs.nih.gov/doi/10.1289/ehp.0800334
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/oby.21630
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/oby.21630
https://ehp.niehs.nih.gov/doi/10.1289/ehp.8500
https://ehp.niehs.nih.gov/doi/10.1289/ehp.8500
https://ehp.niehs.nih.gov/doi/10.1289/ehp.8500
https://ehp.niehs.nih.gov/doi/10.1289/ehp.8500
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2019/mar/12/air-pollution-deaths-are-double-previous-estimates-finds-research
https://academic.oup.com/eurheartj/article/40/20/1590/5372326?login=false
https://academic.oup.com/eurheartj/article/40/20/1590/5372326?login=false
https://academic.oup.com/eurheartj/article/40/20/1590/5372326?login=false
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2019/jan/11/air-pollution-as-bad-as-smoking-in-increasing-risk-of-miscarriage
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S001502821832154X
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S001502821832154X
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S001502821832154X
https://www.fertstert.org/article/S0015-0282(17)31973-8/fulltext
https://www.fertstert.org/article/S0015-0282(17)31973-8/fulltext
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2018/sep/16/air-pollution-particles-found-in-mothers-placentas
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2018/aug/27/air-pollution-causes-huge-reduction-in-intelligence-study-reveals
https://www.pnas.org/doi/full/10.1073/pnas.1809474115
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2017/dec/05/air-pollution-harm-to-unborn-babies-may-be-global-health-catastrophe-warn-doctors
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2017/dec/05/air-pollution-harm-to-unborn-babies-may-be-global-health-catastrophe-warn-doctors
https://www.bmj.com/content/359/bmj.j5299
https://www.bmj.com/content/359/bmj.j5299
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2017/oct/19/global-pollution-kills-millions-threatens-survival-human-societies
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2017/oct/19/global-pollution-kills-millions-threatens-survival-human-societies
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2018/nov/14/diesel-pollution-stunts-childrens-lung-growth-london-study-shows
https://www.thelancet.com/journals/lanpub/article/PIIS2468-2667(18)30202-0/fulltext
https://www.thelancet.com/journals/lanpub/article/PIIS2468-2667(18)30202-0/fulltext
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2017/apr/07/how-conniving-carmakers-caused-the-diesel-air-pollution-crisis
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2018/nov/04/childhood-obesity-linked-to-air-pollution-from-vehicles
https://ehjournal.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12940-018-0409-7
https://ehjournal.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12940-018-0409-7
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/19850068/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/19850068/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/19850068/
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2016/jun/13/air-pollution-linked-to-increased-mental-illness-in-children
https://bmjopen.bmj.com/content/6/6/e010004.full
https://bmjopen.bmj.com/content/6/6/e010004.full
https://bmjopen.bmj.com/content/6/6/e010004.full
https://bmjopen.bmj.com/content/6/6/e010004.full
https://bmjopen.bmj.com/content/6/6/e010004.full
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2018/nov/05/air-pollution-everything-you-should-know-about-a-public-health-emergency
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2018/nov/05/air-pollution-everything-you-should-know-about-a-public-health-emergency
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2017/aug/04/fewer-cars-not-electric-cars-beat-air-pollution-says-top-uk-adviser-prof-frank-kelly
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2017/aug/04/fewer-cars-not-electric-cars-beat-air-pollution-says-top-uk-adviser-prof-frank-kelly
https://www.nytimes.com/2022/04/19/opinion/air-pollution-fossil-fuels.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2022/04/19/opinion/air-pollution-fossil-fuels.html


36. Air Alliance Houston_No Safe Level of Transportation Emissions

37. Elsevier_2017_Increased air pollution cuts victims' lifespan by a decade, costing billions

38. Harvard_2016_Air pollution below EPA standards linked with higher death rates

39. Environmental Health Perspectives_2016_Low-Concentration PM2.5 and Mortality:

Estimating Acute and Chronic Effects in a Population-Based Study

40. Texas Pedestrian Safety Coalition_2023_Exploring Transportation-Related Air Quality Impacts

on Pedestrians in Disadvantaged Communities_Video

41. Texas Pedestrian Safety Coalition_2023_Exploring Transportation-Related Air Quality Impacts

on Pedestrians in Disadvantaged Communities_Slides

42. Texas Pedestrian Safety Coalition_2023_Exploring Transportation-Related Air Quality Impacts

on Pedestrians in Disadvantaged Communities_HBW Notes.docx

43. University of British Columbia_2023_Traffic pollution impairs brain function

44. Environmental Health_2023_Brief diesel exhaust exposure acutely impairs functional brain

connectivity in humans: a randomized controlled crossover study

45. Dezeen_2023_MIT study finds huge carbon cost to self-driving cars

46. Journal of the American Heart Association_2022_Pandemic-Related Pollution Decline and
ST-Segment‒Elevation Myocardial Infarctions

47. American Lung Association_2022_Living Near Highways and Air Pollution

48. Environmental Health Perspectives_2011_Traffic-related air pollution and cognitive

function in a cohort of older men

49. The Lancet_2017_Living near major roads and the incidence of dementia, Parkinson's disease,

and multiple sclerosis: a population-based cohort study

50. Environmental Health Perspectives_2008_Association between traffic-related black carbon

exposure and lung function among urban women

51. The New England Journal of Medicine_2004_Exposure to Traffic and the Onset of

Myocardial Infarction

52. The Lancet_2002_Association between mortality and indicators of traffic-related air

pollution in the Netherlands: a cohort study

53. American Journal of Respiratory and Critical Care Medicine_2010_Chronic Obstructive

Pulmonary Disease and Long-Term Exposure to Traffic-related Air Pollution_A Cohort Study

54. The Urban Institute_2022_The Polluted Life Near the Highway

Expert Publications & Guidelines

1. Planetizen_2022_The Urgent Need for Climate Action Includes Land Use Reforms, IPCC

Report Says

2. IPCC_2022_Chapter 8 Transport

3. WHO_2021_Global Air Quality Guidelines

4. USPIRG_2021_Transform Transportation_Strategies For A Healthier Future

5. The World Bank and IHME_2016_The Cost of Air Pollution

6. Transportation for America_Driving Down Emissions

Induced Demand

1. Journal of Transport Economics and Policy 2002 Induced Travel Demand and Induced Road

Investment: A Simultaneous Equation Analysis

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1LOJvXy6ybqiwS8qqmi0E0vLYOA2qC31Rie7ExSM2NAo/edit?usp=sharing
https://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2017/07/170703083252.htm
https://www.hsph.harvard.edu/news/press-releases/air-pollution-below-epa-standards-linked-with-higher-death-rates/
https://ehp.niehs.nih.gov/doi/10.1289/ehp.1409111
https://ehp.niehs.nih.gov/doi/10.1289/ehp.1409111
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=k7zamUdM-Ys
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=k7zamUdM-Ys
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=k7zamUdM-Ys
https://www.texaspedsafety.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/TTI_AirQuality_Pedestrians_Webinar_Final.pdf
https://www.texaspedsafety.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/TTI_AirQuality_Pedestrians_Webinar_Final.pdf
https://www.texaspedsafety.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/TTI_AirQuality_Pedestrians_Webinar_Final.pdf
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1-sPtXaY1IgFiIFZjKwhhzBeheaFQlE0Y/edit?usp=share_link&ouid=100245986868192848071&rtpof=true&sd=true
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1-sPtXaY1IgFiIFZjKwhhzBeheaFQlE0Y/edit?usp=share_link&ouid=100245986868192848071&rtpof=true&sd=true
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1-sPtXaY1IgFiIFZjKwhhzBeheaFQlE0Y/edit?usp=share_link&ouid=100245986868192848071&rtpof=true&sd=true
https://news.ubc.ca/2023/01/24/traffic-pollution-impairs-brain-function/
https://ehjournal.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12940-023-00961-4
https://ehjournal.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12940-023-00961-4
https://ehjournal.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12940-023-00961-4
https://www.dezeen.com/2023/01/31/self-driving-cars-emissions-mit-study/
https://www.ahajournals.org/doi/full/10.1161/JAHA.121.024605
https://www.ahajournals.org/doi/full/10.1161/JAHA.121.024605
https://www.ahajournals.org/doi/full/10.1161/JAHA.121.024605
https://www.lung.org/clean-air/outdoors/who-is-at-risk/highways
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/21172758/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/21172758/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/28063597/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/28063597/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/28063597/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/18941574/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/18941574/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/18941574/
https://www.nejm.org/doi/pdf/10.1056/NEJMoa040203?articleTools=true
https://www.nejm.org/doi/pdf/10.1056/NEJMoa040203?articleTools=true
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/12401246/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/12401246/
https://www.atsjournals.org/doi/10.1164/rccm.201006-0937OC?url_ver=Z39.88-2003&rfr_id=ori%3Arid%3Acrossref.org&rfr_dat=cr_pub%20%200pubmed
https://www.atsjournals.org/doi/10.1164/rccm.201006-0937OC?url_ver=Z39.88-2003&rfr_id=ori%3Arid%3Acrossref.org&rfr_dat=cr_pub%20%200pubmed
https://www.atsjournals.org/doi/10.1164/rccm.201006-0937OC?url_ver=Z39.88-2003&rfr_id=ori%3Arid%3Acrossref.org&rfr_dat=cr_pub%20%200pubmed
https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/2022-11/The%20Polluted%20Life%20Near%20the%20Highway.pdf
https://www.planetizen.com/news/2022/04/116773-urgent-need-climate-action-includes-land-use-reforms-ipcc-report-says?amp
https://www.planetizen.com/news/2022/04/116773-urgent-need-climate-action-includes-land-use-reforms-ipcc-report-says?amp
https://www.planetizen.com/news/2022/04/116773-urgent-need-climate-action-includes-land-use-reforms-ipcc-report-says?amp
https://www.ipcc.ch/site/assets/uploads/2018/02/ipcc_wg3_ar5_chapter8.pdf
https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/345329/9789240034228-eng.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
https://pirg.org/resources/transform-transportation/
https://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/781521473177013155/pdf/108141-REVISED-Cost-of-PollutionWebCORRECTEDfile.pdf
https://t4america.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/Driving-Down-Emissions.pdf
https://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/lse/jtep/2002/00000036/00000003/art00005
https://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/lse/jtep/2002/00000036/00000003/art00005
https://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/lse/jtep/2002/00000036/00000003/art00005


Tailpipe Emissions vs. Tire Friction Pollution/ Brake Dust Pollution/ Electric Vehicle Pollution

1. Int J Environ Res Public Health 2017 Wear and Tear of Tyres: A Stealthy Source of

Microplastics in the Environment

2. Report EUR 2014 Non-exhaust traffic related emissions. Brake and tyre wear PM

3. Atmospheric Environment 2011 Investigation on the potential generation of ultrafine

particles from the tire–road interface

4. Journal of Environmental Protection 2013 Dust Resulting from Tire Wear and the Risk of Health

Hazards

5. Environmental Science & Technology 2004 Tire-Wear Particles as a Source of Zinc to the

Environment

6. Environmental Science and Pollution Research 2015 Brake wear particle emissions: a review

7. Science of the Total Environment 2008 Sources and properties of non-exhaust

particulate matter from road traffic: A review

8. Science of the Total Environment 2020 Tyre and road wear particles (TRWP) - A review of

generation, properties, emissions, human health risk, ecotoxicity, and fate in the environment

9. Science of the Total Environment 2022 Tire wear particle emissions: Measurement data where

are you?

10. Science of the Total Environment 2022 Effect of treadwear grade on the generation of tire

PM emissions in laboratory and real-world driving conditions

11. Emission Control Science and Technology 2021 Development of Tire-Wear Particle

Emission Measurements for Passenger Vehicles

12. Wear 2018 Investigation of ultra fine particulate matter emission of rubber tires

13. Bloomberg 2022 New Tech Aims to Capture Electric Vehicle Tire Emissions

14. Arizona Department of Transportation 2006 Tire Wear Emissions for Asphalt Rubber and

Portland Cement Concrete Pavement Surfaces

15. The Conversation 2020 Air pollution from brake dust may be as harmful as diesel

exhaust on immune cells – new study

16. UK Research and Innovation 2020 Brake dust air pollution may have same harmful effects

on immune cells as diesel exhaust

17. U.S. Department of Energy Alternative Fuels Data Center Emissions from Electric Vehicles

18. U.S. Department of Energy Argonne Laboratory 2009 Well-to-Wheels Energy Use and

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis of Plug-in Hybrid Electric Vehicles

19. National Renewable Energy Laboratory 2016 Emissions Associated with Electric Vehicle

Charging: Impact of Electricity Generation Mix, Charging Infrastructure Availability, and Vehicle

Type

20. US News 2020 Brake Dust Another Driver of Air Pollution

21. The New York Times 2021 How Green Are Electric Vehicles?

22. Scientific American 2016 Electric Cars Are Not Necessarily Clean

23. The Guardian 2016 Why electric cars are only as clean as their power supply

24. Biofriendly Planet 2022 Electric Vehicles and Their Impact on the Environment

25. California Air Resources Board 2022 California moves to accelerate to 100% new

zero-emission vehicle sales by 2035

26. CNN 2022 Car tires are disastrous for the environment. This startup wants to be a driving

force in fixing the problem.

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5664766/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5664766/
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/document?repid=rep1&type=pdf&doi=692a2019f2c734396aef728f107fb247d86c57fa
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1352231011008569
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1352231011008569
https://www.scirp.org/html/1-6701865_33102.htm
https://www.scirp.org/html/1-6701865_33102.htm
https://www.scirp.org/html/1-6701865_33102.htm
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/abs/10.1021/es034631f
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/abs/10.1021/es034631f
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/abs/10.1021/es034631f
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11356-014-3696-8
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11356-014-3696-8
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S004896970800658X
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S004896970800658X
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0048969720313358
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0048969720313358
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0048969720313358
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0048969720313358
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S004896972201748X
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S004896972201748X
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S004896972201748X
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0048969722036452
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0048969722036452
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0048969722036452
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s40825-020-00181-z
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s40825-020-00181-z
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S004316481731092X
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2022-09-02/new-tech-aims-to-capture-electric-car-tire-emissions
https://azdot.gov/sites/default/files/2019/05/tire-wear-emissions-for-asphalt-rubber-portland-cement-concrete-April2006.pdf
https://azdot.gov/sites/default/files/2019/05/tire-wear-emissions-for-asphalt-rubber-portland-cement-concrete-April2006.pdf
https://theconversation.com/air-pollution-from-brake-dust-may-be-as-harmful-as-diesel-exhaust-on-immune-cells-new-study-129594
https://theconversation.com/air-pollution-from-brake-dust-may-be-as-harmful-as-diesel-exhaust-on-immune-cells-new-study-129594
https://phys.org/news/2020-01-air-pollution-effects-immune-cells.html
https://phys.org/news/2020-01-air-pollution-effects-immune-cells.html
https://phys.org/news/2020-01-air-pollution-effects-immune-cells.html
https://afdc.energy.gov/vehicles/electric_emissions.html
https://afdc.energy.gov/vehicles/electric_emissions.html
https://publications.anl.gov/anlpubs/2009/03/63740.pdf
https://publications.anl.gov/anlpubs/2009/03/63740.pdf
https://afdc.energy.gov/files/u/publication/ev_emissions_impact.pdf
https://afdc.energy.gov/files/u/publication/ev_emissions_impact.pdf
https://afdc.energy.gov/files/u/publication/ev_emissions_impact.pdf
https://afdc.energy.gov/files/u/publication/ev_emissions_impact.pdf
https://www.usnews.com/news/health-news/articles/2020-01-14/brake-dust-another-driver-of-air-pollution
https://www.nytimes.com/2021/03/02/climate/electric-vehicles-environment.html
https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/electric-cars-are-not-necessarily-clean/
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2016/dec/08/electric-car-emissions-climate-change
https://biofriendlyplanet.com/environment-issues/electric-vehicles-and-their-impact-on-the-environment/
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/news/california-moves-accelerate-100-new-zero-emission-vehicle-sales-2035
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/news/california-moves-accelerate-100-new-zero-emission-vehicle-sales-2035
https://www.cnn.com/2022/08/16/world/tyre-collective-microplastic-rubber-waste-climate-hnk-spc-intl/index.html#%3A~%3Atext%3DAround%206.1%20million%20metric%20tons%2Cremote%20places%20like%20the%20Arctic
https://www.cnn.com/2022/08/16/world/tyre-collective-microplastic-rubber-waste-climate-hnk-spc-intl/index.html#%3A~%3Atext%3DAround%206.1%20million%20metric%20tons%2Cremote%20places%20like%20the%20Arctic
https://www.cnn.com/2022/08/16/world/tyre-collective-microplastic-rubber-waste-climate-hnk-spc-intl/index.html#%3A~%3Atext%3DAround%206.1%20million%20metric%20tons%2Cremote%20places%20like%20the%20Arctic


VOCs/ PM2.5/ Greenhouse Gases

1. World Health Organization 2019 Exposure to benzene: a major public health concern

2. American Lung Association 2022 Volatile Organic Compounds

3. National Cancer Institute 2022 Benzene

4. Environmental Research 2020 Characteristics of volatile organic compounds from vehicle

emissions through on-road test in Wuhan, China.

5. Aerosol and Air Quality Research 2018 Emission Characteristics of VOCs from On-Road Vehicles

in an Urban Tunnel in Eastern China and Predictions for 2017–2026

6. Atmospheric Environment 2017 Characteristics of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) from

the evaporative emissions of modern passenger cars

7. Atmospheric Environment 2012 Volatile organic compounds from the exhaust of

light-duty diesel vehicles

8. Analytical Sciences 2012 Measurement of volatile organic compounds in vehicle exhaust using

single-photon ionization time-of-flight mass spectrometry

9. PubMed 2001 Exposure to volatile organic compounds for individuals with occupations

associated with potential exposure to motor vehicle exhaust and/or gasoline vapor emissions

10. Environmental Research 1999 Assessment of benzene and toluene emissions from

automobile exhaust in Bangkok

11. Atmospheric Environment 1967 Benzene, toluene and xylene concentrations in car

exhausts and in city air

12. Environmental Science and Technology 1992 On-line measurement of benzene and toluene

in dilute vehicle exhaust by mass spectrometry

13. Iowa State University 2015 Quantification of benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene and

o-xylene in internal combustion engine exhaust with time-weighted average solid phase

microextraction and gas chromatography mass spectrometry

14. Journal of Exposure Science & Environmental Epidemiology 2003 Measurement of volatile

organic compounds inside automobiles

15. Chronic Diseases and Translational Medicine 2018 Fine particulate matter (PM2.5): The culprit

for chronic lung diseases in China.

16. Journal of Thoracic Disease 2016 The impact of PM2.5 on the human respiratory system

17. US EPA 2022 Health and Environmental Effects of Particulate Matter (PM)

18. Harvard School of Public Health 2011 Greenhouse gases pose threat to public health

19. CDC 2022 Climate Effects on Health.

20. NAQTS, Emissions Analytics, Lancaster University 2018 Vehicle Interior Air Quality:

Volatile Organic Compounds

Congestion vs. Idling Emissions (Traffic Emissions)

1. Transportation Research Record Comparison of Vehicular Emissions in Free-Flow and

Congestion Using MOBILE4 and Highway Performance Monitoring System

2. Atmospheric Environment 2011 Vehicle emissions in congestion: Comparison of work

zone, rush hour and free-flow conditions

3. Institute for Transport and Economics 2007 How Much does Traffic Congestion Increase Fuel

Consumption and Emissions? Applying a Fuel Consumption Model to the NGSIM Trajectory

Data

4. Science of The Total Environment 2013 Air pollution and health risks due to vehicle

https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/WHO-CED-PHE-EPE-19.4.2
https://www.lung.org/clean-air/at-home/indoor-air-pollutants/volatile-organic-compounds
https://www.cancer.gov/about-cancer/causes-prevention/risk/substances/benzene
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/32592940/#%3A~%3Atext%3DThe%20five%20compounds%20emitted%20at%2C%2Dxylene%20and%20iso%2Dpentane
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/32592940/#%3A~%3Atext%3DThe%20five%20compounds%20emitted%20at%2C%2Dxylene%20and%20iso%2Dpentane
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/32592940/#%3A~%3Atext%3DThe%20five%20compounds%20emitted%20at%2C%2Dxylene%20and%20iso%2Dpentane
https://aaqr.org/articles/aaqr-18-07-oa-0248
https://aaqr.org/articles/aaqr-18-07-oa-0248
https://aaqr.org/articles/aaqr-18-07-oa-0248
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1352231016309670#%3A~%3Atext%3DGenerally%2C%20VOCs%20are%20emitted%20by%2Cnot%20running%3B%20and%20as%20the
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1352231016309670#%3A~%3Atext%3DGenerally%2C%20VOCs%20are%20emitted%20by%2Cnot%20running%3B%20and%20as%20the
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1352231016309670#%3A~%3Atext%3DGenerally%2C%20VOCs%20are%20emitted%20by%2Cnot%20running%3B%20and%20as%20the
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1352231012007649
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1352231012007649
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/22498466/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/22498466/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/22498466/
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/12029750_Exposure_to_volatile_organic_compounds_for_individuals_with_occupations_associated_with_potential_exposure_to_motor_vehicle_exhaust_andor_gasoline_vapor_emissions
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/12029750_Exposure_to_volatile_organic_compounds_for_individuals_with_occupations_associated_with_potential_exposure_to_motor_vehicle_exhaust_andor_gasoline_vapor_emissions
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/12029750_Exposure_to_volatile_organic_compounds_for_individuals_with_occupations_associated_with_potential_exposure_to_motor_vehicle_exhaust_andor_gasoline_vapor_emissions
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/10361023/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/10361023/
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/0004698181901645
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/0004698181901645
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/abs/10.1021/es00032a013
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/abs/10.1021/es00032a013
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/abs/10.1021/es00032a013
https://dr.lib.iastate.edu/server/api/core/bitstreams/883b872f-8c4a-433a-a072-89dda86d7246/content
https://dr.lib.iastate.edu/server/api/core/bitstreams/883b872f-8c4a-433a-a072-89dda86d7246/content
https://dr.lib.iastate.edu/server/api/core/bitstreams/883b872f-8c4a-433a-a072-89dda86d7246/content
https://www.nature.com/articles/7500250
https://www.nature.com/articles/7500250
https://www.nature.com/articles/7500250
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC6160608/#%3A~%3Atext%3DIncreased%20exposure%20to%20PM2.5%2Cepithelium%20and%20increase%20epithelial%20permeability
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC6160608/#%3A~%3Atext%3DIncreased%20exposure%20to%20PM2.5%2Cepithelium%20and%20increase%20epithelial%20permeability
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC6160608/#%3A~%3Atext%3DIncreased%20exposure%20to%20PM2.5%2Cepithelium%20and%20increase%20epithelial%20permeability
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4740125/
https://www.epa.gov/pm-pollution/health-and-environmental-effects-particulate-matter-pm
https://www.hsph.harvard.edu/news/features/bernstein-greenhouse-gases-health-threat/
https://www.cdc.gov/climateandhealth/effects/default.htm#%3A~%3Atext%3DThe%20health%20effects%20of%20these%2Cand%20threats%20to%20mental%20health
https://www.cert.ucr.edu/media/1866/download
https://www.cert.ucr.edu/media/1866/download
https://onlinepubs.trb.org/Onlinepubs/trr/1992/1366/1366-011.pdf
https://onlinepubs.trb.org/Onlinepubs/trr/1992/1366/1366-011.pdf
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1352231011000586
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1352231011000586
https://www.akesting.de/download/How_Much_does_Traffic_Congestion_Increase_Fuel_Con.pdf
https://www.akesting.de/download/How_Much_does_Traffic_Congestion_Increase_Fuel_Con.pdf
https://www.akesting.de/download/How_Much_does_Traffic_Congestion_Increase_Fuel_Con.pdf
https://www.akesting.de/download/How_Much_does_Traffic_Congestion_Increase_Fuel_Con.pdf
https://www.akesting.de/download/How_Much_does_Traffic_Congestion_Increase_Fuel_Con.pdf
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0048969713001290?via%3Dihub


From: Jennifer Weis

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 10:50 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US HWY 380 ROUTE A OPPOSITION 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 To Whom it May Concern,  

 I am writing to show my strong opposition for Segment A of HWY 380 expansion. I have a few points to 

address.  

  First and foremost is that I am a resident of Tucker Hill who is protected under the ADA. I have sensory 

issues in which that a highway whose noise levels will exceed the legal decibel rating will quite literally 

drive me insane. Having a major freeway on top of my neighborhood will not only impact my quality of 

life but  other residents of Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch who have sensory issues from either PTSD, 

Autism, ASD, etc.  

  My other major concern is the pollution from the construction and eventual traffic from this major 

highway. As a lifelong asthmatic,  this is very troubling to me. Being able to breathe without wheezing or 

relying on an inhaler to breathe is a right that shouldn't be taken away from anyone. How can you 

guarantee that my  health won't be affected by this poorly chosen route? You can't.  

  I don't believe that TXDOT has done due diligence on environmental impacts to the existing wetlands 

and this route would wipe out a significant amount of 150 year old trees and essential wildlife.  

  There is another route that wouldn't wipe out wetlands, historic trees, planned hike and bike trails by 

the City of McKinney,  business or existing homes.  It would also save taxpayers in excess of TWO 

HUNDRED MILLION dollars. Why does TXDOT think it can just spend money like that when there is 

clearly another option that is more economical,  sensible, responsible and in the best interest of those 

living near the proposed route A?  

  I don't believe the studies TXDOT has done paint an accurate picture of the noise and pollution levels 

that route A will bring to the residents of Tucker Hill, Auburn Hills and Stonebridge Ranch.  

  I believe it is in TXDOTS best interest to choose a different route or majorly revise Route A to protect 

businesses, homes and residents that are currently standing and not "proposed" communities or 

businesses.  

  Thank you, 

Jennifer Arnett  

2716 Majestic Ave  

McKinney, TX 75071 

 

Sent via the Samsung Galaxy S21 Ultra 5G, an AT&T 5G smartphone 

Get Outlook for Android 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Faka.ms%2FAAb9ysg&data=05%7C01%7Cstephen.endres%40txdot.gov%7C62aef26b8c5944e98da908db421b8247%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638176458146897071%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=CTDgW%2B6sWT49maqB7XB4ScF8qTdaclaSx7yaCLkpMXA%3D&reserved=0


From: Jennifer Carter  

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 2:11 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 Bypass  

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Mr Endres - 

 

I know you've received every engineered comment possible. 

 

So I will give you my very simple but honest concerns. 

 

You all need to stop this nonsense. 

You know what is right - what is wrong. 

 

It is wrong to hurt many for one. 

It is wrong to create chaos for communities of 20 years or more than to build in newer communities just 

beginning. 

 

It is wrong to spend millions when it is not necessary - it's stealing. 

 

It is wrong that one wealthy voice overrides a community of many. 

 

It is wrong in this State of Texas to not be fair. 

 

There is only one conclusion to come too - a bully has a vendetta and you all have let him win. 

 

It's sad. 

 

Especially sad here in Texas. 

 

So that is it.  I told my community I would send a comment - and here it is.  You already know all of this - 

and my little existence is nothing to you all - but we moved to our home in McKinney in Tucker Hill for 

the love of the community as many did - and you all have once again proved that the deep pockets don't 

really care about the little man. 

 

Sincerely, 

J. Carter 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:29 PM 

To: Jennifer DeLano  

Subject: RE: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Jennifer DeLano   

Sent: Friday, February 24, 2023 6:23 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres, 
 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction 
of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT 
for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   

Thank you,  

 

Jennifer DeLano 

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C5d8a9ea81cd04974874808db19dc5381%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638132206296892922%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=tqOPWPfcIBIQCrU%2FrN6GPs%2BlrZwrcBX8mEOGk9zupI8%3D&reserved=0


From: Jennifer Ellis

Sent: Friday, March 10, 2023 8:25 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres, 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Sincerely, 

Jennifer Ellis 

8504 Beech Ln 

McKinney, TX 75072 



From: Jennifer Louise  

Sent: Sunday, April 2, 2023 5:18 PM 

To:  Stephen 

Endres 

Subject: 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Senator Paxton, Representative Leach, and Mr. Endres: 

 

I am writing to express my opposition to Segment C and my support for Segment D. I support Segment D 

because of its reduced impact on the environment and the lower number of homes, businesses, and 

community services that would be negatively impacted in comparison to Segment C.  

 

Furthermore, the Texas Parks and Wildlife department also prefers Segment D because they recognize 

the disastrous environmental impact that Segment C would have. 

 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

 

Regards, 

Jennifer Eubank 



-----Original Message----- 

From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 9:56 AM 

To: Jeni Fortenbury  

Subject: RE: 380 bypass - Segment A 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Jeni Fortenbury  

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 11:38 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 bypass - Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Mr. Endres, 

 

With great respect, I ask that you consider my comments below regarding the 380 bypass. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827. 

 

Reasons to consider OPPOSING Segment A: 

Costs taxpayers $98.8 million more 

Impacts 57% more natural wetlands  & wildlife Negatively impacts Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch 

neighborhoods 

 

Reasons to SUPPORT Segment B: 

Requires 73% fewer business and residential displacements Avoids costly reconstruction of the 

intersection at U.S. 380 & Custer Road 14% shorter, saving time and money 



 

Thank you for your consideration, 

 

Jennifer Fortenbury 

 

 

[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) 

message]<https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsa

fety%2Ftraffic-safety-

campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C49a37eba4ed04

996eecc08db19a556b2%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C63813197012641488

0%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6

Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=8Syyg1oS0l0Gn64KtTCWZBCWZaDiQjC%2BpiESwGCJby4%3D&re

served=0> 



From: Jennifer Hagee  

Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2023 1:04 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Jennifer Hagee 



From: Jenny Lorenzo  

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 12:43 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Staunch NO to SEGMENT A!  

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Please help us save our beautiful community!! 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Jennifer Lorenzo 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Jennifer Pruitt  

Sent: Friday, March 31, 2023 9:16 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Re: Oppose Segment C of the 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Dear Mr. Endres, 

I oppose using Segment C of the 380 bypass and prefer using Segment D for the following reasons: 

 

1.  Using segemnt D would disrupt fewer citizens and households. 

2.  Using segment D would not disturb the forest land or wild life areas, or at least less disruption to 

natural areas.   

 

Progress is good as long as it makes sense.  It doesn't make sense to disturb 22 citizen families for 

segment C, when there is less impact on citizen families for segment D.   

 

Graciously,  

Jennifer Pruitt 

Mckinney, TX 

 

 

 

 

Sent from AT&T Yahoo Mail on Android 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fgo.onelink.me%2F107872968%3Fpid%3DInProduct%26c%3DGlobal_Internal_YGrowth_AndroidEmailSig__AndroidUsers%26af_wl%3Dym%26af_sub1%3DInternal%26af_sub2%3DGlobal_YGrowth%26af_sub3%3DEmailSignature%26af_web_dp%3Dhttps%3A%2F%2Fmore.att.com%2Fcurrently%2Fimap&data=05%7C01%7Cstephen.endres%40txdot.gov%7Ce1a1e7a5e5ea4171be4c08db3257197a%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638159121906631011%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=XdaP9L%2FNPDLGnCbtUgqE8P%2BdB1G1%2FOibmaOoRTpaMpY%3D&reserved=0


From: Jennifer Pruitt  

Sent: Friday, March 31, 2023 9:15 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Oppose Segment C of the 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Endless, 

I oppose using Segment C of the 380 bypass and prefer using Segment D for the following reasons: 

 

1.  Using segemnt D would disrupt fewer citizens and households. 

2.  Using segment D would not disturb the forest land or wild life areas, or at least less disruption to 

natural areas.   

 

Progress is good as long as it makes sense.  It doesn't make sense to disturb 22 citizen families for 

segment C, when there is less impact on citizen families for segment D.   

 

Graciously,  

Jennifer Pruitt 

Mckinney, TX 

 

 

 

 

Sent from AT&T Yahoo Mail on Android 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fgo.onelink.me%2F107872968%3Fpid%3DInProduct%26c%3DGlobal_Internal_YGrowth_AndroidEmailSig__AndroidUsers%26af_wl%3Dym%26af_sub1%3DInternal%26af_sub2%3DGlobal_YGrowth%26af_sub3%3DEmailSignature%26af_web_dp%3Dhttps%3A%2F%2Fmore.att.com%2Fcurrently%2Fimap&data=05%7C01%7Cstephen.endres%40txdot.gov%7C16da0c362339460489e208db3256e3c5%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638159121764143230%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=JhurLWtG5vp17Ib5z%2BoWcW8T15EpbGKmVgfKamZgo8s%3D&reserved=0




From: Jennifer Watkins 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 4:46 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Jenny Ahlemeyer  

Sent: Sunday, April 2, 2023 8:41 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres,  

 

NO to Segment A 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely,  

Jenny Ahlemeyer  



From: Jenny Kaiser  

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 8:43 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hello, 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380 
Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will 
cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less 
overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly 
urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Thanks, 

 
Jenny Kaiser 

 

--  

 
On a mobile device? Click on my number here: (214) 405-9060  

   

 



From: Jeremy Lowry  

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 1:16 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 
US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 
Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 
and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 
citizens throughout McKinney. 
 
I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 
Road to FM 1827. 
 
Regards, 
Jeremy Lowry 
 
 
 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Monday, March 6, 2023 11:18 AM 

To: Jeremy Puckett  

Subject: RE: NO to Segment A 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Jeremy Puckett   

Sent: Monday, March 6, 2023 8:31 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

NO to Segment A 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing 

option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer 

businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and 

thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

Sincerely, 

Jeremy Puckett 
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JEREMY PUCKETT 

General Manager Operations 

 
O: 972.801.3990 | M: 469.534.6092 

 

www.chrobinson.com 

 

8454 Parkwood Blvd | Suite 200 | Plano, TX 75024  

 

 

      

  

 

*************************************************************************************

************************************ 

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the 

individual or entity to whom they are addressed. If you are not the named addressee you should not 

disseminate, distribute or copy this e-mail. Please notify the sender immediately by e-mail if you have 

received this e-mail by mistake and delete this e-mail from your system. Please note that any views or 

opinions presented in this email are solely those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of 

the sender of the e-mail. The sender of the e-mail accepts no liability for any damage caused by any 

virus transmitted by this email. (IP) 

*************************************************************************************

************************************ 

  

 

 



From: The Antediluvian Express  

Sent: Wednesday, March 22, 2023 12:53 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   

 

A is more expensive, more disruptive and destructive, and did I say more expensive?  Government acts 

as if they have a money. It's not your money so you don't care how bad you hurt retired people like 

myself. Collin County is becoming a place where ex teachers can't afford to live. Take the least expensive 

alternative for once. Support Plan B. 

 

Jerry Bradley  



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:45 PM 

To: jerry horton  

Subject: RE: 380 Bypass Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: jerry horton   

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 2:19 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 Bypass Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

I wish to advise you to please vote NO to segment A and YES to segment B. I am a homeowner in 
Stonebridge Ranch, specifically LaCima Meadows facing Custer near Stonebridge Drive. I strongly 
support segment B and urge you to please vote YES for that proposal. 
 
Jerry Horton 
1208 Winter Haven Lane 
McKinney, TX 75071 
214.592.4147 
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From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 8:48 AM 

To: Jessica Garcia  

Subject: RE: 380 Bypass NE McKinney: Oppose C Support D 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Jessica Garcia   

Sent: Monday, February 27, 2023 4:55 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 Bypass NE McKinney: Oppose C Support D 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Good afternoon Mr. Endres,   

My name is Jessica Garcia and I am concerned about the 380 bypass that will take place on the NE part 

of McKinney. I live in an area that will be affected severely if segment C is chosen. I as well as all my 

neighbors support segment D as it would cause less damage to the remaining forests in central Collin 

County. If segment C is chosen it would destroy about 71% more acres of forests and woodlands and 

141% of grassland and prairie which would also eliminate a large area of suitable habitat for 

endangered/threatened species. Segment C will also affect and displace more homes businesses and 

community resources.  

In all honesty segment C would create more problems than solutions.  

I know it's a tough decision but supporting segment D would be more beneficial for everyone. 

Please support segment D. 

 

Thank you, 
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From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 9:55 AM 

To: Jessica Nunn  

Subject: RE: 380 bypass 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Jessica Nunn   

Sent: Sunday, February 26, 2023 12:41 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction 
of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT 
for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   
 

Thank you, 
 

Jessica nunn  
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From: Jessica Vargas  

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 1:21 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Jessica Vargas 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 8:58 AM
To: Jessie Dortch 
Subject: RE: 380 Bypass
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 
 

From: Jessie Dortch 
Sent: Friday, February 17, 2023 2:18 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: 380 Bypass
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Hello. My name is Jessie Dortch and I would like to voice my opposition to the 380 bypass (route C).
The bypass would destroy the property owned by a good friend. This property serves as a place for
therapeutic horse riding, community rides, events, and church services. The bypass would go directly
through the riding arena and honey bee area on the property, and the noise from the highway
would be incredibly detrimental to the animals.
 
I would instead like to voice support of route D. It crosses through the flood plain, and would only
disrupt 7 homes instead of 29. Thank you for listening, and I hope you will consider the impact of
route C on the people and animals that call the area home.
 
Thank you,
J Dortch
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From: Jill Ables  

Sent: Friday, March 10, 2023 8:52 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Jim Hysaw  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 5:23 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: No to Segment A! 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a ci-zen of McKinney, TX and resident homeowner in the Stonebridge Ranch Community living near 

the intersec-on of Custer Road and 380, I strongly “OPPOSE the construc�on of Segment A” for the US 

380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  

Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an exis-ng op-on, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax 

burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall 

disrup-on to the 36,000 residents who live with me in the Stonebridge Ranch Community as well as the 

thousands of ci-zens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to “implement Segment B” as the preferred op-on for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

Sincerely, 

Jim Hysaw 

Jim Hysaw 
8509 Gallery Way 

McKinney, TX  75072 

 

214-837-4416 

 

 



From: Jim Norton  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 7:03 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Sent from Mail for Windows 
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From: Jim Reyes  

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 6:23 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO on Segment “A” 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Have those that will decide Segment “A” versus Segment “B” the crucial extra time to navigate from 

Stonebridge Ranch to have emergency “first responders” meet fire and health situations, especially in 

transport to medical facilities like Baylor Scott White where every minute “COUNTS”! 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 10:06 AM 

To: Terrie Rice  

Subject: RE: US 380 Bypass 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Terrie Rice 

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 10:47 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: US 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction 
of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT 
for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   
 
 

Jim Rice 
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From: Jim Smith 

Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2023 9:09 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: US 380 Segment A Comments

Attachments: US 380 Segement A Comments vJB.pdf

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

To whom it may concern: 

 

 

I have attached a document with comments and views based on extensive research regarding your proposed Segment A 

choice and ask that you take these findings to heart 

and reconsider your current position and choose Segment B as the best option for current and future growth to our NW 

quadrant of the City. 

 

In addition to the attached comments: 

 

1.  My wife has health issues that require muItiple Doctor visits and health screenings and I am concerned about safety 

during construction and beyond and do not feel the study adequately 

addressed safety and access to our neighborhood during and after construction. 

 

Will there be ease of access entering and exiting Tucker HIll? 

 

How will emergency response time be affected during construction? 

 

Where is the study to compare the safety of turns on Segment A compared to Segment B? 

 

 

Best Regards, 

 

Jim Smith 

972-898-8345 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, February 21, 2023 8:50 AM
To: 
Subject: RE: Opposition to Route C - FM 2933 Collin County
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 

From: Jimmy Wilson  
Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 9:36 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: Opposition to Route C - FM 2933 Collin County
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Stephen Endres,

Even though I reside in the Atlanta, Georgia area, my wife and I are lifelong friends of Collins
County ranch owner, Rebecca Smith.  The ranch is used by the community for Therapeutic Riding
as well as riding for church and community events.  The ranch will be damaged by proposed Spur
399 Extension Section C, and would no longer be usable for horses and riding.

There is a proposed Extension Section D which would impact seven homes, while Section C
impacts 29 homes, 15 businesses and seven community resources.  Section C will also destroy
one of the largest remaining forests in central Collins County.

My wife and I join with Collins County Ranch Owner, Rebecca Smith to urge the selection of
Section D for the Spur 399 project.  

Thank you for your kind consideration.

Sincerely,
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Dr. Jimmy and Deborah Wilson
2865 Adams Pointe Drive
Snellville, GA   30078

Jimmy Wilson
Pastor of Congregational Care
First Baptist Loganville
& Loganville Ministry Village
680 Tom Brewer Road
Loganville, GA  30052

 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsafety%2Ftraffic-safety-campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7C636abb0abf84469168a108db141f6107%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638125897224652945%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=jkKdwSCbFMEJivu9ndPbXgTaLLMWJmJbbtW%2FeyUgTpI%3D&reserved=0


1

From:

Sent: Tuesday, April 18, 2023 8:03 AM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: NO to Segment A !

This email originated from outside of the organiza�on. Do not click links or open a�achments unless you recognize the 

sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Hello. We love our Stonebridge Ranch Community and we love living in McKinney. There is no place quite like it. 

Peaceful, quiet, friendly, safe. Segment A of the 380 bypass will ruin that. There is a be�er op�on with Segment B. 

 

As a homeowner and ci�zen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construc�on of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass 

from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

TxDOT has an exis�ng op�on, Segment B, that will COST less, REDUCE the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 

FEWER businesses and homes, and result in less overall disrup�on to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands 

of ci�zens throughout McKinney. 

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred op�on for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Thank you. 

 

Joanna Phillips 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 

"Every child deserves a champion, an adult who will never give up on them, who understands the power of connec�on, 

and insists that they become the best that they can possibly be." 

~Rita Pierson 



From: Joe Mossinger  

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 4:01 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: No Bypass in Prosper 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hi Mr. Endres, 

  

I am writing to you to share my STRONG opposition to the bypass and Option B running 
through Prosper. I am a resident of Whitley Place and have been for the last seven years 
and disagree with the bypass running through Prosper for the following reasons: 
  
• 12+ lanes going right through Prosper (8 lanes & 4+ access lanes on either side) with the 
magnitude equal to US 75, located just south of Founders Academy  
•US 380 Bypass Segment B options + approved Collin Outer Loop (4-6 lanes) just north 
would sandwich NE & SE Prosper in between 2 major highway thoroughfares  
•Directly affects and disruptive to numerous neighborhoods: Whitley Place, Whispering 
Farms, Brookhollow, Christie Farms, Rhea Mills, Gentle Creek, Amberwood, Ladera, etc.  
•Prosper properly planned for expansion (380 can be widened!). If other towns didn’t plan 
this can’t be put on Prosper  
•Directly impacts multiple schools in Prosper ISD: Cockrell Elementary | Rogers Middle 
School | Walnut Grove High School and Founders Classical Academy and student drivers 

•Increased Traffic and Noise  
•Materially impacts ManeGait and the wonderful therapy they provide to children, veterans, 
and our disabled community  
•Exorbitant costs of acquiring rights of way, adverse environmental impacts, wetland 
mitigation 

•This design does not make for an acceptable proposal nor effective use of taxpayer money  
•School buses having to go on a highway to take kids to school / young drivers for the high 
school having to deal with highways and high speeds 

•Significant environmental impact: pollution, emissions, & poor air quality 

•Safety of our citizens and students  
•Decreased home values and overall desire of area  
•Massive utility relocations that are critical to Prosper’s infrastructure  



•Substantial lost tax revenue to the Town and Prosper ISD 

  
In closing, I highly oppose Option B and want 380 to stay on 380 or Option A to be considered.  

  

Thank you, 

Joe Mossinger 
4060 Chimney Rock Drive 
Prosper, Texas 75078 

  

  

  

 

•• PROTECTED 関係者外秘 

  



From: Joe Sadowy  

Sent: Friday, March 31, 2023 2:18 PM 

To: Stephen Endres; Joe Sadowy 

Subject: HWY 380 Bypass / McKinney TX 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr Endres- 

 

I have to imagine you receive thousands of emails and messages from homeowners and residents 
complaining about the work you do. 

It seems everyone is a supporter of progress and development, as long as it does not happen in their 
backyard. 

I am a resident of McKinney and live fairly close to HWY 380 near Stonebridge Drive.  Our HOA provides 
us updates and information regarding the process and the planning that impacts Stonebridge Ranch. 

 

Recently, they provided data suggesting that TXDOT appears to be close to making decisions on the new 
Hwy 380 Bypass.  The information states that TXDOT appears to favor an option A for the location of the 
beginning of the loop construction on the western end rather than option B.  They also provided data that 
indicates that option A will be significantly more expensive than B. The information also stated that option 
A will destroy more existing businesses and residences than option B in the construction of the roadway. 

 
As you can imagine, this does not sound reasonable to me.   Why would TXDOT proceed with a more 
expensive and more intrusive construction plan when there is a viable and more appealing option 
available? 
 
Admittedly I would prefer this new construction to happen away from my current residence for obvious 
reasons.  However, if the least expensive, least intrusive option was next to my residence, I would 
understand. 
 
I have two requests: 
 
1-If you are reviewing and tracking responses from McKinney residents like me, please record my 
feedback as a formal request for option B to be selected. 
 
2-If there is information available from TXDOT that provides substantiation for the selection of option A, 
recognizing the additional expense and community impact. would you please provide the information to 
me? 
 
 
Thank you very much for your consideration  I appreciate your help 
 
Joe Sadowy 



From: John Pemberton  

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 5:46 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr Stephen Endres, 
 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 
US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  
Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax 
burden on McKinney residents,  
destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch 
residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 
I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 
Road to FM 1827. 
 
Sincerely, 
John and Nancy Pemberton 
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From: DAPHNE FIREstone 

Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2023 10:51 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: 380 Bypass

This email originated from outside of the organiza�on. Do not click links or open a�achments unless you recognize the 

sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Mr. Endres.... I am wri�ng you because I am extremely concerned about the 380 bypass. My husband and I live in Tucker 

Hill which is directly off 380. We are an elderly couple and my husband has several heart and health issues. I am 

concerned because of the noise, traffic and confusion that will be taking place in our neighborhood. 

 

First, there is ques�ons about whether houses will be taken down. We are already seeing many neighbors pu,ng their 

house up for sale. Second, we have found out that the noise is it going to be a very large problem. Proper tes�ng has not 

been done to any of our knowledge. Sound walls and protec�on for our community has not properly been studied 

 

The route labeled plan A Is much more costly and affects many more of us than Plan B. Why would tax Dollars be used 

for this plan when  they could save so much I using Plan B. 

 

The Billingsley property which is nearby and just recently started construc�on seems to have had a great impact on why 

one plan was picked over the other..  Our neighborhood has a porch style neighborhood which has proved to be a 

wonderful addi�on to McKinney. 

 

We are hopeful that some of our concerns could be revisited to say that there is reason to choose Plan B. It will save 

money , disturb fewer neighborhoods, and be a wiser choice. 

 

Please explain why spending more money and disturbing more neighborhoods is being picked for the path to be used. 

 

Many of us do not understand why the Outerloop couldn’t be used to solve the problem and be an answer to help in 

traffic north of our area as well as help the traffic on 380. Has that ever been thought of as the path. If you connect The 

northern towns that bring much traffic to our area with Hwy 75 they could even br brought into the North Dallas Tollway 

easily by using the already designated Outer Loop..  this area is one of the fastest growing areas and tearing up a few 

blocks of 380 will hardly handle that traffic in a few years. 

 

Respec:ully submi�ed, 

John and Peggy Firestone 

Tucker Hill Residents. 

I 

 

 

 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Wendy Mae  

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 6:09 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hello,  

As homeowners and citizens of McKinney, Texas, we OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 

380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, we understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  We strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option 

for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Regards, 

John and Wendy Corcoran  



From: j balkovec 

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 4:23 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: No to segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

March 9, 2023 

  

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A Bypass 
from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that 
will cost less, reduce the tax burden o McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and 
result in ;less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens 
throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 
Road to FM 1827. 

  

Sincerely 

  

John Balkovec 

 

P.S.  As I commented on in a previous letter to TxDOT, I do not understand why the connection of the 
380 Bypass to the Dallas North Tollway is not considered at this time in lieu of ‘A’ or ‘B’. 

I suspect that your overall studies have already identified a connection of 380 to the tollway further north 
than its current location, i.e., the outer loop,   

 
 

 

sent from I phone 

 



From:  

Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2023 12:20 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: TX DOT, Hwy 380 Bypass Segments C & D (focus area 3) 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Endres, 

 

In connec1on with the proposed by routes referenced above I would like to express my opposi1on to 

segment C as proposed.  Based on the available impacts both natural and human it seems that segment 

D is a vastly more favorable op1on.    

 

As a long1me Collin County resident and regular user of this Highway I ask you also oppose segment C in 

favor of segment D. 

 

Thank you for your 1me and service to the State of Texas. 

 

Regards, 

 

John Bickel 
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From: Cisar, John 

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 4:15 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: 380 Alignment Comments

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Enders,  

I have several issues with TxDOT’s proposed 380 expansion and alignment of option A. First, the growth 
projections used by TxDOT to justify the 380 expansion are wildly high and if those projection are true, many 
areas of Collin County will be unlivable before 2050 due to lack of water.   

2.1.1 Population Growth and Projections  

In 2019, Collin County had a population of 1,034,730 people, making it one of the most populous 
counties in Texas and has experienced a 32.4 percent increase in population between 2010 and 2019 (US 
Census 2019). According to the Texas State Demographer’s 2014 population projections by migration 
scenario data, over the next 30 years Collin County could anticipate an increase in population of up to 
160 to 170 percent. The city of McKinney has experienced even greater growth between 2010 and 2019 
with an increase in population of 51.9 percent along with the town of Prosper which has experienced a 
158 percent population increase over the same period (US Census, 2019). Officials from Collin County, 
the City of McKinney, the North Texas Municipal Water District, and the city of Irving continue 
coordination to construct numerous water supply projects to keep pace with the growth and 
development. (TxDOT, 2020, p. 1)  

According to this statement, the 2050 Collin County population project is about 2,700,000 people. However, the 
Region C 2021 Water Plan paints at much different picture.  

The population of Region C is projected to grow from 7,233,415 in the year 2016 to 10,150,077 in 2040 
and 14,684,790 in 2070. This projected 2070 population is about 330,000 (or 2.24 percent) more than 
was projected in the 2016 Region C Water Plan. These projections have been approved by the Texas 
Water Development Board, as required by TWDB planning guidelines. This projection reflects a 
substantial slowing in the rate of growth that has been experienced in Region C over the last 50 years. 
(Freese and Nichols, Inc., et al., 2020, p. ES-4)  
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(p. 5E-3)  



3

Using the TxDOT Collin County 2050 population figures of 2,700,000 instead of the Water Plan projections in 
table 5E.1 of 1,807,279, projected 2050 water demand would be 557,435 Ac-Ft/Yr (red bar inserted in figure 
5E.1) instead of 373,126 Ac-Ft/Yr (using 2050 table 5E.1 planning factors). That increased demand is 

roughly twice the existing available 2050 water supply and greatly exceeds total water supply from both 

existing and strategies by 43 percent. The estimated short fall is 166,557 Ac-Ft/Yr.   

The 2021 Region C Water Plan indicts the water projects will not keep up with the TxDOT growth plan, and 
TxDOT’s statement in the Purpose & Need Memorandum is erroneous. From an emergency management 
perspective, a continuation with this projected rate of growth with make parts of this North Texas area unlivable 
for many people based on the lack of water and the draconian water restrictions necessary to conserve 
remaining water supplies. North Texas cities will be fighting each other for those water resources.  

Second, the concept of induced demand proposes adding more highway capacity will have the opposite effect of 
reducing congestion. Down’s Law of Peak-Hour Traffic Congestion: On urban commuter expressways, peak-
hour traffic congestion rises to meet maximum capacity (Downs, 1962, p. 393). In addition, this increase in 
capacity will be used by non-local people transiting the area and not provide tangible benefits to the local 
people will have to deal with years of hassle and time lost in the construction of an expanded 380. Houston 
highways are a great example of TxDOT adding highway capacity and still not solving issues of local highway 
congestion. Induced demand can be summed up as “if you build it, they will come.”    

Third, Bypass Option A will isolate Tucker Hill subdivision from the rest of McKinney. This isolation goes 
against current Federal highway planning objectives of restoring community connectivity by removing, 
retrofitting, or mitigating highways or other facilities that create barriers to community connectivity (National 
Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine, 2023, p. 4). Also, Tucker Hill only access points are 
directly connected to US 380. Currently, with no other means to access Tucker Hill, construction of Option A 
and the associated traffic from temporary 380 detour roads will greatly restrict and even deny critical 
emergency services of fire, police, and medical from Tucker Hill citizens. Other 380 alignment options alleviant 
this issue. At this time, no plan has yet been presented that to give access to Tucker Hill of critical emergency 
services and any Stonebridge Drive connection is stalled in legal processes. We are still waiting for an answer 
from TxDOT in this matter.    

Thank you for consideration on these concerns.   

John Cisar, PhD, Fire and Emergency Management Administration (972-768-6288)  

  

Downs, A. (1962, July). The law of peak-hour expressway congestion. Traffic quarterly, 16(3). 393-409. 
https://babel.hathitrust.org/cgi/pt?id=uc1.$b3477&view=1up&seq=454  

Freese and Nichols, Inc., Plummer Associates, Inc.,CP&Y, Inc., & Cooksey Communications (2020, 
November). 2021 Region C water plan: Volume I main report. 
https://regioncwater.org/planning_documents_category/2022-state-water-plan/  

National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine. 2023. Developing a highway framework to 

conduct an all-hazards risk and resilience analysis. Washington, DC: The National Academies Press. 
https://doi.org/10.17226/26924.  

Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT)(2020, September 29). Purpose & need memorandum - US 380 

EIS, Collin County. https://assets.website-
files.com/6033feeb7ee63a37aeaa8574/6033feeb7ee63a6d9aaa8650_CSJ%200135-02-065-
CSJ%200135-03-053_US%20380%20EIS_PurposeNeed_Memo_V3_2020-09-29.pdf  

 



From: John DeLoma  

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 8:20 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: No to Segment A - US 380 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

John DeLoma 

7605 Willowbend Dr 

McKinney, TX 



From: John Mack Grey  

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 4:21 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 Bipass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

John Grey 

 



From: John Hamilton

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 4:46 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Yes to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of Prosper , TX., I strongly SUPPORT the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. I strongly urge you to implement Segment A as the preferred 

option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827 and appreciate the time and attention taken to 

resolve this route issue. 

Thank you for keeping 380 on 380 through Prosper. 

 

John Hamilton 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, January 26, 2023 1:44 PM
To: 
Subject: RE: Hwy 380 Bypass McKinney, Tx - Comments
 
We will add and address your comments to the US 380 EIS Public Hearing Summary.
The US 380 DEIS is available for review at https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS
 
Stephen
 

From: 
Sent: Thursday, January 26, 2023 10:17 AM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Cc: 'Chris Hill' >; 'Darrell Hale' ;

Subject: RE: Hwy 380 Bypass McKinney, Tx - Comments
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Stephen,
 
We live in East McKinney and are not in the direct path of this proposed Hwy 380
bypass work, but I continue to believe it is a waste of money and a needless assault
on rural life. I don’t believe the bypass will have any meaningful effect on Hwy 380
congestion. It is a poorly conceived knee-jerk project that fails to relieve the dense
traffic on Hwy 380 from Denton to Princeton. Collin Co. missed the opportunity to
expand Hwy 380 perhaps 30 years ago and now there are no easy options. I urge
TXDOT to back-peddle on this and look into more useful and permanent remedies.
How about spending some of that $33 billion state war chest on something visionary,
a 50 year solution? Should all these roads have free use? What about collaborating
with NTTA to toll an express component on the original right of way? That has worked
pretty well on 635 in Dallas.
 

mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
mailto:kmkenneally@burnsmcd.com
mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckmkenneally%40burnsmcd.com%7C0a8032536911485ff59508daffd69541%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638103594329985558%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=%2Bw6fnD6nlYkzpwAgI5Fkw7SW0CUlFBdxkDGc2O%2Bef3o%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.keepitmovingdallas.com%2FUS380EIS&data=05%7C01%7Ckmkenneally%40burnsmcd.com%7C0a8032536911485ff59508daffd69541%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638103594329985558%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=MYVfzEB91e%2BsGNihA7w1NFaJcquhGKTi082ZGjEsoE4%3D&reserved=0
mailto:jeh@finrepinc.com
mailto:jeh@finrepinc.com
mailto:Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov
mailto:chill@co.collin.tx.us
mailto:dhale@co.collin.tx.us
mailto:mmorris@nctcog.org
mailto:gfuller@mckinneytexas.org


Thanks.
 
John Helmer
McKinney, Tx
214-504-9935
 

From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, April 5, 2022 8:57 AM
To:
Subject: RE: Hwy 380 Bypass McKinney, Tx - Comments
 
Thank you for your comments.  We will add them to our public meeting summary.
 
Stephen Endres
Transportation Engineer
 

Dallas District  |  Texas Department of Transportation
O: 214-320-4469  |  www.txdot.gov
 
 
 

From  
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2022 5:09 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: Hwy 380 Bypass McKinney, Tx - Comments
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hi Stephen. Thanks for considering comments on the Hwy 380 Bypass plan. Mine
exceeded the online form limit so here it is:
 
The Sam Rayburn Toll Road (SRT) was built in record time by the NTTA. Same with
the President George Bush turnpike (PGBT) in North Dallas/Plano. Also, the LBJ
Express project in North Dallas. These are great roads. I am in favor of tolling all
public arterial roads. Consider that the Highway 380 congestion is not just localized to
McKinney; Hwy 380 is difficult from Denton to Princeton and beyond. It is a 36 mile
problem. Denton built loop 288 many years ago, which allows access both north and
south to Hwy 35. We need a visionary plan to reduce the drive times throughout this
area. Why not consider a limited access toll road on the original Hwy 380 ROW,
either elevated or below grade. Operate it like all the other toll roads. I see a need for
eventual rail down the centerline, serving Denton, McKinney, possibly over to
Greenville and all points in between. The current plan to deviate north will require the
purchase of very expensive right-of-way, and will be detrimental to Prosper and North
McKinney. And the increased distance would be a deterrent to use, and not of much
interest to drivers intending to go south on Hwy 75. The proposals I have seen are

mailto:Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov
mailto:jeh@finrepinc.com
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckmkenneally%40burnsmcd.com%7C0a8032536911485ff59508daffd69541%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638103594329985558%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=kQoxvXy3JArJH65HPueL5m0jcYk%2F4U3GcI0qkzJ1lv4%3D&reserved=0
mailto:jeh@finrepinc.com
mailto:jeh@finrepinc.com
mailto:Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov


short-sighted knee-jerk reactions on the “just do anything” category of bad planning.
Why not slow down and think big in creating solutions that will not be obsolete when
the last concrete is poured? Consider asking the NTTA for their ideas.
 
Thanks for listening.
 
John Helmer
708 Pearson Ave.
McKinney, Tx. 75069
214-504-9935
 
 
 

 

 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Finside-txdot%2Fmedia-center%2Ffeatured.html&data=05%7C01%7Ckmkenneally%40burnsmcd.com%7C0a8032536911485ff59508daffd69541%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638103594329985558%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=lxPvZt4WIZ4EPf%2FFduUCuh1GDZj4JoqOZKtjNJ8nB%2Fg%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsafety%2Ftraffic-safety-campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Ckmkenneally%40burnsmcd.com%7C0a8032536911485ff59508daffd69541%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638103594329985558%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Omw7B%2BUjv9t1xBH06Cc3Vk8%2Fxn3cuQJ8jm9wHHeN4v4%3D&reserved=0


From: John Kavulich  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 4:50 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

John Kavulich  

713 Marioneth Dr 

McKinney TX  



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 8:57 AM
To: John Manton 
Subject: RE: US 380 Bypass
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 
 

From: John Manton
Sent: Friday, February 17, 2023 3:11 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: US 380 Bypass
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

I strongly encourage that TXDOT utilize Route D as the best option for our city. The houses and
business shouldn't be touched and the floodplain is the best option. We use business in the path of C
and losing those would be devastating to the community and our needs.
 
Thank you,
John Manton
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From: John Mazzolini  

Sent: Tuesday, March 21, 2023 9:14 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: BROWN Alternative Re: COMMENT PERIOD EXTENDED: US 380 from Coit 

Road to FM 1827 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Good morning Stephen, 

 

My vote is for the Brown Alternative.  

 

I'll spare you the reasoning and long explanation for this choice as I'm sure you have heard the same 

thing from others and are aware of everything due to TXDOT's extensive research. 

 

You are welcome to reach out any time. Have a good day! 

 

Kind regards, 

John 

 

 

 

 

 

 

John Mazzolini 
Realtor | Monument Realty 
 

 

 
 

 

214-218-6156 |  
 

 

1 Cowboys Way Ste 160 | Frisco 75034 
4145 Travis St Ste 204 | Dallas 75204 

 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information contained in this email is confidential. This transmission and the 

information contained or attached as a file are intended for the exclusive use of the addressee(s).  If you are not an 



intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, disclosure, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this 

information is strictly prohibited. 

 

 

On Tue, Mar 14, 2023 at 5:40 PM Texas Department of Transportation <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

wrote: 

 

View this email in your browser  

 

 

 

TxDOT has extended the comment period for the US 380 EIS project from Coit 

Road to FM 1827 through Wednesday, April 5, 2023. 

 

TxDOT encourages you to visit the public 

hearing website www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS to review the full draft 

EIS document, study materials and to submit comments. 

 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fmailchi.mp%2Fcffe3d1f0c88%2Floop-286-virtual-public-meeting-5385058%3Fe%3D0eea58bee2&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C660d0cf6d64a4da0eb1c08db2a169604%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638150048719278593%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=qWwKa135qQOFn60vyCbSwoJCuLzq2MPDIPgPCSAfm%2FI%3D&reserved=0


 

You can also submit comments by email to Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov, or by 

mail to Mr. Stephen Endres, P.E., TxDOT Dallas District Office, 4777 East US 

Highway 80, Mesquite, Texas 75150-6643.  

 

All comments must be received or postmarked by  

Wednesday, April 5, 2023. 

  

If you have any general questions regarding the proposed project, please 

contact the TxDOT Project Manager, Mr. Stephen Endres, P.E., at (214) 320-

4469 or Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov.  

 

 

 

The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by applicable Federal environmental 

laws for this project are being, or have been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a 

Memorandum of Understanding dated December 9, 2019, and executed by FHWA and TxDOT. 
 

 

TxDOT Dallas District 

4777 East US Highway 80 

Mesquite, TX 75150 

 

Want to change how you receive these emails? 

You can update your preferences or unsubscribe from this list.  

 

 

 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fburnsmcd.us3.list-manage.com%2Fprofile%3Fu%3Db89207c107c4dbc873e3aebf2%26id%3D297810e2cd%26e%3D0eea58bee2%26c%3D4a2f8e18e9&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C660d0cf6d64a4da0eb1c08db2a169604%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638150048719278593%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=WGT3UqX15Ms5lGHqVq%2BBncXfEzdz1bVlwy%2Ftj6ocoOg%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fburnsmcd.us3.list-manage.com%2Funsubscribe%3Fu%3Db89207c107c4dbc873e3aebf2%26id%3D297810e2cd%26e%3D0eea58bee2%26c%3D4a2f8e18e9&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C660d0cf6d64a4da0eb1c08db2a169604%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638150048719278593%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=1v%2B6LA5Vkorn2bFqXTqtGySzrvwIx995fUTKf7tm2CE%3D&reserved=0


From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:29 PM 

To: JOHN SOLOMON  

Subject: RE: HWY 380 Project  

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

From: JOHN SOLOMON   

Sent: Friday, February 24, 2023 5:59 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: HWY 380 Project  

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Stephen,  
I would like to express my thoughts on the HWY 380 project. Thanks fir your 
consideration.  
 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

Best Regards  

John 

 

972-569-7669 

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cc5ee0ec6c48341740ffb08db19dc2f4b%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638132205706337809%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=QOJrvzNs0u326vZ9rppKR0Wl9DTATZiceBfo%2FQb5Is4%3D&reserved=0




From: Jon Bolen 

Sent: Friday, March 10, 2023 6:21 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 Bypass Feedback 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Stephen: 

I submitted the following feedback on the TXDOT website and shared it with both Mayor Fuller and 

Councilman Cloutier.  I wanted to share it with you directly to ensure it was received and considered. 

 

To whom it may concern: 
I regret not being able to attend the public hearing.  I believe a bypass is required to support growth in 

the northern corridor.  However, I am thoroughly flummoxed at how TXDOT reached a decision to move 

forward with Segment A rather Segment B for this project.   

 

Let’s first look at your somewhat disingenuous benefits for Segment A: 

• Displaces fewer homes 2 versus 5.  Correct, however segment A is one mile longer, has 

seven potential major utility conflicts versus just two for Segment B and displaces 15 

business versus zero.  Additionally, Segment A encroaches on twice the wetland 

acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and streams and more acreage of forests, 

prairies and grasslands. Finally, the estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly 

$200M more than Segment B (unless the even more intrusive shift option is chosen, 

then the increase is “only” $100M). 

• Results in lower potential impacts to planned future residential homes.  Have we 

canvased the “future residents” to measure the impact on their planned use of our 

community?  I suspect the voices of the current residents should be a priority over 

unidentified residences. 

• Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west of Custer 

Road.  Once again, this appears to accrue to the benefit of future residents or current 

investors, not the current residents of the McKinney community. 

• Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment.  True, but the Segment A alignment 

effectively severs a portion of NW McKinney from our community and creates an island 

of residents who become more closely aligned with Propser than McKinney.  We did not 

move to Prosper, we moved to McKinney.  

• Avoids impact to MainGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the subject of 

substantial public concern.  This is pretty laughable.  There is no great “public concern” 

over MainGait.  Until this discussion arose, I would contend few people in the area even 

knew of its existence.  More concerning is that you call out the impact of the ROW to 

the founder’s property.  The founder of MainGait is no ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill 

Darling, a real estate developer and home builder who stands to gain personally by the 

selection of Segment A over B.  Oh, to be certain, I have been to a MainGait ‘charity’ 

auction where well-heeled patrons bid tens of thousands of dollars for vacation 



packages and sports memorabilia.  At the time, we all drove in from Dallas to pay 

homage.   
 

What is missing from your comments and analysis is the impact on neighborhoods like Tucker 

Hill.  Tucker Hill is an iconic neighborhood and destination for McKinney residents to celebrate special 

occasions.  It is one of only two neighborhoods in the country developed by Southern Land as a front 

porch community.   

 

The Founders Square park does not just service the residents of the community, but is a destination for 

countless families as the backdrop for homecoming pictures, prom pictures and family photo shoots.  A 

trip to the square on any given Saturday in the spring will find scores of young people in their most 

formal dress capturing memories.  At Halloween, the streets are lined with residents from all over 

McKinney as children, young and old, try to recapture a touch of Americana.  The Tucker Hill community 

welcomes them all with open arms.  The sidewalks are nearly impassible and the laughter fills the 

evening well passed dusk. Finally, during the Holiday Season, when nearly every home is lit celebrating 

Christmas or Hanukkah the neighborhood is breathtaking and once again the streets fill with residents 

from the surrounding area so that they might recapture a touch of American tradition. 

 

Segment A will effectively sever Tucker Hill, a gem in the McKinney landscape, from our community.  It 

appears there has been little to no thought of actions that could be taken to mitigate the impact of 

Segment A on our neighborhood.  Some ideas for discussion and resolution: 

• A sound barrier has been proposed on the south side of the bypass, but essentially 

dismissed for the north side.  A plan to erect a sound barrier and to partner with the 

neighborhood with funds earmarked to restore the aesthetic of the entrance at 

Tremont Boulevard (after construction of the bypass) would be helpful.   

• For years, Tucker Hill residents have waited to be connected to the McKinney trail 

system for cycling and walking.  How could TXDOT partner with the city of McKinney to 

connect the neighborhood via trails to the broader community?   

• Finally, without detailed plans on an extension of Stonebridge Drive to facilitate a 

second manner of egress for the neighborhood, the residents can only envision 

complete isolation.  What can TXDOT do to facilitate the progress of the Stonebridge 

Drive extension project and ensure amicable agreement between the City of McKinney 

and Southern Land Company? 
 

The support laid out for Segment A seems strained, at best, and more than a little biased towards a 

single individual or entity.  The indifference to the facts and costs to construct Segment A (versus 

Segment B) seems irrational.  The lack of mitigating strategies to offset the impact of a suboptimal 

strategy lacks empathy and foresight. 

 

I urge you to follow the data and reconsider your recommendation of Segment A for the bypass.  If you 

cannot, I would challenge you to provide more complete recommendations to preserve the northwest 

McKinney community in earnest.   

 

Hopefully, we’ll see you or your children at our fountain in the spring, on our sidewalks at Halloween or 

singing Christmas carols in December. 
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From: Jon Bolen 

Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2023 12:14 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: US 380 Segment A - Comments

Attachments: US 380 - Segment A comments - Final.pdf

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

Stephen: 

I am a McKinney homeowner and I have lived in the Tucker Hill community since 2018.  In 2020, my 82-year old mother 

purchased in the community about 12 doors down from my wife and I.  We live on State Boulevard and can both see and 

hear US 380 from our front porch.  We sat on the porch when we made our decision to buy the home.  We can be found 

on our front porch, like many of our neighbors, on many evenings.  In fact, we consider this outdoor space an integral 

part of our home.  Naturally, we are concerned about the impact of the proposed 380 bypass on our lifestyle and ability 

to enjoy our property. 

 

I believe a bypass may be required to support growth in the northern corridor.  However, in selec/ng Segment A for the 

380 bypass, TxDOT will do harm to the residents of Tucker Hill, the City of McKinney as a whole and will demonstrate 

significant fiscal irresponsibility.  This decision is made more egregious with the existence of a viable lower impact 

alterna/ve.   It appears irrefutable that Segment B is the be5er alterna/ve and that there are serious flaws in the 

conclusions reached by TxDOT and in the underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS). 

 

First, the facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A: 

 

• Segment B does, in fact displace fewer homes 2 versus 5.  However, segment A is one mile longer, has 

seven potential major utility conflicts versus just two for Segment B and displaces 15 business versus 

zero business for Segment B.   

• Segment B would have less of an environmental impact.  Segment A would encroach on twice the 

wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and streams and more acreage of forests, 

prairies and grasslands than Segment B.  

• Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A.  Of real concern to the taxpayers is that the 

estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M more than Segment B.  This presupposes that 

the even more intrusive shift option is not chosen (given that we do not have a full understanding of 

the environmental impact).  However, if it were selected the increase still $100M more than Segment 

B. 

• TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned future residential 

homes.  It appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of unidentified future residents, property 

investors or developers over the impact of existing McKinney residents.  The voices of the current 

residents should be a priority over unidentified future residents. 

• TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under 

construction west of Custer Road.  Once again, this appears to accrue to the benefit of future residents 

or current investors, not the current residents of McKinney. 

• TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, 

the subject of substantial public concern”.  In fact, there is no great “public concern” over 

MainGait.  The facility does serve a noble purpose, but that purpose is nowhere near the public 
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concern of the impact to the existing residents of Tucker Hill who include retired veterans, disabled 

residents (both young and old), seniors 55+ and countless children.  More concerning to members of 

Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney community is that TxDOT calls out the impact of the ROW to 

the property belonging to the founder of MainGait.  The founder of MainGait is no ordinary 

philanthropist, but, Bill Darling, a former real estate developer and home builder who stands to gain 

personally by the selection of Segment A over B.  In particular, individuals affiliated with Darling 

leveraged ownership of 43 Tucker Hill lots to submit comments against Segment B in favor of Segment 

A – essentially impersonated residents of Tucker Hill for his personal gain.   

 
In direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT s/ll concluded Segment A was the preferred route op/on.   

 

TxDOT relied on the EIS to support their conclusion.  Of cri/cal concern to Tucker Hill and the greater McKinney 

community is what appears to be flaws in the underlying TxDOT analysis and interpreta/on of the EIS.  I will a5empt to 

detail each of my concerns individually.  My comments however, are not meant to be a complete lis/ng of the errors or 

omissions in the study, but simply those that this compressed /meframe has allowed me to iden/fy. 

 

Noise Pollu
on 

The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased.  The study evaluated only a single barrier south of the 

community.  It appears the study was biased toward providing more data around MainGait, a facility with transient 

guests, then Tucker Hill, a community of over 380 homes with plans for over 600.  Addi/onally, it appears that there has 

been no regard taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous veteran residents, elderly residents or our residents with disabili/es – 

collec/vely, who likely outnumber MainGait’s transient guests.   In fact, Tucker Hill was classified, by TxDOT, as a 

standard residen/al area with an acceptable NAC level of 67 and precluded from par/cipa/ng in any future noise 

studies.  This is both incorrect and unacceptable.  Tucker Hill is a “front porch” community and every home is designed 

with a front porch that encourages outdoor ac/vi/es and interac/ons between neighbors.  Tucker Hill should be 

reclassified as Category A to preserve the essence of the neighborhood and the neighborhood should be included in any 

future noise abatement studies.   

 

The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to es/mate the impact of noise on the community.  Yet, TxDOT, 

while proposing to surround the neighborhood on both the south and east side with a highway, believes the noise 

impact to be acceptable.  TxDOT has not met their burden in any way and moving forward with flawed data will cause 

irreparable harm to the Tucker Hill community.   A new noise study must be conducted (with more receptors) and sound 

barriers across both the south and east side of the neighborhood must be included in any Segment A op/on.  Finally, it 

appears untenable that TxDOT could make any conclusion about the noise impact on Tucker Hill without fully 

understanding the impact of their proposed Segment A shiH on the east side of the neighborhood.   

 

Community Impacts 

TxDOT incorrectly iden/fied a single Tucker Hill park and the Tucker Hill Community Center in their community impact 

study as the only community spaces without iden/fying the popula/on they serve.  First, Tucker Hill houses a 

community center, two town squares, two community parks, a community pool, a dog park, a fire pit and a rooHop 

event space in the Harvard Park commercial area.  The community spaces can be found filled with residents on almost 

any sunny day.  Furthermore, the community has a long history of events suppor/ng organiza/ons like Ethan for Au/sm, 

29 Acres and the Down Syndrome Guild of Dallas.  TxDOT has not demonstrated that they have completed any research 

into the impacted popula/on (including children of all ages, elderly, seniors 55+, veterans and residents with disabili/es) 

of these facili/es.  Once again this is an egregious omission and appears to show substan/al bias for MainGait and other 

facili/es that serve guests as opposed to residents.  

 

Traffic Analysis 

TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed.  TxDOT’s original traffic projec/on methodology was deemed to be incomplete 

and inconsistent by the Texas A&M Transporta/on Ins/tute (TTI) in September of 2020.  However, in March of 2021, TTI 

deemed that the growth rates used in the revised study were acceptable for “short-term growth (from 2020 to the pivot 
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year of 2040)”.  Unfortunately, TxDOT has not addressed how their growth rate calcula/on using a linear regression 

could be acceptable if the baseline year for traffic growth is 2020.  In every commercial or municipal environment, 2020 

is seen as a data anomaly because of the impact of the pandemic and an unacceptable baseline for compara/ve 

purposes of any kind.  TxDOT’s traffic analysis con/nues to be flawed an incomplete.   

 

Community Cohesion 

TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to Tucker Hill with Segment A and that there 

appears to be exis/ng cohesion between Whitley Place, Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper and Walnut Grove due to 

school distric/ng once again is incorrect and appears to show a bias or, simply, a failure to conduct proper research.  

 

Segment A will effec/vely sever Tucker Hill on both the south and eastern sides of the neighborhood from 

McKinney.  This is atypical and will leave Tucker Hill, established within the city limits of McKinney in 2008, as the only 

established subdivision completely blocked off from McKinney on two sides of the neighborhood.  In fact, the highway 

will sever Tucker Hill from the districted school, Reeves Elementary in Auburn Hills. It will also impact and, possibly, 

imperil the plans to connect Tucker Hill to both the school and the hike and bike trail system already in the city’s plans. 

The City of McKinney has noted in their planning documents and as Mayor Fuller reiterated in his email to Ceason 

Clemons and TxDOT staff dated February 26th, 2023, Tucker Hill is a significant asset to the city.  

 

What may be most troubling, though, is TxDOT’s conclusion that somehow there is no cohesion impact when cuOng 

Tucker Hill off from Reeves Elementary, but there appears to be an impact to the Prosper neighborhoods due to school 

zoning.  However, the Walnut Grove neighborhood is not districted for Prosper ISD.  The Mansions of Prosper 

neighborhood and the Luxe Prosper neighborhood are districted for different elementary and high schools than the 

Whitley Place neighborhood.  In fact, Mansions of Prosper and Luxe Prosper share school zoning with Tucker Hill.   The 

correct conclusion here should have been that given the shared school zoning between these neighborhoods (Mansions 

of Prosper, Luxe Propser, Tucker Hill and Auburn Hills) and the fact that Tucker Hill would become the only established 

subdivision to be severed from McKinney by the highway on two sides, with respect to community cohesion, Segment B 

is clearly the be5er alterna/ve.  

 

Construc
on and Noise Pollu
on 

TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to construc/on and noise pollu/on.  According to the TxDOT 

handbook this is incorrect and TxDOT must also include: 

 

“Construc/on Phase Impacts (EA Sec/on 5.17) This sec/on of the EA must iden/fy and explain any impacts 

associated with construc/on ac/vi/es. This includes light pollu/on; impacts associated with physical 

construc/on ac/vity, temporary lane, road or bridge closures (including detours); and other traffic 

disrup/ons. Include the expected dura/on of any construc/on impacts, and explain any BMPs or other 

strategies that will be used to mi/gate such impacts.” 

 

TxDOT must outline and detail all poten/al impacts during construc/on for both proposed Segments A and B and 

appropriately evaluate those impacts as part of the study.  Importantly, TxDOT should provide all impacts and mi/ga/on 

strategies related to construc/on prior to proceeding.  Cri/cally, with respect to Tucker Hill, what are the plans for 

egress to the neighborhood during construc/on and how will those plans impact the response /me of emergency 

vehicles to points within the neighborhood?   

 

Shi� Closer to Tucker Hill 

TxDOT’s introduc/on of the Segment A shiH without no/ce and in addi/on to the already flawed analysis that produced 

a preference for Segment A creates an unfair burden on the residents of Tucker Hill.  Once again, TxDOT appears to be 

showing a callous bias toward ‘future development’ rather than a commitment to current residents.  It is impossible to 

fully understand the addi/onal noise pollu/on, air pollu/on and other effects without addi/onal study.  TxDOT’s ac/ons 

are placing the residents of Tucker Hill in an untenable posi/on and are knowingly causing irreparable harm to the 

community in favor of future development.  The shiH op/on cannot be adopted without an addi/onal impact study. 
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Air Pollu
on 

It appears that the model for the air pollu/on study used by TxDOT u/lized an airspeed of 1 MPH.  The average wind 

speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the prevailing winds are from the south.  It appears that addi/onal study must 

be completed to correctly understand what the adverse effects of air pollu/on would be on the Tucker Hill 

popula/on.  Addi/onally, if Segment A is selected, monitoring devices must be installed to monitor air quality before, 

during and aHer construc/on. 
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Quality of Comments Collected 

As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in solici/ng comments.  In addi/on to 

submiOng comments impersona/ng Tucker Hill residents, comments were solicited via Facebook with no links to the 

underlying studies or segment alterna/ves.  TxDOT must vet all of the comments collected during the scoping project 

fully and determine that they were legi/mately provided by residents.  If the comments were not legi/mate, they should 

be stricken from the project record. 

 

 

It is clear that TxDOT’s selec/on of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst, unsavory.  I ask that TxDOT respond to 

each of these comments.  As it stands, if TxDOT proceeds with their preferred Segment A they will be irreparably 

harming the residents of Tucker Hill, unfairly seizing the residents’ ability to enjoy their neighborhood, severing them 

from their broader community and, poten/ally, jus/fying it with a fatally flawed Environmental Impact Study.  

 

 

Regards, 

 

 

Jon Bolen 

 

 

 

Jon Bolen 
Chief Executive Officer 
(469) 291-9774 

entouchcontrols.com | LinkedIn 

 
 





Stonebridge Ranch 

Community Association, Inc. 
 

6201 Virginia Parkway 
McKinney, Texas 75071 
Office (214) 733-5800 
Fax (214) 778-0595 

Board of Directors   April 20, 2023 
 

Mr. Stephen Endres, PE 

TxDOT Project Manager 

 

Stephen, 

 

I have been thinking more about the 380 Bypass project and have developed two 

different alternatives that I would like you to seriously consider. In my opinion, both 

are better options than the current plan using Segment A on the Blue Alternative 

Route. 

 

Option 1: Create an entirely new route from Highway 75 to Highway 35 using the 

newly approved freeway from Denton to the Dallas North Tollway in Prosper by 

curving the proposed Segment A north from Segment E where it now curves back 

into 380 (Segment A) and connect it to the Dallas North Tollway from Denton to the 

Tollway that is going to be constructed.  This would create an entirely new route 

from Highway 75 to Highway 35 which would solve a myriad of traffic problems.  

Bringing more traffic back to 380 regardless of the location will only exacerbate the 

existing traffic problems, doing nothing to resolve local traffic issues.  The only 

drivers who would benefit from the proposed Blue Alternative with Segment A are 

those traveling from east of Highway 75 to west of Custer Road or the reverse.  The 

Highway 75 to Highway 35 option described above would have the following 

benefits: 

 

1. Create an entirely new route from 75 to 35 which we desperately need. 

2. Preserve the 30 businesses that will be destroyed under the existing proposed 

Segment A route. 

3. Provide seven connections back into 380 from multiple connections:  Hardin, 

Lake Forest, Ridge Road, Stonebridge Drive, Custer Road, Coit Road and Dallas 

North  Tollway.   

4. Provide better travel options for the population of Celina and other 

communities located north of Prosper (and Prosper) by giving all of them 

easier access east and west and to 380. 

 

Option 2: Stop the construction of the proposed US380 Bypass at Highway 75. 

Construction of the bypass from Farmersville to Highway 75 appears to solve some 

traffic issues by providing an alternative route north of existing 380.  Stop the project 

there,  do not build the bypass further west as it is not going to improve the traffic 



Stonebridge Ranch 

Community Association, Inc. 
 

6201 Virginia Parkway 
McKinney, Texas 75071 
Office (214) 733-5800 
Fax (214) 778-0595 

on that segment.  It will only make a bad situation worse by bringing additional 

traffic back onto 380 and do nothing to improve local traffic.  This option has the 

additional benefit of resolving all of the issues that exist for the impacted areas in 

McKinney and Prosper. 

 

I trust you will seriously consider these options as I believe they are significantly 

better than the current plan.  I would be pleased to discuss them further with you. 

 

 

Respectfully, 

  

Jon Dell’Antonia 

Board President 

Stonebridge Ranch Community Association 

 

 
 

 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Monday, March 6, 2023 11:23 AM 

To: Jon Dell'Antonia  

Subject: RE: Comments from Stonebridge Ranch on Project 380 bypass Segment A 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Jon Dell'Antonia   

Sent: Sunday, February 26, 2023 11:57 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Comments from Stonebridge Ranch on Project 380 bypass Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Stephen 

 

Attached is a resolution passed by our Board of Directors at is Feb 23, 2023 

meeting opposing Segment A and Supporting Segment B of the Blue Alternative 

preferred Route proposed by TxDot in January of 2023.  

 

Jon Dell'Antonia 

Board President 

Stonebridge Ranch Community Association 

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C3e36af5fd61f434f2c4308db1e6a1958%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638137213259043466%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=ZKQRm1ks5L03YDIg0G0LSy0zE6Al5PUSbvY4DxrjB2Y%3D&reserved=0


From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, February 7, 2023 9:26 AM
To: Jon Dell'Antonia 
Subject: RE: TxDOT decison on project 380
 

Yes, we can discuss at the February 16th public hearing.
 
I would say it is rare that an alignment is changed, but that is why we hold public hearings and
conduct public involvement.
TxDOT is required to allow for review of the design schematics and DEIS. Things do come up where
the design is changed even slightly.
 
TxDOT does realize there is continued development around both alignments and impacts continue
to increase above the numbers we show in DEIS.
We try to be up to date at the time we write the Draft EIS.
 
Stephen Endres
 

From: Jon Dell'Antonia  
Sent: Monday, February 6, 2023 9:26 AM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: Re: TxDOT decison on project 380
 
This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Stephen
 
While we disagree on the decision to recommend Segment A, I do appreciate
your willingness to continue discussions with me. 
 
Your comment that we can discuss more is something I would like to pursue. 

th
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Could we meet at the Feb 16  meeting to discuss?  Realistically, what would it
take for you to change the preferred option of A back to B?  Is that even
possible or are we just wasting our time?
 
In reading your announcement, I note that you indicate it will displace 35
businesses and 22 homes.  That is an incorrect statement. You may not be
aware that as I write this email, there is construction going on East of Custer
road of additional business and apartment complexes. I would estimate that
the number of businesses impacted is closer to 50.     Additionally,. there is a
major apartment complex being constructed on the property proposed for
Segment A.  Your estimate of $248 million for right of way acquisition is too low
in my opinion.  With all of the current and foreseeable construction, I believe it
will be more in the range of $400-$500 million.
 
As I have mentioned before, currently under construction is the expansion of
Ridge Road from 380 to Wilmeth as a four lane divided highway.  It is planned
for extension to Bloomdale Road.  That is essentially the route for segment A
which begs the question on whether we need an additional road that does the
same thing less than a mile West of this one.
 
If you changed your decision to segment B, this would provide two routes to
connect back into Highway 380 from the bypass (Ridge Road and the bypass
connection in Prosper) instead of just one providing more options and a
better experience for drivers.  It would also be far less expensive.
 
I know the city is disappointed that you selected Segment A over Segment B as
B was their preferred route which they voted to approve, In addition to the
city, the homeowners in Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch are also opposed as
are the Billingley's who are currently constructing an apartment complex is the
area defined for segment A.  That is a significant number of people. 
Approximately at least 40,000 who are impacted. 
 
I look forward to further discussion with you.
 
Jon Dell'Antonia



972-540-5067
 

From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, February 1, 2023 2:29 PM
To: Jon Dell'Antonia 
Subject: RE: TxDOT decison on project 380
 
Good Afternoon,
 
In the DEIS, we give a brief description on why TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative (Segments
A+E+C).  It is the alignment which travels between Stonebridge and Tucker Hill.
The description is located in the DEIS on Page 2-38.  DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
(keepitmovingdallas.com)
 
We can discuss more.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 
2.4 Identification of Preferred Alternative
 
The Blue Alternative (A+E+C) is recommended as the Preferred Alternative and has been developed
to a higher level of detail than the other reasonable alternatives to facilitate the development of
mitigation measures and concurrent compliance with other applicable laws, as provided for by 23
USC §139(f)(4)(D). Development of such higher level of detail will not prevent TxDOT from making an
impartial decision as to whether to accept another alternative. The Blue Alternative as the Preferred
Alternative for the US 380 McKinney project has been planned and designed to function
independent of any other improvements. It would provide a complete and functional connection
with existing US 380 within the Town of Prosper on the west and within the City of McKinney on the
east to maintain route continuity, connectivity, and mobility without any additional improvements.
The Blue Alternative meets the project purpose and need by providing roadway capacity and
network connectivity to address population growth, increases in current and forecasted traffic
volumes, and to address higher crash rates along existing US 380 through the Study Area. The Blue
Alternative would provide additional roadway capacity to address growth and travel demand and
connect travelers to education, employment, health care, and commerce centers in adjacent
counties and across the rest of the Dallas Metroplex. The Blue Alternative would address safety
along existing US 380 by providing a new location access-controlled freeway to support travel by
through-traffic at higher speeds, while reducing the volume of traffic and easing congestion along
existing US 380 for local travelers. The Blue Alternative requires the least amount of new ROW
compared to the other Build Alternatives while also having the least impact on mapped floodplains
and regulatory floodways, and minimizes impacts on grassland habitats and the conversion of
farmland. No community facilities would be displaced by the Blue Alternative. It would minimize the
number of receptors that would approach or exceed the applicable Noise Abatement Criteria, and
result in the least number of noise receptors with substantial noise level increases resulting from
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implementation of the project. Segments A, E, and C comprise the Blue Alternative. The following
describes how each segment would avoid or minimize impacts to key resources. Segment A was a
component of the Recommended Alignment in the Feasibility Study. Segment A would displace
fewer homes in comparison to Segment B and would avoid displacing numerous proposed
residences under construction west of N. Custer Road within the Town of Prosper. Segment A also
had greater support from the public than Segment B. Segment E is common to all of the Build
Alternatives considered and also was a component of the Recommended Alignment in the Feasibility
Study. Segment E does not require land from Erwin Park and has been designed to take into account
the development of the Future McKinney Sports Park. Segment C minimizes impacts to the mapped
100-year floodplains and regulatory floodways associated with Honey Creek, Clemons Creek, and the
East Fork Trinity River. With an alignment outside of these areas, more of the roadway would be
constructed on an earthen fill embankment requiring fewer bridges or elevated roadway sections to
be built, therefore reducing anticipated construction costs. Draft Environmental Impact Statement
2.0 Alternatives Including the Proposed Action CSJs 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, 0135-15-002 – US
380 McKinney – Coit Road to FM 1827 Page 2-39 The Blue Alternative would require the
construction of noise barriers, purchase of stream and wetland credits within USACE-approved
mitigation banks, and inclusion of compensatory storage within the Honey Creek/Clemons
Creek/East Fork Trinity River floodplains. Construction of the Blue Alternative is estimated at $2.872
billion (in 2022 dollars) W/O Spur and $3.022 B W/Spur, and would be accomplished using a
combination of state and federal funds. The estimated construction costs do not include the costs of
proposed mitigation which may increase the total project cost.
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

From: Jon Dell'Antonia  
Sent: Friday, January 13, 2023 10:36 AM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: TxDOT decison on project 380
 
This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Stephen
 

I just learned that you selected Route A for the connection back into Highway
380 just East of Custer Road.  I am deeply disappointed in your decision.  I
thought you would make it based on facts developed by your project team
which clearly pointed out that option Route B was the best solution, not
politics.  Obviously, I was wrong—politics won.
 

mailto:jdellantonia@stonebridgeranch.com
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I do not understand how you could select a route that is very disruptive causing
many businesses to be removed and cost at least $250 million more that Route
B.  Additionally, already under construction is a four lane divided road from 380
to Wilmeth which could easily connect to the bypass.  Thus negating the need
for another highway less than a mile away.
 

I would appreciate hearing an explanation from you on the rationale you used
to make this decision.
 

Jon Dell'Antonia
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From: Jon Dell'Antonia  

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 4:04 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Cc: Michael Morris; George Fuller 

Subject: New letter with alternatives to Segment A 

Attachments: 380 Bypass Alternatives to Endres edits accepted.docx 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Stephen 

 

Attached is a letter outlining two different alternatives to Segment A on the 

Project 380 bypass project.  I hope you will take the time to read it and consider it 

seriously. 

 

Jon Dell'Antonia 

Board President 

Stonebridge Ranch Community Association 



Please reconsider, and choose Option B. 
 
I am baffled that TxDOT prefers Option A, a decision that is $90-190M more expensive and 
requires a more complex compressed, depressed section of road directly affecting two long-
established neighborhoods.  
 
My family have been residents of Tucker Hill since 2009. We are appalled at the massive 
disruption that TxDOT would put on our daily lives when such a dramatically less expensive, 
less disruptive, and simpler option is available. I do not understand how TxDOT would approve 
so much expansion of the 380/75 interchange, and the widening of 380 to six lanes between 75 
and DNT, with no regard to a future limited access freeway. I was here for the DNT expansion 
north, and the 121 expansion east over the last 20 years. They were well planned over 30 
years! We understood that 380 expansion was coming when we bought our home. We watched 
380 expand to its logical right of way boundaries in our area. We were confident that the outer 
loop was coming—because of all the supposed planning around it. 
 
I have read the public documentation justifying Option A. I have concerns about both the review 
process and the recommendations from TxDOT: 
 
Displaces fewer homes (5 vs 2). 
Considering the overall impact of Segment A, and displacements over the entire project, 3 
homes should at least be weighed against the disruption of thousands of current residents along 
the Option A corridor. 
 
Future displacements? 
“Option A results in fewer impacts to planned, future residences or proposed residences. under 
construction west of Custer.” Which is it? Are these residences actually under construction? 
How many planned residences would be impacted? If these rights of way were included in the 
budget process, are they actually worth $90-190 Million in additional costs and time for the 
project? 
 
At this point, these proposed neighborhoods are under business development and deserve the 
same concern as all the businesses along 380 that TxDOT will be directly impacted. More 
businesses are currently under active construction on both sides of segment A now, east of 
Custer—such as WestGrove. 
 
Option A utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment. 
Why is this an actual benefit if it requires a much longer, much more expensive segment? 
What were the agreements between Collin County and TxDOT on how far the 380 right of way 
would extend? Did McKinney violate state agreements in its land use plan? 
 
Option A Avoids impact to ManeGait, the subject of “substantial public concern”. 
But TxDOT engineers confirmed that Option B had no impact on ManeGait. Why was there no 
discussion of the impact that 5 years of construction will have on the current 1000+ residents of 
Tucker Hill—and more on the Stonebridge side? Why are so many residents who will be directly 
impacted for 5 years or longer not at least mentioned under the impact? 
 
TxDOT says that “there is not a substantial difference in travel times”. 



But Segment B is 20% shorter, and 25% faster, to get to the same end point. 25% seems kind 
of substantial, especially since Segment B would have less impact on both the Tucker 
Hill/Stonebridge corridor and on the 380/Custer intersection. A shorter and less complex 
Segment will have less maintenance expense as well. 
 
Under “improving safety”, TxDOT rates both option A and B as equivalent in safety. 
I do not understand how this can be true. A compressed, depressed section of roadway 
immediately after a 90-degree turn will cause visibility issues, just like they do on similar 
roadways in other parts of Dallas and Fort Worth. Any accident in that area would be harder for 
drivers to see and react to than a normally-spaced, smoother-turning roadway. Any accident in 
that area will be more difficult to clear and manage, because that roadway is far more difficult to 
get to.  
 
Utility displacements 
Segment A requires far more, and far more expensive utility conflicts. Our area has already had 
to deal with a decade of inconsistent electrical service that has become far more reliable only in 
the last two years. 
 
Residential and business displacements: 
The 2 residential displacements and 15 business displacements does not take into 
consideration the severe traffic disruption to Tucker Hill and Stonebridge, and the likely 
disruption to the Harvard Park businesses that will happen as construction needs force a wider 
right of way that will remove more roadway and parking than indicated in current plans. It also 
does not consider the effect that 5 years of construction will have on the existing businesses. 
CVS at 380 and Ridge has already announced that it will close, citing right of way concerns—
despite the fact that the TxDOT materials says that there will be no additional displacements. 
TxDOT also does not consider the businesses actively being built along the north side of 380 
between Custer and Stonebridge. 
 
TxDOT justifications reiterate that Segment B does not impact ManeGait, and even notes a 
belated objection from a private landowner about a sensory trail that is not part of the ManeGait 
property. With respect, this sounds like political cover, not an argument based on the overall 
impact to actual existing homeowners and business and service owners. 
 
Noise: 
As a Tucker Hill resident, I am very concerned that the depressed, compressed section will not 
be enough to mitigate noise coming into the neighborhood. I am even more concerned for my 
neighbors in Stonebridge, who are elevated above the roadway—as opposed to Tucker Hill, 
which is (mostly) below the proposed roadway. 
 
Last week, I sat outside 11|17, a business at 380 and Stonebridge. I could see and hear 380 
very well, because the terrain rises and these businesses will overlook the depressed section. 
At that point, will the depressed section actually reflect sound into this business area instead of 
protecting it from additional noise? 
 
Wetlands and farms: 
Segment B seems to have less than half the impact on wetlands and water features, and lower 
overall impact on farmland, than Segment A. 
 



Economic benefits: 
According to TxDOT materials on economic benefit, Segment B does not seem to impact 
Prosper any more or less than Segment A affects McKinney—it seems to be a wash, even 
though TxDOT notes that Prosper didn’t have a land use plan and McKinney did. 
 
Induced growth: 
I have read these justifications several times, and I still do not understand TxDOT’s position. It 
seems like there is greater economic benefit to a properly-planned limited access roadway that 
allows McKinney and Prosper years to adjust to and make minor adjustments to barely-planned 
and zoned, unconstructed areas, vs a longer, more expensive, more complex section between 
Custer and Ridge that will destroy existing businesses, stop the building of a new economic 
area on the southeast part of the Custer/380 intersection, and hurt existing traffic flows on 
380/Custer, 380/Stonebridge, and 380/Ridge for years. Frisco seems to have done very well 
with a planned limited access roadway. If there is a clear economic benefit to A for induced 
growth for the entire, it doesn’t seem that complicated to estimate. It also does not recognize 
how many existing businesses along 380 will be affected even if TxDOT does not say they will 
be directly affected. Numerous other businesses along this corridor will have much tougher 
entry and egress—not only Harvard Park, but the 380/Stonebridge area as well. If induced 
growth is an argument for Option A, then please state the economic case clearly. 
 
Public input: 
I believe that TxDOT received a lot of comments. How many of those comments came from 
residents who would be either directly or indirectly affected by Option B—for traffic disruption, 
construction noise, ongoing noise, or air quality. TxDOT seems to be very sensitive to political 
pressure from groups who are not affected by Option B and are unconcerned with the severe 
effects of more complex construction between two established neighborhoods—while being 
concerned about ManeGait, which TxDOT reiterated was not affected by Option B. I understand 
that many people have spent time, money, and care into ManeGait. But I do not understand 
how the perceived impact to 100 patients per week can carry more weight than the daily 
construction, traffic and noise affecting over a thousand residents of Tucker Hill alone. 
 
Practical considerations of the compressed/depressed section: 
TxDOT preliminary plans show that the entrance to Tucker Hill will be set back by 100 feet, but 
shows no other impact. That 100 feet impacts traffic trying to get out of the neighborhood. That 
set back will likely force other changes to the road or even eliminate Tremont/Fitzgerald access, 
because there will be less space for drivers to see traffic coming in or out of the neighborhood. 
 
I am afraid that the plan to compress and depress the road between Tucker Hill and Wren 
Creek is wildly optimistic end up further encroaching more on both Tucker Hill and Stonebridge. 
380 in this area is on a hill. In addition to the discussion of 12 lanes of traffic, shoulders and side 
trails will take up at least twice that much space. In particular, the compressed, depressed 
option planning does not appear to take into account the hilly terrain and how much more land 
actual construction in that area will take. Traffic engineers tried to assure us that construction 
would start on the south side before touching main traffic. But traffic engineers also told us that 
the Wren Creek noise barrier will not change. I cannot see how there will be space to expand on 
the south side side first—especially with three new eastbound lanes required to maintain current 
traffic capacity. TxDOT engineers seemed to agree once they looked closely at the plans during 
the hearing.  
 



Estimated right of way costs: $110 million to $190 million, for a longer, more complex, far more 
disruptive plan to existing residents and neighborhoods doesn’t seem like a good plan. TxDOT 
notes that there are parts of Section B that would be more expensive per mile, but then does not 
seem to take care to note the obvious expensive of the more complex, compressed/depressed 
section of highway between two established neighborhoods. 
 
A compressed, depressed section of road makes complete sense when all options are going 
through developed areas. But Option B offers much less disruption to existing residents and is 
significantly cheaper and simpler. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. If TxDOT continues to recommend such a massively 
disruptive option, I would like to ask TxDOT to hold a session directly with Tucker Hill and 
Stonebridge residents where they can walk us through how construction will mitigate this 
disruption to our daily lives. 
 
Jon DeShazo 
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Dakers, Kendall

From: Jon DeShazo 

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 12:55 AM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: 380 Expansion EIS comments from a resident along Option A

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

To whom it may concern: 

 
Please reconsider, and choose Option B. 
  
I am baffled that TxDOT prefers Option A, a decision that is $90-190M more expensive and requires a more 
complex compressed, depressed section of road directly affecting two long-established neighborhoods.  
  
My family have been residents of Tucker Hill since 2009. We are appalled at the massive disruption that 
TxDOT would put on our daily lives when such a dramatically less expensive, less disruptive, and simpler 
option is available. I do not understand how TxDOT would approve so much expansion of the 380/75 
interchange, and the widening of 380 to six lanes between 75 and DNT, with no regard to a future limited 
access freeway. I was here for the DNT expansion north, and the SH 121 planning over the last 20 years. They 
were well planned! We understood that 380 expansion was coming when we bought our home. We watched 
380 expand to its logical right of way boundaries in our area. We were confident that the outer loop was 
coming—because of all the supposed planning around it. 
  
I have read the public documentation justifying Option A. I have concerns about both the review process and 
the recommendations from TxDOT: 
  
TxDOT assertion: Displaces fewer homes (5 vs 2). 
Considering the overall impact of Segment A, and displacements over the entire project, 3 homes should at 
least be weighed against the disruption of more than a thousand residents of the Tucker Hill neighborhood and 
the thousands of current Stonebridge Ranch residents along the south side of the Option A corridor—as well 
as the (currently) $190M additional cost of the Segment. 
  
TxDOT assertion: Future displacements? 
“Option A results in fewer impacts to planned, future residences or proposed residences under construction 
west of Custer.” These proposed neighborhoods affected by Option Bare under business development and 
deserve the same concern as all the businesses along 380 that TxDOT will be directly impacted. More 
businesses are currently under active construction on both sides of segment A now, east of Custer—such as 
WestGrove. The agency says nothing about how many planned residences would be impacted. If these rights 
of way were included in the budget process, how are requiring business owners to change their plans worth 
$90-190 Million in additional costs and time for the project? 
  
  
TxDOT assertion: “Option A utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment.” 
Why is this an actual benefit if it requires a much longer, much more expensive segment in this area? 
  
What were the agreements between Collin County and TxDOT on how far the 380 right of way would extend? 
Did McKinney violate state agreements in its land use plan? 
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I have repeatedly heard Prosper’s protests that they “planned for growth along 380”. But that is an easy thing 
to say when there was no city in any part of these city boundaries. There is still only “proposed impacts” with 
Option B, while McKinney has had tens of thousands of residents, for 15-20 years, along the proposed Option 
A. The affected areas of Prosper are still in the planning stage—and would not even have been in the planning 
stage had TxDOT realized the obvious in 2016: that widening 380 was never going to be possible, and that the 
vast lightly used land north of 380 made a compressed, depressed roadway between two established 
neighborhoods completely unnecessary. 
  
We are, of course, also dismayed that the long-planned Outer Loop has been delayed for so long yet will 
apparently be unable to keep up with traffic. We can understand that plans change; we cannot understand how 
TxDOT could be so inflexible in its planning and so unconcerned with tens of thousands of existing residents 
when the obviously simpler, cheaper, and less invasive Option B is available. 
  
TxDOT assertion: Option A Avoids impact to ManeGait, the subject of “substantial public concern”. 
TxDOT engineers in this EIS confirmed that Option B had no impact on ManeGait. Why was there no 
discussion of the impact that 5 years of construction and ongoing isolation, noise, and air quality will have on 
more than a thousand residents of Tucker Hill and tens of thousands of Stonebridge residents on the south 
side? 
  
Why are 150 therapy recipients per week--leveraging at least 14 acres of land that is not physically impacted 
by Option B--given so much more consideration of TxDOT concern than over a thousand residents of Tucker 
Hill and tens of thousands Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods? Should not tens of thousands of residents and 
homeowners who will be directly impacted, every single day for years of construction and then the lasting 
impact of that construction, at least be mentioned under the impact? 
  
TxDOT assertion: “there is not a substantial difference in travel times”. 
But Segment B is 20% shorter, and 25% faster, to get to the same end point. 25% seems substantial, 
especially since Segment B would have less impact on both the Tucker Hill/Stonebridge corridor and on the 
380/Custer intersection. A shorter and less complex Segment will have less maintenance expense as well. 
  
The EIS justifies Option B, not A. Again: how did TxDOT come to the opposite conclusion? 
  
TxDOT assertion: Under “improving safety”, TxDOT rates both option A and B as equivalent in safety. 
Option A mandates a compressed, depressed section of roadway immediately after a 90-degree turn. This will 
inevitably cause line of sight visibility issues, just like they do on similar roadways in other parts of Dallas and 
Fort Worth. Any accidents in that area would be harder for drivers to see and react to than a normally-spaced, 
smoother-turning roadway—such as Option B. Any accident in that area will be more difficult to clear and 
manage, because the compressed, depressed section of roadway will be far more difficult to get in and out of. 
  
Since Option B does not require two 90-degree turns—one of which ends/begins with a compressed, 
depressed section of road—it seems to be a far safer option. 
  
And this safety consideration says nothing of the safety risks posed by traffic difficulties during a complex 
multiphase construction effort to tens of thousands of current residents. TxDOT must outline and detail all 
potential impacts during construction for both proposed Segments A and B and appropriately evaluate those 
impacts as part of a more comprehensive study of the compressed, depressed section of 380. 
  
How does TxDOT even begin to rate these options the same on safety concerns? 
  
TxDOT assertion: Utility displacements 
Segment A requires far more, and far more expensive utility conflicts. Our area has already had to deal with a 
decade of inconsistent electrical service that has become far more reliable only in the last two years. TxDOT’s 
recommendation of Option A places our area of McKinney and Prosper at risk of even less reliable service 
thanks to what will be years of utility changes—in an area that services a major local hospital and numerous 
physician offices to the east of Option A. 
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TxDOT assertion: Residential and business displacements 
The 2 residential displacements and 15 business displacements does not take into consideration the severe 
traffic disruption to Tucker Hill several Stonebridge neighborhoods, and the likely disruption to the Harvard 
Park businesses that will happen as the construction reality of a compressed, depressed roadway that will 
require multiple stages of construction and excavation end up forcing a wider right of way that will remove 
more roadway and parking than indicated in current plans. It also does not consider the effect that 5 years of 
complex, multiphase construction efforts will have on the existing businesses north and south of the 
construction. CVS at 380 and Ridge has already announced that it will close, citing right of way concerns—
despite the fact that the TxDOT materials says that there will be no additional displacements. TxDOT also does 
not consider the businesses actively being built along the north and south sides of 380 between Custer and 
Stonebridge. 
  
What will be the recourse to both neighborhoods when TxDOT finally realizes that it does not have the actual 
room to build this section as it has been proposed—according to the engineering diagrams, with no incursion 
on the Stonebridge side and “only” removing 25% of the parking at Harvard Park? 
  
TxDOT justifications reiterate that Segment B does not impact ManeGait, and even notes a belated objection 
from a private landowner about a sensory trail that is not part of the ManeGait property. With respect, this 
sounds like political cover, not an argument based on the overall impact to actual existing homeowners and 
business and service owners. 
  
Why was ManeGait used as a justification for Option A when the EIS confirmed that there is no physical impact 
to ManeGait’s 14 acres? 
  
Conversely, why is there no consideration of the actual impact to the boundaries of the Tucker Hill 
neighborhood, when even the proposed right of way physically changes the entrance, vegetation, and traffic 
patterns in and out of the neighborhood? 
  
Noise: 
As a Tucker Hill resident, I am very concerned that the depressed, compressed section will not be enough to 
mitigate noise coming into the neighborhood. 
  
Also, Tucker Hill was classified by TxDOT as a standard residential area with an acceptable NAC level of 67 
and precluded from participating in any future noise studies. This is wrong. Tucker Hill is a “front porch” 
community: every home is designed with a front porch that encourages outdoor activities and interactions 
between neighbors. Tucker Hill houses a community center, two town squares, two community parks, a 
community pool, a dog park, two firepits, an amphitheater, and a rooftop event space in the Harvard Park 
commercial area. It has become a Christmas light destination, and its fountain and green space areas are 
commonly used by non-neighborhood residents for photos.  
  
Tucker Hill should be reclassified as Category A to preserve the essence of the neighborhood, and the 
neighborhood should be included in any future noise abatement studies. 
  
That said, I am even more concerned for my neighbors in Stonebridge, who are elevated above the roadway—
as opposed to Tucker Hill, which is (mostly) below the proposed roadway. 
  
Last week, I sat outside 11|17, a business at 380 and Stonebridge. I could see and hear 380 very well, 
because the terrain rises along the south side and these businesses will overlook the depressed section.  
  
Will TxDOT review how the depressed, compressed section will reflect sound into this business area and 
Stonebridge Ranch, instead of protecting it from additional noise? 
  
  
Air Quality: 
Segment A proposes a compressed, depressed section of roadway between neighborhoods of thousands of 
residents—and then a roadway to the east of Tucker Hill. How long, and how much dust will Tucker Hill 
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residents and Stonebridge Ranch residents must live through not only another round of widening (since we 
were already established neighborhoods when 380 widened to 6 lanes)? 
  
It seems that any current studies performed under the EIS assumed much lower prevailing winds than we see 
in this part of north Texas. What will be the impact to air quality during and after construction to sides of the 
new road--but especially to Tucker Hill, which will have the road on two sides of the neighborhood? 
  
  
TxDOT assertion: Wetlands and farms 
Segment B appears to have less than half the impact on wetlands and water features, and lower overall impact 
on farmland, than Segment A. 
  
TxDOT assertion: Economic benefits 
According to TxDOT materials on economic benefit, Segment B does not seem to impact Prosper any more or 
less than Segment A affects McKinney—it seems to be a wash, even though TxDOT notes that Prosper didn’t 
have a land use plan and McKinney did. 
  
If there is a clearly defined economic benefit to Segment B that justifies $200 million in additional spending and 
the unnecessary, massive disruption to the lives of tens of thousands of existing McKinney residents, would 
TxDOT present that data clearly? 
  
TxDOT assertion: Induced growth 
I have read these justifications several times, and I still do not understand TxDOT’s position. It seems like there 
is greater economic benefit to a properly-planned limited access roadway that allows McKinney and Prosper 
years to adjust to and make minor adjustments to barely-planned and zoned, unconstructed areas, vs a longer, 
more expensive, more complex section between Custer and Ridge that will destroy existing businesses, stop 
the building of a new economic area on the southeast part of the Custer/380 intersection, and hurt existing 
traffic flows on 380/Custer, 380/Stonebridge, and 380/Ridge for years. Frisco seems to have done very well 
with a planned limited access roadway. If there is a clear economic benefit to A for induced growth for the 
entire, it doesn’t seem that complicated to estimate. It also does not recognize how many existing businesses 
along 380 will be affected even if TxDOT does not say they will be directly affected. Numerous other 
businesses along this corridor will have much tougher entry and egress—not only Harvard Park, but the 
380/Stonebridge area as well.  
  
If there is a clearly defined “induced growth” economic benefit to Segment B that justifies $200 million in 
additional spending and the massive disruption to the lives of tens of thousands of existing McKinney 
residents, would TxDOT present that data clearly? 
  
TxDOT assertion: Public input 
I believe that TxDOT received a lot of comments. How many of those comments came from residents who 
would be either directly or indirectly affected by Option B—for traffic disruption, construction noise, ongoing 
noise, or air quality. TxDOT seems to be very sensitive to political pressure from groups who are not affected 
by Option B and are unconcerned with the severe effects of more complex construction between two 
established neighborhoods—while being concerned about ManeGait, which TxDOT reiterated was not affected 
by Option B. I understand that many people have spent time, money, and care into ManeGait. 
  
How does a perception of impact to 150 patients per week carry more weight than the daily construction, traffic 
and noise affecting over a thousand residents of Tucker Hill alone, and thousands more Stonebridge Ranch 
residents? 
  
Practical considerations of the compressed/depressed section: 
TxDOT preliminary plans show that the entrance to Tucker Hill will be set back by 100 feet, but shows no other 
impact. That 100 feet impacts traffic trying to get out of the neighborhood. That set back will likely force other 
changes to the road or even eliminate Tremont/Fitzgerald access, because there will be less space for drivers 
to see traffic coming in or out of the neighborhood. 
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I am afraid that the plan to compress and depress the road between Tucker Hill and Wren Creek is wildly 
optimistic end up further encroaching more on both Tucker Hill and Stonebridge. 380 in this area is on a hill. In 
addition to the discussion of 12 lanes of traffic, shoulders and side trails will take up at least twice that much 
space. In particular, the compressed, depressed option planning does not appear to take into account the hilly 
terrain and how much more land actual construction in that area will take. Traffic engineers tried to assure us 
that construction would start on the south side before touching main traffic. But traffic engineers also told us 
that the Wren Creek noise barrier will not change. I cannot see how there will be space to expand on the south 
side side first—especially with three new eastbound lanes required to maintain current traffic capacity. TxDOT 
engineers seemed to agree once they looked closely at the plans during the hearing.  
  
Estimated right of way costs: $110 million to $190 million, for a longer, more complex, far more disruptive plan 
to existing residents and neighborhoods isn’t a good plan. TxDOT notes that there are parts of Section B that 
would be more expensive per mile, but then does not take care to note the obvious expense of the more 
complex, compressed/depressed section of highway between two established neighborhoods. 
  
A compressed, depressed section of road makes complete sense when all options are going through 
developed areas. But Option B offers much less disruption to existing residents and is significantly cheaper 
and simpler. 
  
If TxDOT continues to recommend such a massively disruptive option, I would ask TxDOT to hold a session 
directly with Tucker Hill and Stonebridge residents where they can walk us through how TxDOT construction 
planning will somehow mitigate this disruption to our daily lives. The February session did not even have the 
Option A engineers available when I tried to ask detailed questions about the plan. 
  
Sincerely,  

 
Jon DeShazo 
2204 State Blvd 

McKinney, TX 75071 

 



From: Jonathan Cobb  

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 12:55 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Stephen, 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

Sincerely, 

Jonathan Cobb 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Jonathan Goldstein  

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 3:48 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres: 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Jonathan Goldstein, CSP-SM 

Cell (972) 832-4721 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Jonathan Kenney  

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 4:59 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  



From: J W 

Sent: Tuesday, March 21, 2023 3:37 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A / YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

NO to Segment A 
 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
 
I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, 
reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and 
homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch 
residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 
 
I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 
380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Joni Woodruff  



From: Jordan Hope 

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 3:48 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: No Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Hi, 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Jordan Hope 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 8:48 AM 

To: Jordan Thompson  

Subject: RE: US 380 Bypass NE McKinney - Support D 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Jordan Thompson  

Sent: Monday, February 27, 2023 5:24 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: US 380 Bypass NE McKinney - Support D 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres, 

 

I’d like to lend my voice to the planning of the 380 Bypass in McKinney. 

 

I’m asking for your support of Option D.  I am opposed to C. 

 

I’ve lived here for more than a decade.  Simply put, Option C is more disruptive to the 

community.  Option D would impact fewer homes.  Option D would impact fewer farms.  Option D 

would impact fewer businesses.  The numbers speak for themselves. 

 

Option C fails to offer a compelling outcome.  Neither the road performance, cost, nor environmental 

impact is persuasive. 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C3d60ce1b03b244ce88b308db199bd65b%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131929321001757%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=6Vws4FEBlsq%2BgVDP%2FFMs%2Fg7YpBbf8ZTWPqvHFPUjrws%3D&reserved=0


I’d be happy to elaborate further.  Please contact me if you’d like to discuss the merits of these 

alternative choices.  I would ask for your support of Option D. 

 

 

 

Thank you, 

 

Jordan 

Jordan Thompson, AIA, NCARB, LEED AP BD+C 

Director of Operations, Principal  

t 214.283.8864  m 469.534.3722 
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From: Jorge Ramirez 

Sent: Friday, March 31, 2023 3:30 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Cc: Artemio De La Vega; April Hagins 

Subject: US 380 Hwy Expansion @ Custer Road 

Attachments: West-grove-exhibits(2023.03.20).pdf 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hello Mr. Endres, 

 

I hope you have been well.  Please accept this email as De la Vega Development’s 

initial comments regarding the proposed expansion of US Highway 380 near the 

intersection of Custer Road.  It is our understanding that the final design has not 

been settled however, we remain highly concerned with how the proposed 

improvements may reduce access to our development.   Attached is the overlay 

of our development’s infrastructure (site access) with the proposed highway 

improvements prepared by the project civil engineer, Burns & McDonnell.  As you 

recall from our March 3rd video conference, West Grove is a multimillion-dollar 

investment anchored by a Whole Foods Market and other retail and restaurant 

tenants.   

 

As presented in the February 16th public hearing, we were informed by TxDOT 

officials that the diverging diamond intersection at North Custer Road was the 

design that would be advanced by TxDOT.  That design coupled with a slight 

realignment of the exit ramp from US 380 to the west provided access to our 

primary drive for the motoring public exiting the highway ramp.  Please refer to 

the DEIS West Grove Exhibit.  During our March 3rd video conference, you 

informed us that the diverging diamond layout was not going to move forward 

and the intersection at Custer was now going to be a traditional 

intersection.  However, we now understand in speaking with the City of McKinney 

earlier this week that there remains much debate regarding which type of 

intersection will ultimately be arrived at.  We would like to request a meeting 

with you to discuss our design concerns as soon as possible.     

 

As was discussed, the Whole Foods lease requires that access to the site shall not 

be negatively impacted.  Given that the store is not currently open, we are 



focused on protecting our lease and making sure that any offsite changes to 

access will not trigger a termination right by Whole Foods.  We need to mitigate 

any proposed change that introduces unnecessary risk to the success of our 

development and brings a termination risk from Whole Foods.  We respectfully 

request continued dialogue on this matter, and we look forward to meeting with 

you soon.     

 

All the best, 

 

JORGE RAMIREZ
 

CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER
 

4514 COLE AVENUE, SUITE 815

DALLAS, TEXAS 75205 
 

   O: 214.750.7688 x213 

 

     

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed an

information that is privileged, confidential, and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient of th

you are notified that any use, dissemination, distribution, or copying of the communication is strictly prohibited. 
   

 



From: Pepe Tronchoni  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 4:54 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

NO to Segment A. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX, I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruptions to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and 

thousands of citizens throughout McKinney.  

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

  Jose Tronchoni 



From: joseph huffman  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 6:09 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



 
February 14, 2023   

VIA EMAIL   

TxDot – Dallas District Office  
4777 East Highway 80   
Mesquite, Texas 75150-6643   
and   
Attn: Stephen Endres   
Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov  
 
RE: TxDot – DEIS Preferred Alternative Segment A   

The Greenspoint of Prosper Homeowners Association wholeheartedly endorses the recommendations of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Study (“DEIS”) in finding SEGMENT A to be the Preferred Alternative concerning Highway 
380.  Greenspoint of Prosper is a small neighborhood of 91 homes/families located along the west side of Prosper 
Town Lake and adjacent Town Lake Park.  Numerous species of birds, fish,  turtles, along with many other indigenous 
animal species of North Texas find sanctuary in this beautiful natural environment that many residents of Prosper and 
other communities regularly enjoy. 

Our support is based, in part, of the fact that the Segment A alignment would result in the least amount of 
environmental damage to Town Lake and Town Lake Park.  Additionally, there are many other valuable resources 
(both existing and those currently under development and/or construction) that are used and will be used by residents of 
Greenspoint of Prosper that will be preserved as a result of finding SEGMENT A the Preferred Alternative; including:   

1. Rutherford Park, a long-time planned park which serves as an extension of the Town of Prosper’s well-laid 
master park  plan and trail system.   
2. The PISD Educational Systems’ plan for a "Robust and Accessible” Science and Learning Center.   
3. Mane Gait Therapeutic Rehabilitation Horse Center.   
4. Ladera of Prosper, which serves the Northwest Collin County region as a dedicated Over 55 
Neighborhood.  5. Founders Academy Charter School.   
6. Rutherford Creek housing development.   
7. Malabar Hills Residential Community.   
8. Walnut Grove High School.   

We are fully supportive of the EIS Studies, Engineering Studies, and all additional materials reviewed that 
have yielded this conclusion and truly believe it is by far the best possible alternative.  

Kindest regards,  

 

Joseph R. Sain - Greenspoint of Prosper HOA President 



From: Allen, Joshua J  

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 1:37 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US 380 EIS project  

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres, 

 

I wanted to shoot over my response to the US 380 EIS project. 

 

I am a Prosper resident and am against any bypass through the Town of Prosper.  This would disrupt 

schools and the Main Gate horse therapy operation. 

 

I prefer the current proposed 380 alignment. 

 

 

Josh Allen 

Senior Vice President, Sales 

972-824-5719|  
 

 

 

  

 

 



From: Joy Townsend  

Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2023 5:27 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  

 

 

I have sent previous e-mails to you and the state; as well as signing petitions.  In the time interval, the 

only action that I have seen is further build-up along 380, especially west of Custer.  This is in addition to 

new subdivisions in that area.  As a tax payer and citizen of Texas, I do NOT understand why this has 

been allowed to occur.  That land was unoccupied and much more conducive to new highway 

construction.  It would also have been much cheaper! 

 

Please explain why the State of Texas would choose a more expensive and destructive option A, instead 

of Option B? 

 

 

Sincerely, 

Joy and Ernest Townsend 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 9:56 AM 

To: Bill Yackinous 

Subject: RE: No to Segment A and Yes to Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Bill Yackinous 

Sent: Sunday, February 26, 2023 10:11 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Cc: Joyce Yackinous ; William Yackinous 

Subject: No to Segment A and Yes to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

This message is from Joyce A. Yackinous and William S. Yackinous. 

 

As homeowners and citizens of McKinney, TX., we strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B. We say no to Segment A and yes to Segment B. 

 

 

 

[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) 

message]<https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsa

fety%2Ftraffic-safety-

campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C9fd4138befc746

8dd3d308db19a57a83%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131970727769601

%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6

Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=gBphXT%2Bkdubh4Vc46iBb0d7VkEZv4GOOMu1HolzMOew%3D

&reserved=0> 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:36 PM 

To: Joyce Sakai  

Subject: RE: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Joyce Sakai   

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 5:21 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres- 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827. 

 

Thank you, 

Joyce Sakai 

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C90016706efe04f2b845e08db19e1361b%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638132227279223234%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=95I4N6xFHl%2FhsE1tZaJdb%2FrPRAK%2FXUXf4gRJqObAb4Q%3D&reserved=0


From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 10:06 AM 

To: Judi Gregory 

Subject: RE: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Judi Gregory   

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 10:00 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres, 
 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction 
of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT 
for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   
 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

Thank you, 
 

Judi Gregory 

Wyndsor Grove/The Heritage Community 

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C03934fe9eb35440f8a1b08db19a6aafa%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131975839090467%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=ll2mVWwB2F9F3TPKKjvOGlyJCG%2FVJU38vaASLTo9Tf8%3D&reserved=0


From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:30 PM 

To: Judy Buerkle

Subject: RE: US380 bypass  

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Judy Buerkle 

Sent: Friday, February 24, 2023 8:47 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: US380 bypass  

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

No to Segment A, YES to Segment B.   
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX, I strongly OPPOSE the construction 
of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT 
for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   

Sent from my iPhone 

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C3cb30db1f3e64743f5c408db19dc9987%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638132207469233819%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=QRI5gzjzEO%2B%2BPXgY%2BBIWzR7%2BE%2BiXtU%2BWYYIUKFvcxuU%3D&reserved=0


-----Original Message----- 

From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Friday, January 20, 2023 3:05 PM 

To: Julia Poempipatana <juliacec@yahoo.com> 

Subject: RE: 380 expansion 

 

Your comments will be included in the public hearing summary. 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Julia Poempipatana <juliacec@yahoo.com> 

Sent: Wednesday, January 18, 2023 2:57 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 expansion 

 

This email originated from outside of the organiza3on. Do not click links or open a6achments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner in Melissa Texas at 3205 berry hollow Drive, I urge you to consider abandoning the 

proposal for segment C and instead u3lize the proposed segment D expansion for Highway 380. Segment 

D will displace fewer residents, disrupt fewer farms, and come in contact with fewer hazardous material 

sites. 

Sincerely, 

Julia Poempipatana 

214-718-0732 



From: Julia Poempipatana 

Sent: Friday, March 24, 2023 10:19 PM 

To:  Stephen 

Endres 

Subject: 380 Bypass, NE McKinney 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Senator Paxton, Representative Leach, and Mr. Endres: 

 

I strongly oppose Segment C and support Segment D. 

 

My name is Julia Poempipatana. I am the founder and CEO of Waldessori Schoolhouse, a nonprofit 

hybrid school for families who homeschool on New Hope Road. We have been open for 2 years. We 

have 50 families now and will have 75 by the fall from all over mckinney and surrounding cities who 

send us their children. We provide a unique blend of educational resources- waldorf, montessori, and 

nature based studies for 3 yr olds to 12 yr olds. We just rented our 2nd building on this road because the 

demand for alternative eduction and help in the homeschooling journey is so high. If segment C goes 

through, our schools will have to shut down because access to new hope road will be re routed and 

many will not be able to access us without adding significantly to their commute. Furthermore, our 

partner up the road, Mr T.R., owner of wedding pearls venue, will have to shut down his lifelong dream 

of having an event center. Segment C will run right through his property. If it were not for his generosity 

we would not even have a school. He allows us to host biannual fundraisers on his 12 acre historic farm 

to raise money to upkeep our our school grounds and purchase needed materials. 

 

Please help us do everything that you can to push along segment D instead of C! It would mean the 

world to me as well as many many other children and families. 

 

Sincerely, 

Julia Poempipatana 

214-718-0732 



From: Julie Clark  

Sent: Sunday, April 2, 2023 2:14 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hello Mr. Endres, 

 

I am a resident of Prosper in Whitley Place and am living here with my husband and 5 children. 

We love the area we live in for so many reasons. 

I want to voice my support, again, for Route A. I am sure you are well versed in all of the 

reasons why this would be the ideal route. First I would like to quote TXDOT's own EIS report. 

1) It would require the least amount of now right of way. 

2) It would not displace any community facilities (Such as ManeGait, an organization of the 

utmost importance to the Collin county community which would unduly be impacted by the 

alternate B route) 

3) Results in the least number of noise receptors with substantial noise level increases 

4) Be the least impactful on flood plains and regulatory floodways 

5 )Minimize the conversion of farmland 

6) Meet the project Purpose and Need. 

Additionally, Prosper has continued to develop as a master planned community with the idea 

that US380 would be a freeway, changing the route to cut through a significant portion of 

Prosper would disproportionately affect the Town of Prosper's commercial real estate, and 

new developments which support its tax base. This would in turn have other down stream 

effects on Town parks, schools, students, teachers, and residents. 

I implore you to make a final decision regarding this bypass and stick with the blue route as 

recommended by TXDOT's own EIS study. Continued delay and discussion has significantly and 

negatively affected the Collin County community. 
 

--  

Thanks so much, 

Julie Clark 



From: Julie Gestes  

Sent: Sunday, March 12, 2023 11:15 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: julinator  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 1:22 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

I am a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX.,  

I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue 

Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Thank you for your time 

Julie Salcido  



From: Julie Smith 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 4:44 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 



From: Junaid Ahmed 

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 5:28 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Re: NO to Segment A for US 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hello Mr. Endres: 
 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of 
Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I 
understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax 
burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less 
overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens 
throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
 
Thank you! 
 
Sincerely, 
 

Junaid Ahmed 

Stonebridge Ranch Resident 

McKinney, TX 



From: justin collins  

Sent: Friday, March 24, 2023 10:16 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  

 

I also have access to software that allows me to identify the owner of every single parcel in the United 

States. Please share why developing this 380  bypass through Prosper, who has a much small population, 

much more vacant land (especially north of 380 on Custer, and impacts many less homes and 

businesses, is not the recommended path?? Does it have anything to do with influential developers who 

stand to profit much more in future private land sales then "fair market" value today? It's sad to see... 

it's the reality of political influence. Do the right thing....  

 

J Collins  



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, February 22, 2023 1:35 PM
To: Jennifer Bandy 
Subject: RE: 380 Expansion
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 
 

From: Jennifer Bandy  
Sent: Tuesday, February 21, 2023 10:26 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: 380 Expansion
sbg

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Sir,
 
I understand that you and those in charge at TxDot feel the need to create relief on 380.  However,
putting people out of their homes, land,and businesses is NEVER the answer.   It is unfortunate that
the powers that be were and are continuously are so short sighted.  Cities expand, that’s a given. 
Thoughts about expansion should have been thought of 50-20 years ago.   At that time, city leaders
should have purchased land for things like this.  They did not.   Their lack of planning does not give
you the right to steal land from tax payers.  Yes, offering a pittance of cash for homes, land, and
businesses IS stealing.  Easing traffic is not a valid reason to use eminent domain.   If you want to use
private property to expand the road, you should start with your own private property.   The citizens
of Collin and Denton county should not be punished for the short sightedness of others.  Do the right
thing and do NOT steal land from others for your project.  
 
A reply to this email would be appreciated.  Preferably with an alternative that is acceptable to ALL

mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
mailto:sbagwellrudy@burnsmcd.com
mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7Cc9df96afa95c4235265208db151f7f1a%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638126997233576418%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=qTHWr8oSY20AYoI1xPCARYr8StL4QPd1dK%2BSSTfrw58%3D&reserved=0
mailto:jwbandy@bbandy.com
mailto:Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov


From: Kaela Stambor 

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 4:19 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

NO to Segment A 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely,Kaela  

 



1

From: Kaitlin 

Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2023 8:51 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: Fwd: 380 Comments

This email originated from outside of the organiza�on. Do not click links or open a�achments unless you recognize the 

sender and know the content is safe. 

 

> Hello - 

> 

> My name is Kaitlin Anderson and I live in Tucker Hill. I’m very concerned about the proposed route of the 380 

expansion/bypass. 

> 

> Tucker Hill is a front porch community by design and given the amount of �me spent outside and in our community, I 

am concerned about air quality and noise and do not feel they were adequately addressed nor were our facili�es and 

neighborhood type properly iden�fied in the study. 

> 

> We moved to this area and neighborhood so our children (now 11 and 9) could play outside, meet friends, and stay 

ac�ve. So far they have thrived and been able to do so happily and safely. 

> 

> Have you done an accurate study on the noise pollu�on we will be subject to? Have you assessed how much cut 

through traffic will go through Tucker Hill? 

> 

> I want what’s best for our whole community and I’d like to feel comfortable that you do to. 

> 

> Thank you, 

> Kaitlin Anderson 

> 

> 

> Sent from my iPhone 



From: Kaitlyn Stroud  

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 3:36 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Support for Route A, 380 bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres, 
I would like to voice my support, for Route A. I am sure you are well versed in all of the reasons 
why this would be the ideal route. First I would like to quote TXDOT's own EIS report. 
 
1) It would require the least amount of now right of way. 
2) It would not displace any community facilities (Such as ManeGait, an organization of the 
utmost importance to the Collin county community which would unduly be impact by the 
alternate B route) 
3) Results in the least number of noise receptors with substantial noise level increases 
4) Be the least impactful on flood plains and regulatory floodways 
5 )Minimize the conversion of farmland 
6) Meet the project Purpose and Need. 
 
Additionally, Prosper has continued to develop as a master planned community with the idea 
that US380 would be a freeway, changing the route to cut through a significant portion of 
Prosper would disproportionately affect the Town of Prosper's commercial real estate, and new 
developments which support its tax base. This would in turn have other down stream effects on 
Town parks, schools, students, teachers, and residents. 
 
I implore you to make a final decision regarding this bypass and stick with the blue route as 
recommended by TXDOT's own EIS study. Continued delay and discussion has significantly 
and negatively affected the Collin County community. 
 
Thank you, 
Kaitlyn Stroud 



From: Kalene Sherffius  

Sent: Monday, April 3, 2023 3:25 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

To introduce myself, my name is Kalene Sherffius and I live at 6008 Bellflower Dr. with my husband 

Maurice Sherffius.    

 

We bought our new home in the Bloomridge Subdivision in May, 2019.  There are two entrances along 

Bloomdale Rd & Ridge Rd.  When we bought our home there was no mention of an eight lane freeway 

running along Bloomdale Rd but later that summer Mayor George Fuller had a town hall meeting 

concerning the 380 Bypass.  People from Heatherwood, Robinson Ridge & Bloomridge were in 

attendance.  George Fuller informed us then if he gets his way there would be an eight lane freeway on 

Bloomdale Rd.  I voiced my concerns then regarding allowing developers to put in these 

submissions?  Fuller arrogantly informed me a developer has a constitutional right to develop.  Needless 

to say he had to walk that remark back.  Currently, there is a subdivision going in north and west of 

Ridge & Bloomdale  I am beginning to believe that most politicians believe they can do anything they 

want to and this 380 Bypass is an excellent example. 

 

If I had been asked I would have advocated and still do for an overpass to extend from Coit to just east 

of McDonald.  Omaha NE had the same issue on Dodge St, (Hwy 6) with business running along on both 

sides of the road.  This overpass connects into several Interstate exchanges and works very well with the 

least amount of disruption. 

 

We have attended all the open houses and have not received information on what will happen on Ridge 

Rd, north of Wilmeth Rd and Bloomdale Rd, west of Ridge Rd.  I would like to know as these two roads 

are country roads and right now they are very busy with traffic circumventing 380 traffic.  These roads 

are full of potholes, uneven road bed with no shoulders. 

 

I have heard the preferred route would go through Tucker Hill and that would be a travesty.  This 380 

Bypass needs to be pushed further north and possibly tie into I-35 somehow.  I’m not an engineer to 

know if this would be a possibility but the options that have been presented are impacting peoples lives 

and standard of living because City and County elected officials let developers build new subdivisions 

without any care or concern about the people who would be buying these homes. 

 

I would appreciate some feedback on my concerns as the people at the open houses did not seem to 

have any answers. 

 

Thank you for your time. 

 

Kalene & Maurice Sherffius 

6008 Bellflower Dr 



From: Kara Martin  

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 3:58 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Kara Martin 





From: Karen Falk  

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 10:07 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 Bypass Comments 

Attachments: 380 bypass K Falk comments.pdf 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Thank you Karen Falk 



From: Phillip Falk  

Sent: Monday, March 6, 2023 12:48 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Public Hearing Comment Form 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Stephen 

 

Public Hearing Comment Form 

 

2751 Majestic Avenue 

McKinney, TX. 75071 

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C7d163999af934453883408db1e861bcf%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638137333698262812%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=fYVsZC8gewTtpdV%2FBRpaBtFKf7kCTtlZJLzVMFFmBzY%3D&reserved=0




From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 10:00 AM 

To: Karen G  

Subject: RE: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Karen G   

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 2:23 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Cc: Khanh Nguyen  

Subject: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres,  

 

With great respect, I ask that you consider my comments below regarding the 380 bypass.  

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827. 

 

Reasons to consider OPPOSING Segment A: 

Costs taxpayers $98.8 million more 

Impacts 57% more natural wetlands  & wildlife 

Negatively impacts Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Ceff3e4097c794f43658508db19a63e57%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131974027452605%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=6dmIZ6wN2JYFFknx4sDCoQBqyBGaJRv%2FzqP4N3OYElY%3D&reserved=0


 

Reasons to SUPPORT Segment B: 

Requires 73% fewer business and residential displacements 

Avoids costly reconstruction of the intersection at U.S. 380 & Custer Road 

14% shorter, saving time and money 

 

Thank you for your consideration,  

Karen Gallagher-Nguyen  

 

 

  

 

 





From: Karen Smith  

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 7:45 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: TXDOT's bypass Segment C 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Mr. Endres, 

 

On TXDOT's route "C" I am dot #1442.  What you have not considered is behind that dot is a 66 year old 

woman who worked her entire life to save up to built her dream.  I purchased 64 acre in McKinney's ETJ 

ten years ago, invested in excess of $3,000,000 and built it into one of the most stunning equestrian 

centers in north Texas (see for yourself at 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.tararoyal.com%2F&data=0

5%7C01%7Cstephen.endres%40txdot.gov%7C5b0a9e9369b246dd94b708db210926e5%7C39dba4765c0

94c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638140095407806768%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIj

oiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=O

6vszBL%2B06auk69BOD7YnMa8Ojx%2BODssENo%2F9U%2BxCuQ%3D&reserved=0).  I employ 5 

workers while caring for 48 horses and 44 clients who come from all over the metroplex to ride in this 

tranquil peace of country.  I have been home to the McKinney mounted police patrol horses for 9 years 

and have cared for the horses of Jerry Jones (Dallas Cowboys) to name just a few. 

 

Route C will destroy my business as the noise level & carbon emissions associated with an 8 lane 

highway are prohibitive to the health & safety of the horses & riders. 

 

I am pleading with you to return to Route D which affects the lives of almost none. 

When I met you at an open house you told me it is merely a financial decision but you are not 

considering that they will destroy 29 ranch estates (most of which are retirement estates) and 15 

businesses.  You have also not considered the massive amount of money that you will lose in lawsuits as 

many of these people have already retained attorneys. 

Please be our hero by standing up for us and make the right decision for the people & businesses that 

will be wiped out from a highway along route C. 

 

I appreciate your consideration, 

 

Karen Smith 

Tara Royal Equestrian 

(469) 855-0700 

 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 10:00 AM 

To: Karthik Sri 

Subject: RE: US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827  

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Karthik Sri   

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 1:02 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827  

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres,  

 

With great respect, I ask that you consider my comments below regarding the 380 bypass.  

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827. 

 

Reasons to consider OPPOSING Segment A: 

Costs taxpayers $98.8 million more 

Impacts 57% more natural wetlands & wildlife 

Negatively impacts Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Ce6f6bfc19b524877e0e108db19a61aea%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131973419423106%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=VF2RhEEpBqwdW8MZlI21W9qQyADfhKoupAhKVacGjoA%3D&reserved=0


Reasons to SUPPORT Segment B: 

Requires 73% fewer business and residential displacements 

Avoids costly reconstruction of the intersection at U.S. 380 & Custer Road 

14% shorter, saving time and money 

 

Thank you for your consideration, 

 

Regards, 

Karthik Srivatsa 

6329, Falcon Ridge Ln, 

McKinney TX 75071 

  

 

 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 9:55 AM 

To: Kate Huthmaker 

Subject: RE: US 380 Bypass 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Kate Huthmaker  

Sent: Sunday, February 26, 2023 1:45 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: US 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Hi Stephen, 

 

If you are still considering input, my vote is NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827. 

 

Segment A would very negatively impact the area where I live. 

 

Thanks for your consideration. 

 

Kate Huthmaker 

 

[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) 

message]<https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsa



From: Wright Family  

Sent: Friday, March 10, 2023 8:45 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Katey Wright 



From: Kathleen Bostick  

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 10:18 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Dear Stephen, 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Kathleen & Jim Bostick 

1401 Silverlake Road 

McKinney, TX 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 4:16 PM
To: Rick Crocker 
Subject: RE: Route 380 bypass
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 
 

From: Rick Crocker  
Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 12:17 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: Route 380 bypass
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Sirs, 
 
I cannot believe that you would chose to destroy one of the few truly natural sanctuaries we have in
McKinney! The work being done in that place cannot be measured in almighty $$$. Please do not
destroy this haven; we do not want Route C to be chosen!!! I am begging of you. 
 
Kathleen Crocker
3075 Willow Grove Blvd
#2602
McKinney, TX 75070
Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone

 

mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
mailto:sbagwellrudy@burnsmcd.com
mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7Ce071537ed6af46868aac08db13a2ac1a%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638125361604687289%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=bzkT7kIq0sIqdgEsXu08E5RSLPPt%2Bat8OuP0zUGUKJk%3D&reserved=0
mailto:rjkcrocker@yahoo.com
mailto:Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Foverview.mail.yahoo.com%2F%3F.src%3DiOS&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7Ce071537ed6af46868aac08db13a2ac1a%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638125361604687289%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=mZraV8uRE%2FnNLKGb2jWqgnc%2B%2BJBk5Rx14gqEzqr%2Bdc4%3D&reserved=0


From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, February 23, 2023 11:01 AM
To: Kathleen Elberson 
Subject: RE: 380 Expansion
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 
 

From: Kathleen Elberson  
Sent: Thursday, February 23, 2023 10:51 AM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: 380 Expansion
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Mr. Endres,
 
I am writing in opposition to the planned 380 bypass designated plan “C.”  Plan C will impact far
more landowners and the impact on the environment will be far worse.  Plan D impacts only 7
residences and 4 business as opposed to the 29 residences and 15 businesses impacted by plan C. 
Plan C has far more environmental impact as it would have disastrous consequences for the last
remaining forests and wetlands in Collin County. Plan C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and
Wildlife and I feel strongly that they should be heeded as they seek to protect the precious natural
resources of Texas.  Progress at the cost of the environment and the people of the county and state
is no real progress at all. Especially when a viable and far less disruptive option is available.
 
Sincerely,
 
Kathleen Elberson

mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
mailto:sbagwellrudy@burnsmcd.com
mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7C7c788811d796491def6008db166b4658%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638128422213323620%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=lW5Lgv1gkMdB72a8J3WsamwTHZHR8ptacEq1FzCXsgU%3D&reserved=0
mailto:elbersonk@gmail.com
mailto:Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov
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From: Kathryn Webb 

Sent: Monday, April 17, 2023 10:17 AM

To: Stephen Endres; Ceason Clemens

Subject: No to Segment A - Please save Tucker Hill

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

Hello -  

 

I am writing you to beg that you do not build a 380 bypass as proposed in segment A. Here are my reasons for asking 

you to consider option B: 

 

1) B is less money 

2) B is a shorter distance and time to construct. 

3) B has less home and business impact.  

 

On a personal note,  I moved from California to Texas 5 years looking for a quieter and more peaceful life.  I found 

Tucker Hill.  My home in CA was about the same distance from a 8 line hwy as the one you are proposing in option A. 

The pollution, air quality, noise, trash and water crime were all higher because of it. Again the reason I moved.  I took all 

the money I had to buy my house in Tucker Hill and now I’m being threatened by this monstrosity being built in my 

backyard.   I feel I will have no other option than to move which saddens me because I love everything about my 

community. If option A passes and I sell, I will almost assuredly lose money because this will ruin our home values. I 

don’t imagine we will be made while by this financial loss.   

 

Thank you for your consideration and I pray that you make the decision to go with option B.  

 

Sincerely, 

Kathryn Webb 



From: Kathy Kier  

Sent: Tuesday, March 21, 2023 2:51 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Cc: Rebecca Easterwood 

Subject: Route C of the 380 Bypass in North TX 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

This project was bought to my attention and I am respectfully writing to you in the hope that you end up 

electing Route D instead of Route C. Although I live south of the contested area, I am commenting as a 

concerned citizen. The disruptive intrusiveness of Route C makes no sense when we have an alternative 

with Route D. 

 

Asking the question “Why?” I’d like to know the reason for supporting Route C.  In my opinion, Route C 

makes no sense unless one plans to benefit financially by this scheme. That may or may not be you 

directly, but it might enrich friends. Perhaps some research is needed to bring everything to light. 

 

In the meantime, count this email as a big NO to Route C. And if you must create a bypass, please 

choose one that is more in line with the people and their environment…Route D. 

 

Sincerely, 

Kathy Kier 

 

 

(469) 231-3513 

 



From: Kathy Morgan  

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 1:09 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 A plan through McKinney 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

This plan costs more money and attacks the Tucker Hill and Stonebridge communities. This makes no 

sense whatsoever. Please reconsider plan A which does not put home ownership in peril.  --  

Kathy Morgan 





From: Katie Alexander  

Sent: Friday, March 10, 2023 5:30 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Katie Jobe 

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 11:36 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Katie Jobe 

Arbor Hollow Village  

Stonebridge Ranch 

 



From: Kathleen Kim  

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 12:58 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: No to Segment A for 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
 
 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment 
A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an 
existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, 
destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge 
Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney.  
 
 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from 
Coit Road to FM 1827. 
 
 

Thank you, 
Katie Kim 
Stonebridge Ranch resident 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 4:34 PM 

To: Katy Kaeding � 

Cc: Dan Perge; John Hudspeth; Travis Campbell; Ashton Strong; Grace Lo; Melissa 

Meyer; Tony Hartzel; Madison Schein; Christine Polito; Ceason Clemens 

Subject: RE: 380 Bypass Effects Families 

 

We received your request to extend the comment period for the US 380 EIS project. 

 

The Notice of Availability (NOA) for Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was posted on January 

20, 2023. 

The public hearing was held on February 16th and 21st. 

The original comment period ended on March 21, 2023. 

 

TxDOT will extend the comment period 15 days one time only to April 5, 2023. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Katy Kaeding �����  

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 7:47 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 Bypass Effects Families 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Ms. Clemens, 

 

I would like to formally request an extension of the comments period, as we need more time to fully 

evaluate the impact and possible mitigation measures that can be taken to protect Tucker Hill and the 

other communities and businesses affected by Option A. 

 

As a pediatric nurse and mother with four children, I am praying for the most safe and responsible 

outcome. 

 

Thank you, 

Katy Kaeding 
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From: Katy Kaeding 

Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2023 10:13 AM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: 380's Expansion and Bypass will Harm the Residents of Tucker Hill

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres, 
  
As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of Segment A over 
Segment B is financially irresponsible to the taxpayers (costing over $150 million more), 
inconsistently applies criteria to support the decision, and provides numerous biased, false, and 
inconsistent findings in their environmental study. Furthermore, there is objective evidence of political 
maneuvering, campaigning, and rezoning efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly 
has swayed TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn these actions as unethical and improper. 
  
The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council on Environmental 
Quality (CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021), decisions on an alignment must be based on what is 
practical and feasible from a technical and economic standpoint, rather than what is desirable from 
the standpoint of the agency (i.e, TxDOT). As a McKinney homeowner, I believe a bypass may be 
required to support growth in the northern corridor. However, in selecting Segment A for the 380 
bypass, TxDOT will do harm to a significant percentage of McKinney residents and will demonstrate 
significant fiscal irresponsibility. 
  
This decision is made more egregious with the existence of a viable lower impact alternative. It 
appears irrefutable that Segment B is the better alternative and that there are serious flaws in the 
conclusions reached by TxDOT and in the underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS). Please do 
not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants that cause harm to humans and 
a rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current and future impacts. 
  
If TxDOT will not mitigate these harms, then TxDOT should at the very least do a rigorous analysis of 
these harms and explicitly note the opportunities we forgo with the current preferred alignment. The 
pollution appendices are missing critical analyses and portions are invalid as presented. This project 
should not proceed until those egregious omissions and errors are corrected. In order to ensure 
resolution and the creation of the best project possible, we request that: 1) TxDOT issue a second 
draft of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in the current draft EIS, and 2) Any Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) have a 90-day review period, with an official public comment 
period, and that the FEIS be unbundled from the Record of Decision. 
  
The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A: 

• Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes 2 versus 5. However, segment A is one mile longer, has 6 new 

interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential major utility conflicts versus just two for Segment B 

and displaces 15 businesses versus zero businesses for Segment B. 

• Segment B would have less of an environmental impact. Segment A would encroach on twice the wetland 

acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and streams and more acreage of forests, prairies and grasslands 

than Segment B. Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged over 150 years. Finally, 
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there would be no hazardous material sites impacted on Segment B and TXDOT has identified 2 with Segment 

A. 

• Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to the taxpayers is that the estimated 

cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M more than Segment B. 

• Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 Highway increasing the risk of work 

zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic patterns. Additionally, the requirement to lower the existing 

grade in bedrock and cantilever local lanes in a restricted ROW width, while preferred for the longterm, 

will significantly increase the construction time, safety risk and disruption compared to route B. Priority has 

not been given to safety and the increased risk of fatal accidents, including those induced by a change in grade 

and, not one, but two 90 degree turns. 

• TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned future residential homes. It 

appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of unidentified future residents, property investors or 

developers over the impact of existing McKinney residents!!! The voices of the current residents should be a 

priority over unidentified future residents. 

• TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west 

of Custer Road. Once again, this appears to accrue to the benefit of future residents or current investors, not 

the current residents of McKinney. 

• TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the subject 

of substantial public concern”. In fact, there is no great “public concern” over MainGait. The facility does serve a 

noble purpose, but that purpose is nowhere near the public concern of the impact to the existing residents of 

Tucker Hill who include retired veterans, disabled residents (both young and old), seniors 55+ and countless 

children. More concerning to members of Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney community is that TxDOT 

calls out the impact of the ROW to the property belonging to the founder of MainGait. The founder of MainGait 

is no ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill Darling, a former real estate developer and home builder who stands to 

gain personally by the selection of Segment A over B. In particular, Bill Darling and/or other associates of the 

Darling company, leveraged ownership of 43 Tucker Hill lots to submit comments against Segment B in favor 

of Segment A – essentially impersonated residents of Tucker Hill. TxDOT’s own findings indicate that the 

continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and has stated Segment B “would not make the ManeGait 

inaccessible to persons with disabilities and would not violate the Americans with Disabilities 

Act.” Furthermore and perhaps most egregious is that ManeGait stated and TxDOT perpetuated the false claim 

that ManeGait provides “essential” services to protected citizens, which was a misrepresentation and may have 

swayed public opinion. 

  
In direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT still concluded Segment A was the preferred route 
option. This makes NO SENSE and simply does not add up! 
  
TxDOT relied on the EIS to support their conclusion. Of critical concern to Tucker Hill and the greater 
McKinney community is what appears to be flaws in the underlying TxDOT analysis and interpretation 
of the EIS. I will attempt to detail each of MY PERSONAL concerns individually. There are 
undoubtedly many others being voiced by our neighbors, and my comments are not meant to be a 
complete listing of the errors or omissions in the study, but simply those that are of the utmost 
significance to my family. 
  
Air Pollution 
As parents of a young daughter with severe asthma, this is of very serious concern to us. We have 
rushed our daughter to the ER on more than one occasion, and fear that years of construction and 
drastic increases in traffic flow will place her in great risk.  Air pollution is a documented public health 
emergency, and can affect every organ in the body, including cognition. Children and the elderly are 
disproportionately vulnerable to air pollution, specifically PM2.5, and more so if they live in close 
proximity to a highway. Air pollution can cause a multitude of diseases in adults, including heart 
disease, and can breach the placental barrier during pregnancy, causing miscarriages and birth 
defects. These impacts are well documented and have been noted in academic studies for over a 
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decade. TxDOT should not proceed with this project until they have conducted a full study of existing 
and future air pollution on this highway, both at the regional scale and immediately adjacent to the 
highway. TxDOT must be compliant with EPA’s health-based National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 
  
The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill neighborhood on the South and East sides. 
Winds in McKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-East meaning that for more days 
than not air pollution will be blown and settled on the residents of Tucker Hill. It appears that the 
model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT utilized an airspeed of 1 MPH. The average wind 
speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the prevailing winds are from the south and south-east. It 
appears that additional study must be completed to correctly understand what the adverse effects of 
air pollution would be on the Tucker Hill population. Additionally, if Segment A is selected, monitoring 
devices must be installed to monitor air quality before, during and after construction. 
  
The DEIS fails to address air pollution from traffic beyond tailpipe emissions. A growing body of 
academic research cites brake wear and tire friction as primary pollutants from traffic. The DEIS has 
not addressed either of these sources of pollutants, nor does it address benzene or Volatile Organic 
Compounds (VOCs). We request that TxDOT complete detailed analyses of each of these pollutants, 
and compare pollutant levels on 380 (for each pollutant) to expected levels during and after 
construction Segment A. 
  
The DEIS notes in several places that expected proliferation of electric vehicles (EVs) should improve 
air pollution in this corridor. This is not only abdicating responsibility for mitigating air pollution, but a 
misrepresentation of electric vehicles and their environmental benefits. While EVs do reduce tailpipe 
emissions from internal combustion engines (ICEs), they do nothing to reduce pollution from non-
tailpipe sources including brake dust and tire friction. Pollution from tire friction may worsen in EVs 
due to increases in vehicle weight from electric batteries. Further, Texas’ electric grid is far from 
clean, and EVs that source their energy from unclean sources are, therefore, unclean themselves. 
  
The Mobile Source Air Toxins analysis in the DEIS is lacking and includes only a qualitative analysis. 
The DEIS claims that MSAT will decrease with time because of improved federal standards. We 
argue that this is an outsourcing of responsibility to mitigate air pollution in the 380 corridor, and 
request that TxDOT complete a quantitative MSAT analysis and a health impact assessment for all 
criteria pollutants. 
  
  
Traffic Analysis 
TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed. TxDOT’s original traffic projection methodology was deemed 
to be incomplete and inconsistent by the Texas A&M Transportation Institute (TTI) in September of 
2020. In March 2021, TTI noted that they still had not been provided traffic data for the “No Build vs 
Build scenarios”. TxDOT has not addressed how their growth rate calculation using a linear 
regression could be acceptable if the baseline year for traffic growth is 2020. In every commercial or 
municipal environment, 2020 is seen as a data anomaly because of the impact of the pandemic and 
an unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes of any kind. TxDOT’s traffic analysis continues to 
be flawed and incomplete. 
  
Two 90 degree curves 
More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a horizontal curve, and the average crash 
rate for horizontal curves is about three times that of other types of highway 
segments (https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/). In 2022 the 
United States Department of Transportation released their National Roadway Safety Strategy, which 
endorsed zero fatalities as the national goal and promotes building safety into the design of 
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roads. TxDOT did not compare the safety risks including injury and fatality based on the highway 
designs of alternatives A and B. Segment A (the current preferred alignment) has two 90 degree 
curves. It also does not appear that TxDOT considered this safety risk in their decision. As such, 
TxDOT must include an analysis that compares alternatives A and B on the probability of accidents, 
injury, and fatalities. In addition, TxDOT must justify why they would choose a more dangerous 
alignment and one that goes against the US Department of Transportation’s strategy. 
  
Noise Pollution 
The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased. The importance of this is underscored 
by the existing scientific literature showing the association between traffic and related noise on 
physical and mental health. The study evaluated only a single barrier south of the community. It 
appears the study was biased toward providing more data around MainGait, a facility with transient 
guests, then Tucker Hill, a community of over 380 homes with plans for over 600. Additionally, it 
appears that there has been no regard taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous veteran residents, elderly 
residents or our residents with disabilities – collectively, who likely outnumber MainGait’s transient 
guests. In fact, Tucker Hill was classified, by TxDOT, as a standard residential area with an 
acceptable NAC level of 67 and precluded from participating in any future noise studies. This is both 
incorrect and unacceptable. Tucker Hill is a “front porch” community and every home is designed with 
a front porch that encourages outdoor activities and interactions between neighbors. Tucker Hill 
should be reclassified as Category A to preserve the essence of the neighborhood and the 
neighborhood should be included in any future noise abatement studies. 
  
The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise on the 
community. Yet, TxDOT, while proposing to surround the neighborhood on both the south and east 
side with a highway, believes the noise impact to be acceptable. TxDOT has not met their burden in 
any way, and moving forward with flawed data will cause irreparable harm to the residents of Tucker 
Hill, especially the young, elderly and disabled who do not regularly leave the neighborhood. A new 
noise study must be conducted with more receptors and sound barriers across both the south and 
east side of the neighborhood must be included in any Segment A option. Finally, it appears 
untenable that TxDOT could make any conclusion about the noise impact on Tucker Hill without fully 
understanding the impact of their proposed Segment A shift on the east side of the neighborhood. 
  
  
Quality of Comments Collected 
As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in soliciting comments. 
In addition to submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill residents, comments were solicited via 
Facebook with no links to the underlying studies or segment alternatives. TxDOT must vet all of the 
comments collected during the scoping project fully and determine that they were legitimately 
provided by residents. If the comments were not legitimate, they should be stricken from the project 
record. 
  
Shift Closer to Tucker Hill 
TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the already flawed 
analysis that produced a preference for Segment A creates an unfair burden on the residents of 
Tucker Hill. Once again, TxDOT appears to be showing a callous bias toward ‘future development’ 
rather than a commitment to current residents. It is impossible to fully understand the additional noise 
pollution, air pollution and other effects without additional study. It’s important to note that even with 
this new shifted Segment A, the cost to construct Segment B would be $100M less than Segment A. 
TxDOT’s actions are placing the residents of Tucker Hill in an untenable position and are knowingly 
causing irreparable harm to the community in favor of future development. I strongly object to the 
proposed shift of the A alignment. 
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Community Impacts 
TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park and the Tucker Hill Community Center in their 
community impact study as the only community spaces without identifying the population they serve. 
First, Tucker Hill houses a community center, two town squares, two community parks, a community 
pool, a dog park, two fire pits, an amphitheater and a rooftop event space in the Harvard Park 
commercial area. The community spaces can be found filled with residents on almost any sunny day. 
Tucker Hill hosts many little league practices from Prosper and McKinney in our neighborhood parks 
and is a Christmas Holiday destination for people all across the region to visit our lighted homes. 
Furthermore, the community has a long history of events supporting organizations like Ethan for 
Autism, 29 Acres and the Down Syndrome Guild of Dallas. TxDOT has not demonstrated that they 
have completed any research into the impacted population (including children of all ages, elderly, 
seniors 55+, veterans and residents with disabilities) of these facilities. Once again, this is an 
egregious omission and appears to show substantial bias for MainGait and other facilities that serve 
guests as opposed to residents. 
  
  
I have many questions based on numerous, numerous studies that I would like addressed, such as: 
  

• Have you (TxDOT) evaluated the FULL impact on air quality that this project would have – both during and after 

construction? What are the air quality measures being used – please explain them? 

• Has a study been done to evaluate the safety of the turns on Segment A relative to Segment B? 

• Why are future, hypothetical home and business owners along Segment B being given priority over us and other 

REAL (current/actual) home and business owners along Segment A??? 

• Please explain why in the world TxDot would choose a FAR MORE expensive option that effects FAR MORE 

ACTUAL PEOPLE (homeowners and businesses)? If it were far cheaper then I could at least understand the 

rationale, but to spend MORE money to adversely impact MORE people makes absolutely ZERO sense. Please 

explain. 

• How long is construction expected to last? 

• How will we get in and out of our neighborhood while our section of the highway is under construction? And 

more importantly, how will Emergency Response vehicles get in? Our 12 year old daughter has severe asthma 

and our 6 year old son was just taken in an ambulance to the ER in the past year. 

• Are there any other examples you can provide where an existing/established neighborhood with this many 

families (e.g., Tucker Hill) have been constricted on 2+ sides by a Highway expansion AND a bypass running right 

up against the neighborhood (~900 feet away)??? 

• What are the actual criteria being used for the decision on which Segment to pursue, and how are they being 

weighted for comparison? 

• How deeply recessed will 380 be in front of Tucker Hill? I’ve heard anywhere from 20-35 feet. 

• If you move forward with Segment A for the bypass, how will Air pollution be monitored and mitigated for 

Tucker Hill? 

• If you move forward with Segment A for the bypass, how will Noise pollution be monitored and mitigated for 

Tucker Hill? 

• How exactly can TxDot justify $100+ MILLION more in Tax Payer expenses to pursue Segment A over Segment B? 

I’ve yet to hear any TRUE/RATIONAL justification. In fact, the justification I have seen (from the 

tireless/extensive research our neighbors have conducted) points toward Segment B being the better option for 

the bypass even without the SUBSTANTIAL cost differential. It simply makes NO SENSE to me whatsoever, and 

I’d like someone to explain it. 

  
There are REAL people’s lives that are being undervalued by this decision, and it’s simply not right. 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 

Katy Kaeding, RN, BSN 
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From: Katy Kaeding 

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 3:58 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: Re: 380's Expansion and Bypass will Harm the Residents of Tucker Hill

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

And who will be answering my questions? 

 

 

On Apr 20, 2023, at 3:17 PM, Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> wrote: 

  

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

  

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

  

  

From: Katy Kaeding

Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2023 10:13 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380's Expansion and Bypass will Harm the Residents of Tucker Hill 

  

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres, 
  
As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of 
Segment A over Segment B is financially irresponsible to the taxpayers (costing over 
$150 million more), inconsistently applies criteria to support the decision, and provides 
numerous biased, false, and inconsistent findings in their environmental study. 
Furthermore, there is objective evidence of political maneuvering, campaigning, and 
rezoning efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed 
TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn these actions as unethical and improper. 
  
The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021), decisions on an alignment 
must be based on what is practical and feasible from a technical and economic 
standpoint, rather than what is desirable from the standpoint of the agency (i.e, TxDOT). 
As a McKinney homeowner, I believe a bypass may be required to support growth in the 
northern corridor. However, in selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do 
harm to a significant percentage of McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant 
fiscal irresponsibility. 
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This decision is made more egregious with the existence of a viable lower impact 
alternative. It appears irrefutable that Segment B is the better alternative and that there 
are serious flaws in the conclusions reached by TxDOT and in the underlying 
Environmental Impact Study (EIS). Please do not proceed with this project without a 
rigorous study of all pollutants that cause harm to humans and a rigorous health impact 
analysis to understand both current and future impacts. 
  
If TxDOT will not mitigate these harms, then TxDOT should at the very least do a 
rigorous analysis of these harms and explicitly note the opportunities we forgo with the 
current preferred alignment. The pollution appendices are missing critical analyses and 
portions are invalid as presented. This project should not proceed until those egregious 
omissions and errors are corrected. In order to ensure resolution and the creation of the 
best project possible, we request that: 1) TxDOT issue a second draft of the EIS to 
correct significant deficiencies in the current draft EIS, and 2) Any Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (FEIS) have a 90-day review period, with an official public comment 
period, and that the FEIS be unbundled from the Record of Decision. 
  
The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A: 

1. Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes 2 versus 5. However, segment A is one mile 

longer, has 6 new interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential major utility conflicts versus 

just two for Segment B and displaces 15 businesses versus zero businesses for Segment B. 

2. Segment B would have less of an environmental impact. Segment A would encroach on twice 

the wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and streams and more acreage of 

forests, prairies and grasslands than Segment B. Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable 

Heritage trees, aged over 150 years. Finally, there would be no hazardous material sites 

impacted on Segment B and TXDOT has identified 2 with Segment A. 

3. Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to the taxpayers is 

that the estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M more than Segment B. 

4. Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 Highway increasing 

the risk of work zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic patterns. Additionally, the 

requirement to lower the existing grade in bedrock and cantilever local lanes in a restricted 

ROW width, while preferred for the longterm, will significantly increase the construction time, 

safety risk and disruption compared to route B. Priority has not been given to safety and the 

increased risk of fatal accidents, including those induced by a change in grade and, not one, but 

two 90 degree turns. 

5. TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned future 

residential homes. It appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of unidentified future 

residents, property investors or developers over the impact of existing McKinney residents!!! 

The voices of the current residents should be a priority over unidentified future residents. 

6. TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under 

construction west of Custer Road. Once again, this appears to accrue to the benefit of future 

residents or current investors, not the current residents of McKinney. 

7. TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic Horsemanship 

property, the subject of substantial public concern”. In fact, there is no great “public concern” 

over MainGait. The facility does serve a noble purpose, but that purpose is nowhere near the 

public concern of the impact to the existing residents of Tucker Hill who include retired 

veterans, disabled residents (both young and old), seniors 55+ and countless children. More 

concerning to members of Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney community is that TxDOT 

calls out the impact of the ROW to the property belonging to the founder of MainGait. The 

founder of MainGait is no ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill Darling, a former real estate 

developer and home builder who stands to gain personally by the selection of Segment A over 
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B. In particular, Bill Darling and/or other associates of the Darling company, leveraged 

ownership of 43 Tucker Hill lots to submit comments against Segment B in favor of Segment A 

– essentially impersonated residents of Tucker Hill. TxDOT’s own findings indicate that the 

continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and has stated Segment B “would not make 

the ManeGait inaccessible to persons with disabilities and would not violate the Americans 

with Disabilities Act.” Furthermore and perhaps most egregious is that ManeGait stated and 

TxDOT perpetuated the false claim that ManeGait provides “essential” services to protected 

citizens, which was a misrepresentation and may have swayed public opinion. 

  
In direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT still concluded Segment A was the 
preferred route option. This makes NO SENSE and simply does not add up! 

  
TxDOT relied on the EIS to support their conclusion. Of critical concern to Tucker Hill 
and the greater McKinney community is what appears to be flaws in the underlying 
TxDOT analysis and interpretation of the EIS. I will attempt to detail each of MY 
PERSONAL concerns individually. There are undoubtedly many others being voiced by 
our neighbors, and my comments are not meant to be a complete listing of the errors or 
omissions in the study, but simply those that are of the utmost significance to my family. 
  
Air Pollution 

As parents of a young daughter with severe asthma, this is of very serious concern to 
us. We have rushed our daughter to the ER on more than one occasion, and fear that 
years of construction and drastic increases in traffic flow will place her in great risk.  Air 
pollution is a documented public health emergency, and can affect every organ in the 
body, including cognition. Children and the elderly are disproportionately vulnerable to 
air pollution, specifically PM2.5, and more so if they live in close proximity to a highway. 
Air pollution can cause a multitude of diseases in adults, including heart disease, and 
can breach the placental barrier during pregnancy, causing miscarriages and birth 
defects. These impacts are well documented and have been noted in academic studies 
for over a decade. TxDOT should not proceed with this project until they have 
conducted a full study of existing and future air pollution on this highway, both at the 
regional scale and immediately adjacent to the highway. TxDOT must be compliant with 
EPA’s health-based National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 
  
The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill neighborhood on the South 
and East sides. Winds in McKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-East 
meaning that for more days than not air pollution will be blown and settled on the 
residents of Tucker Hill. It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by 
TxDOT utilized an airspeed of 1 MPH. The average wind speed for North Texas is 8 to 
12 MPH and the prevailing winds are from the south and south-east. It appears that 
additional study must be completed to correctly understand what the adverse effects of 
air pollution would be on the Tucker Hill population. Additionally, if Segment A is 
selected, monitoring devices must be installed to monitor air quality before, during and 
after construction. 
  
The DEIS fails to address air pollution from traffic beyond tailpipe emissions. A growing 
body of academic research cites brake wear and tire friction as primary pollutants from 
traffic. The DEIS has not addressed either of these sources of pollutants, nor does it 
address benzene or Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs). We request that TxDOT 
complete detailed analyses of each of these pollutants, and compare pollutant levels on 
380 (for each pollutant) to expected levels during and after construction Segment A. 
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The DEIS notes in several places that expected proliferation of electric vehicles (EVs) 
should improve air pollution in this corridor. This is not only abdicating responsibility for 
mitigating air pollution, but a misrepresentation of electric vehicles and their 
environmental benefits. While EVs do reduce tailpipe emissions from internal 
combustion engines (ICEs), they do nothing to reduce pollution from non-tailpipe 
sources including brake dust and tire friction. Pollution from tire friction may worsen in 
EVs due to increases in vehicle weight from electric batteries. Further, Texas’ electric 
grid is far from clean, and EVs that source their energy from unclean sources are, 
therefore, unclean themselves. 
  
The Mobile Source Air Toxins analysis in the DEIS is lacking and includes only a 
qualitative analysis. The DEIS claims that MSAT will decrease with time because of 
improved federal standards. We argue that this is an outsourcing of responsibility to 
mitigate air pollution in the 380 corridor, and request that TxDOT complete a 
quantitative MSAT analysis and a health impact assessment for all criteria pollutants. 
  
  
Traffic Analysis 

TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed. TxDOT’s original traffic projection methodology 
was deemed to be incomplete and inconsistent by the Texas A&M Transportation 
Institute (TTI) in September of 2020. In March 2021, TTI noted that they still had not 
been provided traffic data for the “No Build vs Build scenarios”. TxDOT has not 
addressed how their growth rate calculation using a linear regression could be 
acceptable if the baseline year for traffic growth is 2020. In every commercial or 
municipal environment, 2020 is seen as a data anomaly because of the impact of the 
pandemic and an unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes of any kind. 
TxDOT’s traffic analysis continues to be flawed and incomplete. 
  
Two 90 degree curves 

More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a horizontal curve, and 
the average crash rate for horizontal curves is about three times that of other types of 
highway 
segments (https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/). In 
2022 the United States Department of Transportation released their National Roadway 
Safety Strategy, which endorsed zero fatalities as the national goal and promotes 
building safety into the design of roads. TxDOT did not compare the safety risks 
including injury and fatality based on the highway designs of alternatives A and B. 
Segment A (the current preferred alignment) has two 90 degree curves. It also does not 
appear that TxDOT considered this safety risk in their decision. As such, TxDOT must 
include an analysis that compares alternatives A and B on the probability of accidents, 
injury, and fatalities. In addition, TxDOT must justify why they would choose a more 
dangerous alignment and one that goes against the US Department of Transportation’s 
strategy. 
  
Noise Pollution 

The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased. The importance of this is 
underscored by the existing scientific literature showing the association between traffic 
and related noise on physical and mental health. The study evaluated only a single 
barrier south of the community. It appears the study was biased toward providing more 
data around MainGait, a facility with transient guests, then Tucker Hill, a community of 
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over 380 homes with plans for over 600. Additionally, it appears that there has been no 
regard taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous veteran residents, elderly residents or our 
residents with disabilities – collectively, who likely outnumber MainGait’s transient 
guests. In fact, Tucker Hill was classified, by TxDOT, as a standard residential area with 
an acceptable NAC level of 67 and precluded from participating in any future noise 
studies. This is both incorrect and unacceptable. Tucker Hill is a “front porch” 
community and every home is designed with a front porch that encourages outdoor 
activities and interactions between neighbors. Tucker Hill should be reclassified as 
Category A to preserve the essence of the neighborhood and the neighborhood should 
be included in any future noise abatement studies. 
  
The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise on 
the community. Yet, TxDOT, while proposing to surround the neighborhood on both the 
south and east side with a highway, believes the noise impact to be acceptable. TxDOT 
has not met their burden in any way, and moving forward with flawed data will cause 
irreparable harm to the residents of Tucker Hill, especially the young, elderly and 
disabled who do not regularly leave the neighborhood. A new noise study must be 
conducted with more receptors and sound barriers across both the south and east side 
of the neighborhood must be included in any Segment A option. Finally, it appears 
untenable that TxDOT could make any conclusion about the noise impact on Tucker Hill 
without fully understanding the impact of their proposed Segment A shift on the east 
side of the neighborhood. 
  
  
Quality of Comments Collected 

As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in 
soliciting comments. In addition to submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill 
residents, comments were solicited via Facebook with no links to the underlying studies 
or segment alternatives. TxDOT must vet all of the comments collected during the 
scoping project fully and determine that they were legitimately provided by residents. If 
the comments were not legitimate, they should be stricken from the project record. 
  
Shift Closer to Tucker Hill 
TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the 
already flawed analysis that produced a preference for Segment A creates an unfair 
burden on the residents of Tucker Hill. Once again, TxDOT appears to be showing a 
callous bias toward ‘future development’ rather than a commitment to current residents. 
It is impossible to fully understand the additional noise pollution, air pollution and other 
effects without additional study. It’s important to note that even with this new shifted 
Segment A, the cost to construct Segment B would be $100M less than Segment A. 
TxDOT’s actions are placing the residents of Tucker Hill in an untenable position and 
are knowingly causing irreparable harm to the community in favor of future 
development. I strongly object to the proposed shift of the A alignment. 
  
Community Impacts 

TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park and the Tucker Hill Community 
Center in their community impact study as the only community spaces without 
identifying the population they serve. First, Tucker Hill houses a community center, two 
town squares, two community parks, a community pool, a dog park, two fire pits, an 
amphitheater and a rooftop event space in the Harvard Park commercial area. The 
community spaces can be found filled with residents on almost any sunny day. Tucker 
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Hill hosts many little league practices from Prosper and McKinney in our neighborhood 
parks and is a Christmas Holiday destination for people all across the region to visit our 
lighted homes. Furthermore, the community has a long history of events supporting 
organizations like Ethan for Autism, 29 Acres and the Down Syndrome Guild of Dallas. 
TxDOT has not demonstrated that they have completed any research into the impacted 
population (including children of all ages, elderly, seniors 55+, veterans and residents 
with disabilities) of these facilities. Once again, this is an egregious omission and 
appears to show substantial bias for MainGait and other facilities that serve guests as 
opposed to residents. 
  
  
I have many questions based on numerous, numerous studies that I would like 
addressed, such as: 
  

1. Have you (TxDOT) evaluated the FULL impact on air quality that this project would have – both 

during and after construction? What are the air quality measures being used – please explain 

them? 

2. Has a study been done to evaluate the safety of the turns on Segment A relative to Segment B? 

3. Why are future, hypothetical home and business owners along Segment B being given priority 

over us and other REAL (current/actual) home and business owners along Segment A??? 

4. Please explain why in the world TxDot would choose a FAR MORE expensive option that 

effects FAR MORE ACTUAL PEOPLE (homeowners and businesses)? If it were far cheaper then I 

could at least understand the rationale, but to spend MORE money to adversely impact MORE 

people makes absolutely ZERO sense. Please explain. 

5. How long is construction expected to last? 

6. How will we get in and out of our neighborhood while our section of the highway is under 

construction? And more importantly, how will Emergency Response vehicles get in? Our 12 year 

old daughter has severe asthma and our 6 year old son was just taken in an ambulance to the 

ER in the past year. 

7. Are there any other examples you can provide where an existing/established neighborhood 

with this many families (e.g., Tucker Hill) have been constricted on 2+ sides by a Highway 

expansion AND a bypass running right up against the neighborhood (~900 feet away)??? 

8. What are the actual criteria being used for the decision on which Segment to pursue, and how 

are they being weighted for comparison? 

9. How deeply recessed will 380 be in front of Tucker Hill? I’ve heard anywhere from 20-35 feet. 

10. If you move forward with Segment A for the bypass, how will Air pollution be monitored and 

mitigated for Tucker Hill? 

11. If you move forward with Segment A for the bypass, how will Noise pollution be monitored and 

mitigated for Tucker Hill? 

12. How exactly can TxDot justify $100+ MILLION more in Tax Payer expenses to pursue Segment A 

over Segment B? I’ve yet to hear any TRUE/RATIONAL justification. In fact, the justification I 

have seen (from the tireless/extensive research our neighbors have conducted) points toward 

Segment B being the better option for the bypass even without the SUBSTANTIAL cost 

differential. It simply makes NO SENSE to me whatsoever, and I’d like someone to explain it. 

  
There are REAL people’s lives that are being undervalued by this decision, and it’s 
simply not right. Thank you for your consideration. 
  

Katy Kaeding, RN, BSN 

School Nurse  
St. Martin de Porres Catholic School 



From: Kay Frank

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 8:07 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 Bypass  

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres- 
 
As a McKinney homeowner, taxpayer and resident of Tucker Hill, I strongly encourage 
you to reconsider selecting segment A for the 380 bypass.  I understand the need for 
future growth; however, TxDOT will do harm to a significant percentage of McKinney 
residents and will demonstrate significant fiscal irresponsibility.  There were many 
inconsistencies and flaws in the conclusions reached my TxDot and the underlying 
EIS.  My friends and neighbors have expressed all my same concerns from the flawed 
and biased noise study to the inflated importance of therapeutic horses!  It appears in 
your report that TxDot is more concerned about horses than Reeves Elementary 
students!  Reeves Elementary is a Title 1 School.  This is a Federal designation based 
on the number of low-income students who are considered at-risk for school 
achievement and is part of the NO CHILD LEFT BEHIND ACT OF 2001.  Was this 
every considered when selecting segment A?  These children who according to the 
Federal government are already at a disadvantage, are now going to be subjected to 
noise (sensory triggers), pollution, disruption in getting to school, etc.  This is very 
personal to me as I have a child that is considered special needs and attends Reeves 
Elementary.   
 
I find the selection of Segment A very disheartening and it further supports my concerns 
about the lack of government fiscal and social responsibility. 
 
Kay Frank 
 
 
 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 8:48 AM 

To: Kay Taliaferro

Subject: RE: By-Pass 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Kay Taliaferro   

Sent: Monday, February 27, 2023 7:02 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: By-Pass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Stephen Endres:  

 

 

We are totally against the proposed by-pass Route C. We think you will disrupt so many more lives by 

picking Route C and the only common sense one is Route D. Would you want your life totally disrupted 

by no fault of your own? 

 

 

Please vote for Route D, 

Frances Kay Taliaferro 

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C845c0ca8e03b45d8986f08db199bb349%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131928734060244%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=RJxNaOegCAlX9O8nnol%2FuS%2BI%2FsWrfuWfp6XA89HY480%3D&reserved=0


From: Kayla Kirk  

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 9:14 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Kayla Kirk 
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Near Roadway Air Pollution and 
Health: Frequently Asked Questions 

With more than 45 million people in the United States living, 
working, or attending school within 300 feet of a major road, 

airport or railroad there is growing concern about the health impacts 
of roadway traffic. Below are frequently asked questions EPA receives 
concerning near roadway air pollution and what EPA is doing to ad
dress this important health issue. 

What are the concerns associated with living, working, or attending school near 
major roads? 

Air pollutants from cars, trucks and other motor vehicles are found in higher con
centrations near major roads. People who live, work or attend school near major 
roads appear to have an increased incidence and severity of health problems associ
ated with air pollution exposures related to roadway traffic including higher rates of 
asthma onset and aggravation, cardiovascular disease, impaired lung development in 
children, pre-term and low-birthweight infants, childhood leukemia, and premature 
death. 

Pollutants directly emitted from cars, trucks and other motor vehicles are found in 
higher concentrations near major roads. Examples of directly emitted pollutants 
include particulate matter (PM), carbon monoxide (CO), oxides of nitrogen (NOx), 
and benzene, though hundreds of chemicals are emitted by motor vehicles. Motor 
vehicles also emit compounds that lead to the formation of other pollutants in the 
atmosphere, such as nitrogen dioxide (NO2), which is found in elevated concentra
tions near major roads, and ozone (O3), which forms further downwind. Beyond 
vehicles’ tailpipe and evaporative emissions, roadway traffic also emits brake and tire 
debris and can throw road dust into the air. Individually and in combination, many 
of the pollutants found near roadways have been associated with adverse health ef
fects. 
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People who live, work or attend school near major roads appear to have an increased incidence 
and severity of health problems that may be related to air pollution from roadway traffic. Health 
effects that have been associated with proximity to roads include asthma onset and aggravation, 
cardiovascular disease, reduced lung function, impaired lung development in children, pre-term 
and low-birthweight infants, childhood leukemia, and premature death. Other than air pollu
tion, road noise may also play a role in the health problems associated with roadway exposure. 

What is a “major road” and how close to a such a road do you have to live, work or attend 
school to be considered “near” it? 

Research findings indicate that roadways generally influence air quality within a few hundred 
meters – about 500-600 feet downwind from the vicinity of heavily traveled roadways or along 
corridors with significant trucking traffic or rail activities. This distance will vary by location 
and time of day or year, prevailing meteorology, topography, nearby land use, traffic patterns, as 
well as the individual pollutant. 

What influences air quality near major roadways? 

The type of vehicles and fuel used, traffic activity, and the wind speed and direction can all have 
big effects on pollutant levels near major roadways. Generally, the more traffic, the higher the 
emissions; however, certain activities like congestion, stop-and-go movement or high-speed 
operations can increase emissions of certain pollutants. The combination of rush hour and calm 
winds in the morning often leads to the highest concentrations during this time of the day. 
Emissions can be elevated near major roadways and arise from multiple vehicle-related pro
cesses, including tailpipe exhaust, evaporation of fuel, brake and tire wear, and dust kicked up 
from traffic. Certain wind and terrain conditions, certain times of the day, including rush hours 
can result in elevated concentrations of air pollution near the road and air pollutants traveling 
farther from the road. The presence of sound walls, buildings and vegetation also has an impact 
on pollutant dispersion. Typically, pollutant concentrations decrease with distance away from 
traffic although the degree of this decrease varies. 

•	 The highest concentrations of roadway pollutants occur on or just downwind of a road
way. With greater distance from a roadway, concentrations generally decrease to back
ground levels within 500-600 feet. Pollutant concentrations tend to be higher when 
winds blow from the road and wind speeds are low. 

•	 Traffic activity, wind speed, and direction can have a big influence on pollutant concen
trations. Generally, the more traffic, the higher the emissions; however, certain activities 
like congestion, stop-and-go movement or high-speed operations can increase emissions 
of certain pollutants. The combination of rush hour and calm winds in the morning 
often leads to the highest concentrations during this time of the day. Other factors af
fecting pollutant concentrations include the mix of vehicles, roadway design, and nearby 
land uses. 
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Both heavy-duty trucks and light-duty gasoline vehicles emit a range of pollutants. However, 
their contributions to different types of compounds are not the same. Per vehicle, heavy-duty 
diesel trucks can emit more of certain pollutants (e.g., NOx and PM) and contribute dispropor
tionately to the emissions from all motor vehicles. Gasoline-powered passenger cars generally 
emit more of other pollutants (e.g., CO, and benzene, a volatile organic compound (VOC)). 

How many people live or spend time near major roads and other transportation facilities? 

EPA estimated that in 2009, more than 45 million people in the United States lived within 300 
feet of a highway with 4 or more lanes, a railroad, or an airport, and population trends suggest 
this number is increasing. Many schools and child care centers are located within a few hundred 
feet of highways, particularly in urban areas. Furthermore, every day, the average American 
spends more than an hour in travel, most of which takes place on major roadways 

Are some people at greater risk from being close to major roadways or high traffic areas? 

Children, older adults, people with preexisting cardiopulmonary disease, and people of low 
socioeconomic status are among those at higher risk for health impacts from air pollution near 
roadways. 

Some people are known to be at greater risk of experiencing adverse health effects from air pol
lution, including those with asthma and other respiratory diseases and risk factors for heart at
tacks and strokes. Children, older adults, people with preexisting cardiopulmonary disease, and 
people of low socioeconomic status also are among those at higher risk for health impacts from 
some air pollutants associated with traffic emissions. 

There are many factors being studied to better determine personal risk from air pollution gener
ated from traffic. These include a person’s current health status and age and the frequency and 
amount of exposure to air pollutants. EPA scientists and scientists funded through EPA grants 
continue to study the association between roadway air pollutants and potential health impacts. 
Studies are examining the role of traffic-related air pollutants on the initiation of asthma and 
other diseases in children and cardiovascular disease in adults. 

What is EPA doing to address near-roadway air pollution? 

Over the past three decades the U.S. EPA has worked to reduce harmful roadway-related emis
sions in a number of important ways. EPA has reduced pollution from new cars and trucks by 
establishing more stringent emission standards and cleaner fuel requirements. EPA also has a 
number of programs designed to reduce emissions from in-use vehicles not subject to the newest 
emission standards. In addition, EPA sets the health-based National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS) for pollutants that are emitted from on-road mobile sources and has 
recently required that air quality monitors be placed near high-traffic roadways for determining 
compliance with the NAAQS for NO2, CO, and PM2.5. Finally, EPA is conducting research to 
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better understand the phenomenon of near roadway pollution, exposure and adverse health 
effects, and how to reduce air pollution near these high-traffic areas 

EPA has addressed pollution from motor vehicles by establishing more stringent emission and 
fuel standards to reduce emissions of a variety of pollutants including PM, NOx, CO, and 
volatile organic compounds (VOC) such as benzene. EPA’s standards apply to heavy-duty truck 
engines, light-duty passenger cars, buses, motorcycles, and other motor vehicles. EPA establishes 
and maintains standards for fuel quality to enable lower emissions from vehicles. 

A new vehicle on the road today has more than 90% lower emissions than a vehicle on the road 
30 years ago. Over the next two decades, as new standards phase in, motor vehicle and nonroad 
engine emissions will continue to decrease substantially. EPA’s Office of Transportation and Air 
Quality (OTAQ) maintains information on national standards (www.epa.gov/otaq). 

EPA also has a number of programs designed to reduce emissions from the existing fleet of 
vehicles that are not subject to the newest emission standards. For example, through the Na
tional Clean Diesel Campaign, EPA works with stakeholder coalitions to plan and finance diesel 
emission reduction programs across the country. 

In addition, EPA sets health-based National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for 
several pollutants that are emitted from on-road mobile sources, including CO, NOx (with NO2 
used as the indicator), and PM. Recently, EPA has required that air quality monitors be placed 
near high-traffic roadways for determining NAAQS compliance for NO2, CO, and PM2.5 in 
addition to those existing monitors located in neighborhoods and other locations farther away 
from pollution sources. EPA also works with state and local governments to ensure that Federal
ly-sponsored and approved transportation activities are consistent with state efforts to attain the 
NAAQS. The Agency also supports state and local efforts to reduce the number of vehicle miles 
travelled by promoting public transit use, carpooling, active commuting (biking and walking) 
and other alternatives to commuting (e.g., teleworking). 

EPA has a near-roadway research program to investigate emissions, exposures, health impacts 
and ways to reduce air pollution near major roadways and high traffic areas. EPA and EPA-sup
ported researchers have published numerous articles characterizing near-road air quality, expo
sures, and health effects, as well as methods of mitigating these impacts. As this research contin
ues, the results will assist federal and state regulators, community and transportation planners, 
and the public with making sound decisions to protect public health. 

Are there other actions that may reduce air pollution concentrations and exposures near 
major roadways? 

There are a number of approaches that appear promising for reducing the air pollution near 
roadways. In addition to reducing vehicle emissions, other approaches involve the design of 
transportation projects and designs of buildings and facilities near major roadways. For example, 
research suggests that sound walls, cut sections, and roadside vegetation can reduce traffic-relat
ed air pollutants immediately downwind of a roadway, although the extent of this reduction can 
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vary by the dimension and type of feature. Research is still underway to quantify the specific 
impacts these features have in reducing air pollutants near-roadway areas. In addition, design 
and siting of new buildings, and the use of indoor air filtration, may also be a way to minimize 
exposures to pollutants while indoors. 

Reducing the emissions of each vehicle on the road and the number of vehicle miles driven 
reduces air pollution. As noted above, EPA has established stringent fuel and emission standards 
for vehicles and non-road engines, and created other programs to further reduce diesel emissions 
from existing vehicle fleets. 

Changing the design of transportation projects can also affect how and where air quality impacts 
occur. Research suggests that sound walls can reduce concentrations of traffic-related air pollut
ants immediately downwind of a roadway, although the extent of this reduction can vary by the 
wall height, length and distance from the road. Such barriers may also increase concentrations 
in the air on and immediately over the road as well as locations upwind and near the edges of 
the structure. For the same level of emissions, pollutant concentrations also are generally lower 
near cut section roads (roads below grade with steep walls) than near at-grade roads. Roadside 
vegetation, like trees and large bushes, can also impact air pollution concentrations. Studies 
suggest that the height, thickness, width, type of species, and continuity of the vegetation are all 
likely important factors in whether vegetation reduces pollutant concentrations in adjoining 
areas and communities. All of this research is promising, although further research is needed to 
be able to quantify the specific impacts of these features on reducing concentrations of traffic-
related pollutants. 

Building construction and location can also affect pollution exposures for residents. For me-
chanically-ventilated buildings near large roadways, air filtration devices installed in the venti
lation systems can remove pollutants and improve indoor air quality. In addition, new buildings 
and facilities can be designed and located to minimize the time that at-risk people spend in 
near-roadway settings. For example, a school site could place maintenance and storage facilities 
closer to the road, while placing playgrounds, athletic fields, and classrooms as far from the road 
as possible. 

What air pollution exposures occur in vehicles? 

In-vehicle air quality is influenced by surrounding vehicles and sometimes emissions from the 
vehicle itself. Studies generally report higher concentrations of air pollutants in vehicles when 
following heavy-duty trucks and cars with visible tailpipe emissions. Tailgating and stopping 
very close to the vehicle in front during a traffic jam or at an intersection can increase air 
pollution in the following vehicle. A key factor in determining driver and passenger exposure is 
the vehicle’s ventilation. Older diesel-powered buses also can have elevated concentrations of 
exhaust components inside the cabin. 

Air quality in vehicles can be affected by traffic emissions on the roadway, with elevated 
concentrations inside vehicles of many of the same pollutants found outside the vehicle. 
Smoking in a vehicle creates concentrations of PM and other pollutants that generally 
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dominate any other factors. However, in-vehicle air quality is influenced by the surrounding 
vehicles, particularly in vehicles with no tobacco smoke. Studies generally report higher concen
trations of air pollutants in vehicles when following heavy-duty trucks or cars with visible 
tailpipe emissions. Tailgating and stopping very close to the vehicle in front during a traffic jam 
can increase air pollution in the following vehicle. 

A key factor in determining driver and passenger exposure is the vehicle’s ventilation. When 
windows are open, outdoor air enters the passenger compartment rapidly. When windows are 
closed, the settings on a vehicle’s ventilation system have a larger effect on exposure. When the 
ventilation is set to bring in air from outside the vehicle, outdoor air enters rapidly. The recircu
lation setting reduces the turnover of outdoor air into the vehicle. In vehicles equipped with 
properly functioning cabin air filters, recirculation reduces PM concentrations from the out
doors, although this may not reduce concentrations in vehicles where people are smoking 
tobacco. 

Older diesel-powered buses (including school and public transit buses) also can have elevated 
concentrations of exhaust components inside the cabin. Emissions from the tailpipe and from 
blow tubes that ventilate the crankcase can result in higher concentrations of PM and other air 
pollutants inside the cabin than found outside. As part of the National Clean Diesel Campaign, 
EPA’s Clean School Bus USA provides funding to school districts to retrofit buses with verified 
emission reduction technologies. For more information see www.epa.gov/cleanschoolbus 

What is EPA doing about railyard and port emissions? 

EPA has established emission standards that will reduce emissions from each engine, including 
those for locomotives and marine vessels. Reducing idling also prevents emissions and improves 
nearby air quality. Features such as walls and vegetation may also reduce concentrations of air 
pollutants near these facilities, but little direct research exists for these locations. 

A number of studies have reported air pollution in elevated concentrations near rail yards and 
marine ports. In general, diesel engines power the trains, trucks, and large marine vessels that are 
found in these facilities. Although the body of scientific literature about air quality and health 
near these locations is not as large as the number of studies done near major roadways, it is clear 
that pollutant concentrations are influenced by similar factors. For example, concentrations of 
directly-emitted pollutants are generally found in higher concentrations closer to these facilities 
than farther away. Higher volumes of trains, boats, and other engines are likely to be associated 
with higher pollutant concentrations. 

EPA has established emission standards for a range of mobile sources found at marine ports or 
rail yard facilities. For locomotives and marine engines under 30 liters per cylinder, EPA stan
dards are reducing per-engine CO, NOx, VOC, and PM, and sulfur levels in non-road diesel fuel 
to enable new emission control technologies. The most stringent standards for these engines 
take effect between 2012 and 2017. 
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For large ocean-going vessels (marine engines greater than 30 liters per cylinder displacement), 
EPA has worked closely with the International Maritime Organization (IMO) to establish an 
Emission Control Area (ECA) extending up to 200 nautical miles from the coasts of U.S., 
Canadian, and French territories in North America. The ECA requires that ships within it 
operate on lower sulfur fuel which lowers emissions of NOx, SO2, and PM from ships. EPA has 
also established new stringent standards to reduce NOx from the largest marine diesel engines, 
which apply beginning in 2016. 

In addition to emission standards, measures to reduce idling also can reduce concentrations near 
ports and rail yards. For example, shore connection systems (SCS) allow maritime vessels and 
locomotives to plug into an electric power source rather than using onboard engines while 
docked at port or stopped in a rail yard. Features such as walls and vegetation may also reduce 
concentrations of air pollutants near these facilities, but little direct research exists for these 
locations. 

The U.S. EPA is involved in a number of nonregulatory efforts that seek to address railyard and 
port emissions. For example, the Ports Initiative seeks to partner with ports to reduce climate 
risks and improve air quality, the SmartWay Program encourages trucks and locomotives to not 
idle, and provides technical information on the benefits of not idling, and the DERA Program 
provides funding for clean diesel projects at ports and railyards. 

Research Links 

What EPA research is being conducted on near-roadway air pollution? 

EPA’s near-roadway research program is an integrated, multidisciplinary effort to better under
stand how motor vehicle emissions influence air quality invehicle, near major roads and the 
health of nearby populations, including those with asthma and cardiovascular disease. The 
studies have been designed to answer questions about potential health risks and what can be 
done to reduce exposures both in-vehicle and near roadways to maximize improvements in 
public health. 

EPA’s near-roadway research program is an integrated, multidisciplinary effort to better under
stand how motor vehicle emissions influence air quality near major roads and the health of 
nearby populations, including those with asthma and cardiovascular disease. The studies are 
designed to answer questions about potential health risks including: 

What kinds of air pollutants near roadways have the most significant impacts on human health? 

•	 What is the full range of potential health effects associated with air pollutants near road
ways including consideration of possible impacts on populations living, working, or going 
to school near roads? How far do air pollutants travel from roadways? 

•	 Who is most at risk for experiencing health effects associated with air pollution near 
roadways? 
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•	 What can be done to reduce exposures near roadways to maximize improvements in 
public health? 

•	 How can research support the improvement of existing tools and development of new 
tools for use in transportation and community planning? 

•	 How can research help inform regulatory decisions to improve near-road air quality and 
reduce occurrences of adverse health effects? 

Research includes: 

•	 Health effect studies of human populations in neighborhoods near major roads 

•	 Toxicological and human clinical studies in controlled exposure environments 

•	 Air monitoring studies on and near roadways 

•	 Laboratory studies to measure motor vehicle emissions and simulate roadway conditions 

•	 Computer modeling to understand air quality and the dispersion of pollutants away from 
the roadway 

•	 Field and laboratory studies on the ways to reduce near-road air pollutants and adverse 
health effects and 

•	 Impacts of ports, railyards, and airports on nearby air quality and people’s exposures. 

For more information, see www.epa.gov/airscience/air-highwayresearch.htm 

What has been the impact of near-roadway research? 

Near-roadway research has led to a number of programs aimed at reducing pollutant concen
trations and protecting public health. The research contributed to a body of evidence on the 
connections between roadway-associated exposures and adverse health effects, which led EPA to 
develop the requirement for a national near-road air quality monitoring network and supported 
EPA programs for modeling the near-road air quality impacts of diesel vehicles on transportation 
projects. In particular, the health studies helped to identify health impacts near roads, the field 
measurements identified where and how best to monitor these impacts, and the field and labora
tory studies suggested ways to potentially model and mitigate these impacts. 

Communities have used products of this research to inform decisions on school and other 
facility placement. For example, research studies were cited in the recent EPA School Siting 
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Guidelines, which help school districts evaluate potential environmental hazards when identify
ing new school locations, and identify roadway-related factors and mitigation options that may 
reduce exposures. For recommendations on addressing near-road air quality in school siting, see 
section 8 in EPA’s School Siting Guidlines: 
www.epa.gov/schools/guidelinestools/siting/download.html 

This research has also led community planners and developers to consider how people may be 
exposed to traffic emissions, and what steps may be taken to reduce nearby populations’ expo
sures and health impacts. 

Where can I find published research? 

•	 To find specific publications related to near roadway research, enter “roadway” or “road” 
in the search box on the main page of the Science Inventory at: http://cfpub.epa.gov/si/. 

•	 EPA’s near roadway research: www.epa.gov/airscience/air-highwayresearch.htm 

•	 EPA also supports near roadway research conducted at other research institutions includ
ing the EPA Clean Air Research Centers and the Health Effects Institute (HEI). Infor
mation on near roadway research at these institutions can be found at the following sites: 

○ 	 Clean Air Research Centers: www.epa.gov/airscience/air-cleanairresearchcenters.htm 

○ 	 Health Effects Institute: www.healtheffects.org/ 
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From: Keith Faulkner 

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 9:54 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US 380 Bypass Alignment 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Stephen, 

 

I would like to strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to 

FM 1827.  Furthermore I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B that will cost less, reduce 

the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes and result in less overall 

disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousand of citizens throughout McKinney. 

 

These are the facts presented by TxDOT in your February 2023 Announcement: 

 

1. Segment A destroys 27 businesses, 12 displacements and 2 homes currently.  It will likely be 

more than that by the time the project is constructed whereas Segment B destroys no 

businesses, 7 displacements and 5 homes. 

2. The cost of Segment A right of way acquisition estimated today is $957.8 million compared to 

$888.8 million for Segment B.  It is likely to reach more than $1 Billion by the time the project is 

constructed based on current construction projects which are not counted in the current TxDOT 

estimates. 

3. The proposed Blue Alternative which includes Segment A calls for $120 million from the City of 

McKinney for right of way acquisition which will be an unplanned tax burden to McKinney 

taxpayers. The amount of tax burden quite likely will increase as the cost of ROW acquisitions 

and related expenses increase. 

4. Segment A will have a significant detrimental impact on Stonebridge Ranch and Tucker Hill 

which border the proposed construction of Segment A.  It will create major traffic disruption, 

increased noise and increased health and environmental problems, not to mention the impact 

on schools, morning and afternoon traffic, and school zones divided by US 380 Segment A. 

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Thanks for your consideration. 

 

Keith & Pat Faulkner 

1000 Woodcliff Dr 

McKinney TX 75072 

 

 
Keith Faulkner 



From: Keith Faulkner 

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 9:53 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPad 



From: Keith Green 

Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2023 8:55 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
 
I am writing to express my opposition to Route C on the TX-DOT Spur 399 extension project.  
 
Route C affects and displaces significantly more homes, business, and community resources than route D.  It also 
divides the residential and farming/ranching communities that make this area of Collin County unique.  Perhaps even 
more concerning, Route C severely damages one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin County.  It 
destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodlands and 141% more acres of grassland and prairie than route D.  Not 
surprisingly, Route C is also strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. 
 
Personally, Route C will destroy an area that I have known and loved as a long-time resident of Collin County.  If 
Route C is imposed we will lose access to community riding arenas, wooded trails, and outdoor pursuits. 
 
While Route C may be the more economical option in the short-term, Route D will preserve more developable land 
for future growth in Collin County by making use of flood plain space that is otherwise unusable. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to consider this change. 
 
Sincerely, 
Keith Green 

 





From: Kelly D Krueger

Sent: Wednesday, March 22, 2023 5:59 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: No Freeway 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Do not break the law-"AGAIN" 

"DISCLOSURE is  the  LAW" 



From: Kelly Dieterich  

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 11:11 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

   

Kelly Dieterich 

Vice President of Club Finance 

e: w: invitedclubs.com  

m:  508-982-6178   

 

 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Finvitedclubs.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Cstephen.endres%40txdot.gov%7Cefb062986df94e34d59a08db1ff815b7%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638138922604498298%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=mIoTf6GPeXJKTRPIv3gzI3YN2jAGdi3%2FEMnLCGhlewk%3D&reserved=0




From: Kelly Ritter  

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 12:25 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Hi Stephen, 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Kelly Ritter 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Kelly Stephenson  

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 9:18 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 



From: Kelly Tenney  

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 2:11 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US 380 Bypass NE McKinney please Oppose C and Support D  

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Ι αµ ωριτινγ το ασκ ψου το νοτ χηοοσε οπτιον Χ Ιν τηε υπχοµινγ US 380 Bypass 

NE McKinney.  

 

  C disturbs the wetland that serve as refuge for wildlife, 

including beavers, river otters, turtles, migratory and non-

migratory water and forest birds, frogs, etc. 
 

Ανδ  

 

 C  affects and displaces 383% more homes(29 vs. 6), 300% 

more businesses (16 vs. 4), and more community resources. 
It is worse for the people of Collin county and worse for the animals and wildlife. Please oppose option C 

and choose option D. 

 

Thank you,  

Kelly Tenney 

 

 

Yours in Health, 

Kelly Tenney 

COPE Certified Health Coach 

 

 

Click on this link below for the free ebook 

Stop, Challenge, Choose 

 

3 Steps Toward Creating Optimal Health 

469-682-1057   

kellytenney.ichooseoptimalhealth.com 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fkellymtenney.synduit.com%2FFREESCC0free0&data=05%7C01%7Cstephen.endres%40txdot.gov%7C598aca3efe65420a72c808db23f6b017%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638143315498530913%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C2000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=9uND5dHNtGJyH%2F7eLh84P6Ix%2FblFv9t%2FqrA1ja5TWcU%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fkellytenney.ichooseoptimalhealth.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Cstephen.endres%40txdot.gov%7C598aca3efe65420a72c808db23f6b017%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638143315498530913%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C2000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=ndtb6M%2BMIrm0P4EJA2JuGpLKMjtOo5YzH956m%2BDxjUQ%3D&reserved=0


From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 8:48 AM 

To: Kelsey Zucker  

Subject: RE: 380 consideration 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Kelsey Zucker   

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 7:30 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 consideration 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres,  

 

With great respect, I ask that you consider my comments below regarding the 380 bypass.  

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and support 

Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 

1827. 

 

Reasons to consider OPPOSING Segment A: 

Costs taxpayers $98.8 million more 

Impacts 57% more natural wetlands  & wildlife 

Negatively impacts Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C19785c5a423945413ec508db199bb2ea%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131928729274592%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=vu9F01vM4xRxY7p%2BCkd0gAJ70zPkq8WpHz0WB%2B2uEck%3D&reserved=0


Reasons to SUPPORT Segment B: 

Requires 73% fewer business and residential displacements 

Avoids costly reconstruction of the intersection at U.S. 380 & Custer Road 

14% shorter, saving time and money 

 

It seems like a no brainier to pick segment B - more cost effective, less environmental impact, and fewer 

interruptions to citizens and businesses. 

 

Thank you for your consideration, 

 

Kelsey Zucker 

--  

Kelsey Zucker  

(513) 237-0051 
 

--  

Kelsey Zucker  

(513) 237-0051 

  

 

 



1

From: jimmie bradley 

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 3:28 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: 380 Bypass

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

Mr Endres, 

I’m writing about my concerns regarding the Segment A impacts on Tucker Hill.  

The below points are concerns by the entire neighborhood.  

• The fact that Segment B impacts fewer homes 

• The fact that Segment B has less environmental impact that Segment A 

• The fact that Segment B is significantly financially less expensive than Segment A 

• TXDot’s putting MainGait’s concerns over the residents of Tucker Hill for whatever reason 

• Noise pollution affecting Tucker Hill residents 

• Community impacts affecting Tucker Hill residents 

• Aesthetic impacts affecting Tucker Hill residents 

• TXDots inaccurate traffic analysis 

• Community cohesion 

• Construction air and noise pollution affecting Tucker Hill residents 

• Segment A’s shift closer to Tucker Hill without notice 

• Alleged invalid comments submitted by Bill Darling impersonating Tucker Hill residents 

  

I would just like to tell you that my husband and I are elderly and each have chronic health issues.  

My husband is a Vietnam Veteran and suffers from PTSD and Alzheimer’s. I am a cancer survivor and also suffer from 

pulmonary lung issues.  

Also, I am concerned about the below and would appreciate you responding to each.  

 

 

• The apparent lack of studies regarding air quality.  The quality of air we breathe is very important to our overall 

health.  I fear that the construction while building Segment A and the ongoing air pollution after construction 

will be detrimental to our overall health. 

• The apparent lack of studies regarding noise pollution.  Proper sleep and rest is important to us and I fear that 

the construction noise and the bypass traffic noise will be detrimental to our overall health. 

• I really don’t understand the air and sound quality measures used.  Can you explain them to me in layman’s 

terms?  Can you explain to me where the monitors were located in Tucker Hill for the studies? 

• Emergency response time during the constructing period.  How will that be addressed? 

• What will happen to the overflow parking at Harvard Park when you take part of their parking lot?  Will that 

overflow into Tucker Hill? 

• Please explain to me why TXDot put MainGait’s concerns over the residents of Tucker Hill… 

  

Thank you for listening to my concerns.  I look forward to your responses and pray that you will reconsider and NOT 

build the Segment A bypass. 

 

Ken and JImmie Bradley 

2301 Pearl Street  

Mckinney, TX 



From: Ken McCarty 

Sent: Saturday, April 1, 2023 12:37 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Collin county bypass  

 

This email originated from outside of the organiza*on. Do not click links or open a,achments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Has anyone from Txdot looked at projects from other countries with similar problems?   Has anyone 

considered building express lanes above the exis*ng highway??? Like Singapore, São Paulo and many 

others? 

Cheaper, faster and with less traffic interrup*ons Please let me know Thanks 

 

Sent from my iPhone 

Ken McCarty 

(214)755-1202 

 



From: Ken Verdolivo  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 5:51 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Regards, 

Ken Verdolivo 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 10:06 AM 

To: Kenny Gregory 

Subject: RE: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

From: Kenny Gregory  

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 10:02 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres, 
 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction 
of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT 
for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   
 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

Thank you, 
 

Kenny Gregory 

Wyndsor Grove/The Heritage Community 
 

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cbc0a0c5263db42c15f0a08db19a6a9a3%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131975812525096%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=W7sAr9h8e4vQnyByNH2%2BSwf%2BjxiPzTpjWzvn5DeH48I%3D&reserved=0


From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 9:55 AM 

To: Kerrie Bernecker 

Subject: RE: Keep 380 on 380 Project 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Kerrie Bernecker   

Sent: Sunday, February 26, 2023 12:56 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Keep 380 on 380 Project 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr Endres,  

 

I am writing in support of the choice for using the BLUE Alternative as the preferred design for the 

expansion of the 380 corridor.  This choice will be the least disruptive to many schools and 

neighborhoods.  Also, the Blue Alternative saves Maingait, which is an important part of the Prosper 

community.  Thank you for listening to our concerns. 

 

Very Respectfully, 

Kerrie Bernecker 

3460 Newport Dr 

Prosper TX  75078 

 

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cd94a05c52010455ea01108db19a5af51%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131971614101110%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=8Rmcb0SDp5hezRUoCS4%2BoPqWrfUNiIAv202Xu49xc1Q%3D&reserved=0


From: Kerry Doke 

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 7:52 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: I OPPOSE 380 Bypass Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Dear Mr. Endres, 

 

As a homeowner and 20 year resident of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment 

A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

It is my understanding that TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax 

burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall 

disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Kerry Doke 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Carol Harned 

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 11:11 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Kevin and Carol Harned 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 10:00 AM 

To: Elle Walsh

Subject: RE: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Elle Walsh 

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 4:27 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Comment: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

Dear Mr. Endres, 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827. 

 

I just don’t understand how a proposition that has been thoroughly argued against, destroys a ton of 

wild life habitats, as well as small businesses and disrupts homes could be picked as the best option. As 

an educated thinker it does not make any sense and makes me wonder if this was a political decision 

instead of a decision that has been researched to find the best course of action. 

 

Again, as a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A 

and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 



Kevin & Elle Walsh 

 

Sent from my iPhone 

 

[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) 

message]<https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsa

fety%2Ftraffic-safety-

campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C7ed8f634074543

0c95c308db19a64079%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131974058701812

%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6

Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Ln2CEulrYF0d2aogoyLKcbYFagMi%2BaEOBiqXeuvwC8E%3D&res

erved=0> 
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From: Debra Campbell 

Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2023 11:27 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: 380

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

 
 My name is Kevin Campbell and I live with my 
parents in Tucker Hill.  I am outraged over the 
recommendation of Segment A over Segment 
B.  This is is fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers 
costing over $150 million more.  I worry about the 
tremendous amount of Money wasted and how it 
will affect future generations.   
Furthermore, there is objective evidence of 
Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do 
harm to a significant percentage of McKinney 
residents This does not make sense.  I have just 
been diagnosed with diabetes and my internist 
insisted I get pneumonia vaccine.  I’m concerned 
that the pollution from the 380 project will 
negatively affect my health as well as my parents 
Please do not proceed with this project without a 
rigorous study of all pollutants that cause harm to 
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humans and a rigorous health impact analysis to 
understand both current and future 
problems.  This project should not proceed until 
these studies are completed. 
Tucker Hill is a very unique front porch 
community.  I spend a lot of time on our porches 
and walking the neighborhood. 
 
Can u guarantee that 380 will Not be detrimental 
to my health and well being after construction and 
during construction due to the excessive noise and 
environmental pollution?  Have you researched 
the correlation between noise and mental and 
physical health?  This can be very stressful and 
detrimental to everyone’s health and well being. 
I’m also concerned about emergency vehicle 
access to Tucker Hill.  Can you guarantee that 
Stonebridge will be completed before any 
construction on 380 
Is started in front of Tucker Hill? 
Why can’t the outer loop be used as a solution? 
Wouldn’t it make more sense to connect to NDT 
and 35??? 
If the 380 segment A is selected and all the studies 
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regarding our health are completed you must 
promise a depressed 380 in front of Tucker hill 
with large sound barriers.  I can’t even imagine 
how loud the noise will be.  Why are we the only 
neighborhood that will be affected on 2 sides  
Thanks in advance for your consideration to all 
my questions. 
Kevin Campbell   

 
 
Sent from my iPhone 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, January 26, 2023 1:36 PM
To: kevin smith 
Cc: Ken Silver Thai 
Subject: RE: 380 expansion meeting
 
TxDOT will hold a public hearing next month.  The DEIS is online for review. The environmental
clearance is expected in September. Acquisition of proposed right of way will occur after
environmental clearance.
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS
 
Please see email blast below which went out to project mailing list.
 
 

mailto:tclark@burnsmcd.com
mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
mailto:kmkenneally@burnsmcd.com
mailto:tclark@burnsmcd.com
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckmkenneally%40burnsmcd.com%7C559684fe7fec4361309608daffd929ce%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638103605413295781%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=jkowOZ1VSvGJGqmH0tT4lvqAbLYAez%2BNwrGwvITdsxI%3D&reserved=0
https://info.burnsmcd.com/together-by-design
mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckmkenneally%40burnsmcd.com%7C559684fe7fec4361309608daffd929ce%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638103605413295781%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=jkowOZ1VSvGJGqmH0tT4lvqAbLYAez%2BNwrGwvITdsxI%3D&reserved=0
mailto:Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov
mailto:kevinrsmith001@gmail.com
mailto:Kendokthonghom@gmail.com
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.keepitmovingdallas.com%2FUS380EIS&data=05%7C01%7Ckmkenneally%40burnsmcd.com%7C559684fe7fec4361309608daffd929ce%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638103605413295781%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=WTznEVgLof%2Bd9bLiNsYLEwAOy%2BK6pikLL177QRv4MB0%3D&reserved=0


View this email in your browser

The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) is proposing to construct US
380 as a freeway primarily on new location from Coit Road and existing US 380

around the northern portion of McKinney connecting back to existing US 380
near Farm to Market (FM) Road 1827, east of the City of McKinney. This notice

advises the public that a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) is
available for review and that TxDOT will be conducting an in-person and online
virtual public hearing on the proposed project. The purpose of the hearing is to

present the DEIS and updated schematic design of the “Blue Alternative,”
which has been identified as TxDOT’s Preferred Alternative. The Preferred

Alternative links Segments A, E, and C.

The DEIS is available for review online at
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS, and a hard copy is available for

review at the TxDOT Dallas District Office.

The hearing dates, times, and locations are listed below. The same information
will be available at the in-person and virtual hearings, including a pre-recorded

video presentation with audio and visual components.

In-Person Hearing In-Person Hearing

 

 

 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fmailchi.mp%2F98f63f7f7d65%2Fus-380-deis-public-hearing%3Fe%3D3fd31504a9&data=05%7C01%7Ckmkenneally%40burnsmcd.com%7C559684fe7fec4361309608daffd929ce%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638103605413295781%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=oFycEGp2CQonSXGbI60TS2tgYtxUXfamE%2FK8HFjrR4c%3D&reserved=0
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Thursday, Feb. 16, 2023
5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.

Collin County Courthouse
Central Jury Room

2100 Bloomdale Rd.
McKinney, TX 75071

Tuesday, Feb. 21, 2023
5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.

Rhea’s Mill Baptist Church
Gymnasium

5733 N. Custer Rd.
McKinney, TX 75071

Virtual Hearing*
Thursday, Feb. 16, 2023, starting at 5:30 p.m. through Tuesday, March 21, 2023, at

11:59 p.m. www.keepitmovingdallas.com/ US380EIS
*This is not a live event

To view the virtual public hearing materials, participants may go to the web
address noted above at any time during the dates indicated. In-person

attendees will be able to view the presentation which will be playing on a
screen, review hard copies of project materials, ask questions of TxDOT staff
and/or consultants, and leave comments. The in-person public hearings will
follow an “open house” format, meaning attendees may come and go at their

convenience.

If you do not have internet access, or do not wish to attend an in-person
hearing, you may call (214) 320-4469 between the hours of 8 a.m. and 5 p.m.,
Monday through Friday, to ask questions and access project materials during

the project development process.

The proposed project would provide a new location, eight-lane, controlled-
access freeway with two-lane, one-way frontage roads on each side from Coit
Road and existing US 380 to the eastern terminus at existing US 380 and FM
1827. The purpose of the project is to manage congestion and improve east-

west mobility and safety throughout the study area. The typical proposed right-
of-way (ROW) would be approximately 420 feet wide, with the minimum and

maximum ROW width ranging from 330 feet to 1,582 feet, respectively.
Depending on the location, the typical freeway section would consist of four 12-
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foot-wide travel lanes in each direction with 10- to 17-foot-wide inside and
outside shoulders and two-lane (each 12-feet-wide), one-way frontage roads on

either side of the mainlanes. Shared-use paths built along the outside of the
frontage roads would provide bicycle and pedestrian accommodations. The
total proposed ROW acreage is estimated at 1,083.5 acres. The proposed

project passes through the Town of Prosper, the City of McKinney, and Collin
County.

The proposed project is not anticipated to impact any existing properties
protected under Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966.
TxDOT received information in November 2022 about several planned, future
parks in the Town of Prosper and is evaluating each property for Section 4(f)

eligibility.

The proposed project would, subject to final design considerations, require
acquisition of additional ROW and potentially displace 22 residences and 35

businesses. Relocation assistance is available for displaced persons and
businesses. Information about the TxDOT Relocation Assistance Program and
services and benefits for those displaced and other affected property owners,
as well as information about the tentative schedule for ROW acquisition and
construction, can be obtained from the TxDOT Dallas District office by calling

(214) 320-6675 or online at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.

The proposed project would involve construction in wetlands and an action in a
floodplain and floodway.

Environmental documentation and studies, including the DEIS and any maps
and drawings showing the project location and design, tentative construction

schedules, and other information regarding the proposed project are on file and
available for inspection Monday through Friday between the hours of 8 a.m.
and 5 p.m. at the TxDOT Dallas District Office, 4777 East US Highway 80,

Mesquite, Texas 75150-6643. Printed copies of the design schematic will also
be available for review at Prosper Town Hall, McKinney City Hall, and Collin

County Courthouse as well as online at
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS beginning Thursday, Feb. 16 at 5:30

p.m., and in hard copy form for review at the in-person public hearing.

The public hearing will be conducted in English. If you need an interpreter or
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document translator because English is not your primary language or you have
difficulty communicating effectively in English, one will be provided to you. If

you have a disability and need assistance, special arrangements can be made
to accommodate most needs. If you need interpretation or translation services
or you are a person with a disability who requires an accommodation to attend

and participate in the virtual public hearing or in-person option, please
contact TxDOT Public Information Office at (214) 320-4480 no later than 4 p.m.

Monday, Feb. 13, 2023. Please be aware that advance notice is required as
some services and accommodations may require time for TxDOT to arrange.

Comments from the public regarding the proposed project are requested and
may be submitted to the TxDOT Dallas District Office, 4777 East US Highway

80, Mesquite, Texas 75150-6643 or Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov. Verbal
comments may be submitted by calling (833) 933-0443. All comments must

be received or postmarked before Tuesday, March 21, 2023. Responses to
comments received by the deadline will be available on the project website

once they have been prepared.

If you have any general questions or concerns regarding the proposed project
or the hearing, please contact the TxDOT Project Manager, Mr. Stephen

Endres, P.E., at (214) 320-4469 or Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov.
 

The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by applicable Federal environmental

 

Public Hearing Venue Map (PDF)

 

Spanish Public Hearing Notice (PDF)

 

Vietnamese Public Hearing Notice (PDF)
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laws for this project are being, or have been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a
Memorandum of Understanding dated December 9, 2019, and executed by FHWA and TxDOT.

TxDOT Dallas District
4777 East US Highway 80

Mesquite, TX 75150

Want to change how you receive these emails?
You can update your preferences or unsubscribe from this list.

 
 
 
 
 
Please let me know if you have other questions.
 
Stephen Endres
 

From: kevin smith  
Sent: Thursday, January 26, 2023 1:15 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Cc: Ken Silver Thai 
Subject: RE: 380 expansion meeting
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Stephen,
 
I read that there is a meeting on this in February. I also read that you are going to utilize Option A.
That means that the expansion will go right through our land. What do we have to do to get things
resolved? We have been unable to begin construction on our restaurant for obvious reasons, but
that means we have been making payments on the land loan for almost a year, which is very
damaging for us.
 
Thanks,
Kevin
 
 

From: kevin smith  
Sent: Tuesday, November 1, 2022 5:42 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Cc: Ken Silver Thai 
Subject: Re: 380 expansion meeting
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Thanks for the quick reply!
 
McKinney is the part we are interested in.
 
We bought some land for a restaurant right on 380 before we knew anything about the expansion
plans.
 
Option A goes right through our planned restaurant. Option B doesn't bother us. 
 
We are stuck making payments on the land but unable to build anything until the decision is made.
We didn't imagine the possibility of having to make payments without being able to move forward
with the restaurant. 
 
We just want to know as much as possible while we try to hold on.
 
Thanks!
 
Kevin Smith 
 
 

From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, November 1, 2022, 2:41 PM
To: kevin smith 
Cc: Ken Silver Thai 
Subject: RE: 380 expansion meeting
 
Which US 380 project?  Princeton? McKinney?
 

From: kevin smith  
Sent: Tuesday, November 1, 2022 2:30 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Cc: Ken Silver Thai 
Subject: 380 expansion meeting
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Mr Endres,
 
I am being impacted by the Highway 380 Expansion Project, and I really need to know what is going
to happen and when. When will you have the next release of information to the public? I
remembered that there was a meeting today, but I can't find any info about it online.
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Thanks in advance for your help.
 
Kevin Smith
 
214-641-5974
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From: Bentley,Kim  

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 9:03 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Cc:  Stephen 

Endres 

Subject: Opposition of Segment C on the North Texas bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Stephen Endres  

 

I am writing to express my strong opposition of segment C on the 380 North Texas bypass. The 

development of this: 

• Severely damages one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin County 

• Destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodlands and 141% more acres of grassland and 

prairie. 

• Disturbs the wetland that serve as refuge for wildlife, including beavers, river otters, turtles, 

migratory and non-migratory water and forest birds, frogs, etc. 

• Eliminates a large area of suitable habitat for endangered/ threatened species. 

• Affects and displaces 383% more homes (29 vs. 6), 300% more businesses (16 vs. 4), and more 

community resources. 

 

 

Sincerely,  

 
 
Kim Bentley, CHCP 
Continuing Education Programs Manager 
 
T (972) 830-7826 

 
 
Vizient 

290 E John Carpenter Fwy 
Irving, TX 75062 
vizientinc.com 
 

 

Continuing Education 
 
 

 

E-MAIL CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information transmitted in this e-mail and in any replies and 

forwards are for the sole use of the above individual(s) or entities and may contain proprietary, 

privileged and/or highly confidential information. Any unauthorized dissemination, review, distribution 

or copying of these communications is strictly prohibited. If this e-mail has been transmitted to you in 
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error, please notify and return the original message to the sender immediately at the above listed 

address. Thank you for your cooperation. 



To whom it may concern:

As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of
Segment A over Segment B is fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150
million more, applies criteria to support their decision inconsistently, and provides
numerous biased, false, and inconsistent findings in their environmental study.
Furthermore, there is objective evidence of political maneuvering, campaigning, and
rezoning efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed
TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn these actions as unethical and improper.

The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021), decisions on an alignment
must be based on what is practical and feasible from a technical and economic
standpoint, rather than what is desirable from the standpoint of the agency (i.e,
TxDOT).

As a McKinney homeowner, I believe a bypass may be required to support growth in the
northern corridor. However, in selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do
harm to a significant percentage of McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant
fiscal irresponsibility. This decision is made more egregious with the existence of a
viable lower impact alternative. It appears irrefutable that Segment B is the better
alternative and that there are serious flaws in the conclusions reached by TxDOT and in
the underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS).

Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants that
cause harm to humans and a rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current
and future impacts. If TxDOT will not mitigate these harms, then TxDOT should at the
very least do a rigorous analysis of these harms and explicitly note the opportunities we
forgo with the current preferred alignment. The pollution appendices are missing critical
analyses and portions are invalid as presented. This project should not proceed until
those egregious omissions and errors are corrected.

In order to ensure resolution and the creation of the best project possible, we request
that:

● TxDOT issue a second draft of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in the
current draft EIS.

● Any Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) have a 90-day review period,
with an official public comment period, and that the FEIS be unbundled from the
Record of Decision



The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A:

● Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes 2 versus 5. However, segment A
is one mile longer, has 6 new interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential
major utility conflicts versus just two for Segment B and displaces 15 businesses
versus zero businesses for Segment B.

● Segment B would have less of an environmental impact. Segment A would
encroach on twice the wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and
streams and more acreage of forests, prairies and grasslands than Segment B.
Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged over 150
years. Finally, there would be no hazardous material sites impacted on Segment
B and TXDOT has identified 2 with Segment A.

● Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to
the taxpayers is that the estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M
more than Segment B.

● Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380
Highway increasing the risk of work zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic
patterns. Additionally, the requirement to lower the existing grade in bedrock and
cantilever local lanes in a restricted ROW width, while preferred for the longterm,
will significantly increase the construction time, safety risk and disruption
compared to route B. Priority has not been given to safety and the increased risk
of fatal accidents, including those induced by a change in grade and, not one, but
two 90 degree turns.

● TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned
future residential homes. It appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of
unidentified future residents, property investors or developers over the impact of
existing McKinney residents. The voices of the current residents should be a
priority over unidentified future residents.

● TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed
residences under construction west of Custer Road. Once again, this appears to
accrue to the benefit of future residents or current investors, not the current
residents of McKinney.

● TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic
Horsemanship property, the subject of substantial public concern”. In fact, there
is no great “public concern” over MainGait. The facility does serve a noble
purpose, but that purpose is nowhere near the public concern of the impact to the
existing residents of Tucker Hill who include retired veterans, disabled residents
(both young and old), seniors 55+ and countless children. More concerning to



members of Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney community is that TxDOT
calls out the impact of the ROW to the property belonging to the founder of
MainGait. The founder of MainGait is no ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill Darling,
a former real estate developer and home builder who stands to gain personally
by the selection of Segment A over B. In particular, Bill Darling and/or other
associates of the Darling company, leveraged ownership of 43 Tucker Hill lots to
submit comments against Segment B in favor of Segment A – essentially
impersonated residents of Tucker Hill. TxDOT’s own findings indicate that the
continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and has stated Segment B
“would not make the ManeGait inaccessible to persons with disabilities and
would not violate the Americans with Disabilities Act.” Furthermore and perhaps
most egregious is that ManeGait stated and TxDOT perpetuated the false claim
that ManeGait provides “essential” services to protected citizens, which was a
misrepresentation and may have swayed public opinion.

In direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT still concluded Segment A was the
preferred route option.

TxDOT relied on the EIS to support their conclusion. Of critical concern to Tucker Hill
and the greater McKinney community is what appears to be flaws in the underlying
TxDOT analysis and interpretation of the EIS. I will attempt to detail each of my
concerns individually. My comments however, are not meant to be a complete listing of
the errors or omissions in the study, but simply those that this compressed timeframe
has allowed me to identify.

Noise Pollution
The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased. The importance of this
is underscored by the existing scientific literature showing the association between
traffic and related noise on physical and mental health. The study evaluated only a
single barrier south of the community. It appears the study was biased toward providing
more data around MainGait, a facility with transient guests, then Tucker Hill, a
community of over 380 homes with plans for over 600. Additionally, it appears that
there has been no regard taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous veteran residents, elderly
residents or our residents with disabilities – collectively, who likely outnumber
MainGait’s transient guests. In fact, Tucker Hill was classified, by TxDOT, as a
standard residential area with an acceptable NAC level of 67 and precluded from
participating in any future noise studies. This is both incorrect and unacceptable.
Tucker Hill is a “front porch” community and every home is designed with a front porch
that encourages outdoor activities and interactions between neighbors. Tucker Hill



should be reclassified as Category A to preserve the essence of the neighborhood and
the neighborhood should be included in any future noise abatement studies.

The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise on
the community. Yet, TxDOT, while proposing to surround the neighborhood on both the
south and east side with a highway, believes the noise impact to be acceptable. TxDOT
has not met their burden in any way, and moving forward with flawed data will cause
irreparable harm to the residents of Tucker Hill, especially the young, elderly and
disabled who do not regularly leave the neighborhood. A new noise study must be
conducted with more receptors and sound barriers across both the south and east side
of the neighborhood must be included in any Segment A option. Finally, it appears
untenable that TxDOT could make any conclusion about the noise impact on Tucker Hill
without fully understanding the impact of their proposed Segment A shift on the east
side of the neighborhood.

Community Impacts
TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park and the Tucker Hill Community
Center in their community impact study as the only community spaces without
identifying the population they serve. First, Tucker Hill houses a community center, two
town squares, two community parks, a community pool, a dog park, two fire pits, an
amphitheater and a rooftop event space in the Harvard Park commercial area. The
community spaces can be found filled with residents on almost any sunny day. Tucker
Hill hosts many little league practices from Prosper and McKinney in our neighborhood
parks and is a Christmas Holiday destination for people all across the region to visit our
lighted homes. Furthermore, the community has a long history of events supporting
organizations like Ethan for Autism, 29 Acres and the Down Syndrome Guild of Dallas.
TxDOT has not demonstrated that they have completed any research into the impacted
population (including children of all ages, elderly, seniors 55+, veterans and residents
with disabilities) of these facilities. Once again, this is an egregious omission and
appears to show substantial bias for MainGait and other facilities that serve guests as
opposed to residents.

Aesthetic Impacts
TxDOT has not completed the required aesthetic impact analysis for the whole project.

Traffic Analysis
TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed. TxDOT’s original traffic projection
methodology was deemed to be incomplete and inconsistent by the Texas A&M
Transportation Institute (TTI) in September of 2020. In March 2021, TTI noted that they
still had not been provided traffic data for the “No Build vs Build scenarios”. At that time



, TTI deemed that the growth rates used in the revised study were acceptable for
“short-term growth (from 2020 to the pivot year of 2040)”. Unfortunately, TxDOT has not
addressed how their growth rate calculation using a linear regression could be
acceptable if the baseline year for traffic growth is 2020. In every commercial or
municipal environment, 2020 is seen as a data anomaly because of the impact of the
pandemic and an unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes of any kind.
TxDOT’s traffic analysis continues to be flawed and incomplete.

Two 90 degree curves
More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a horizontal curve, and the
average crash rate for horizontal curves is about three times that of other types of
highway segments
(https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/). In 2022 the
United States Department of Transportation released their National Roadway Safety
Strategy, which endorsed zero fatalities as the national goal and promotes building
safety into the design of roads. TxDOT did not compare the safety risks including injury
and fatality based on the highway designs of alternatives A and B. Segment A (the
current preferred alignment) has two 90 degree curves. It also does not appear that
TxDOT considered this safety risk in their decision.

As such, TxDOT must include an analysis that compares alternatives A and B on the
probability of accidents, injury, and fatalities. In addition, TxDOT must justify why they
would choose a more dangerous alignment and one that goes against the US
Department of Transportation’s strategy.

Community Cohesion
TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to Tucker
Hill with Segment A and that there appears to be existing cohesion between Whitley
Place, Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper and Walnut Grove due to school districting
once again is incorrect and appears to show a bias or, simply, a failure to conduct
proper research.

Segment A will effectively sever Tucker Hill on both the south and eastern sides of the
neighborhood from McKinney. This is atypical and will leave Tucker Hill, established
within the city limits of McKinney in 2008, as the only established subdivision completely
blocked off from McKinney on two sides of the neighborhood. In fact, the highway will
sever Tucker Hill from the districted school, Reeves Elementary in Auburn Hills. It will
also impact and, possibly, imperil the plans to connect Tucker Hill to both the school and
the hike and bike trail system already in the city’s plans. The City of McKinney has
noted in their planning documents and as Mayor Fuller reiterated in his email to Ceason

https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/


Clemons and TxDOT staff dated February 26th, 2023, Tucker Hill is a significant asset to
the city.

What may be most troubling, though, is TxDOT’s conclusion that somehow there is no
cohesion impact when cutting Tucker Hill off from Reeves Elementary, but there
appears to be an impact to the Prosper neighborhoods due to school zoning. However,
the Walnut Grove neighborhood is not districted for Prosper ISD. The Mansions of
Prosper neighborhood and the Luxe Prosper neighborhood are districted for different
elementary and high schools than the Whitley Place neighborhood. In fact, Mansions of
Prosper and Luxe Prosper share school zoning with Tucker Hill. The correct
conclusion here should have been that given the shared school zoning between these
neighborhoods (Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper, Tucker Hill and Auburn Hills) and
the fact that Tucker Hill would become the only established subdivision to be severed
from McKinney by the highway on two sides, with respect to community cohesion,
Segment B is clearly the better alternative.

Construction and Noise Pollution
TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to construction and noise
pollution. According to the TxDOT handbook this is incorrect and TxDOT must also
include:

“Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This section of the EA must
identify and explain any impacts associated with construction activities. This
includes light pollution; impacts associated with physical construction activity,
temporary lane, road or bridge closures (including detours); and other traffic
disruptions. Include the expected duration of any construction impacts, and
explain any BMPs or other strategies that will be used to mitigate such
impacts.”

TxDOT must outline and detail all potential impacts during construction for both
proposed Segments A and B and appropriately evaluate those impacts as part of the
study. Importantly, TxDOT should provide all impacts and mitigation strategies related
to construction prior to proceeding. Critically, with respect to Tucker Hill and the
surrounding neighborhoods, what are the plans for egress to the neighborhood during
construction and how will those plans impact the response time of emergency vehicles
to points within the neighborhood?

Shift Closer to Tucker Hill
TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the
already flawed analysis that produced a preference for Segment A creates an unfair



burden on the residents of Tucker Hill. Once again, TxDOT appears to be showing a
callous bias toward ‘future development’ rather than a commitment to current residents.
It is impossible to fully understand the additional noise pollution, air pollution and other
effects without additional study. It’s important to note that even with this new shifted
Segment A, the cost to construct Segment B would be $100M less than Segment A.
TxDOT’s actions are placing the residents of Tucker Hill in an untenable position and
are knowingly causing irreparable harm to the community in favor of future
development. I strongly object to the proposed shift of the A alignment.

Air Pollution
Air pollution is a documented public health emergency, and can affect every organ in the
body, including cognition. Children and the elderly are disproportionately vulnerable to
air pollution, specifically PM2.5, and more so if they live in close proximity to a highway.
Air pollution can cause a multitude of diseases in adults, including heart disease, and
can breach the placental barrier during pregnancy, causing miscarriages and birth
defects. These impacts are well documented and have been noted in academic studies
for over a decade. TxDOT should not proceed with this project until they have
conducted a full study of existing and future air pollution on this highway, both at the
regional scale and immediately adjacent to the highway. TxDOT must be compliant with
EPA’s health-based National Ambient Air Quality Standards.

The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill neighborhood on the South
and East sides. Winds in McKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-East
meaning that for more days than not air pollution will be blown and settled on the
residents of Tucker Hill.

It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT utilized an airspeed
of 1 MPH. The average wind speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the prevailing
winds are from the south and south-east. It appears that additional study must be
completed to correctly understand what the adverse effects of air pollution would be on
the Tucker Hill population. Additionally, if Segment A is selected, monitoring devices
must be installed to monitor air quality before, during and after construction.

The DEIS fails to address air pollution from traffic beyond tailpipe emissions. A growing
body of academic research cites brake wear and tire friction as primary pollutants from
traffic. The DEIS has not addressed either of these sources of pollutants, nor does it
address benzene or Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs). We request that TxDOT
complete detailed analyses of each of these pollutants, and compare pollutant levels on
380 (for each pollutant) to expected levels during and after construction Segment A.



The DEIS notes in several places that expected proliferation of electric vehicles (EVs)
should improve air pollution in this corridor. This is not only abdicating responsibility for
mitigating air pollution, but a misrepresentation of electric vehicles and their
environmental benefits. While EVs do reduce tailpipe emissions from internal
combustion engines (ICEs), they do nothing to reduce pollution from non-tailpipe
sources including brake dust and tire friction. Pollution from tire friction may worsen in
EVs due to increases in vehicle weight from electric batteries. Further, Texas’ electric
grid is far from clean, and EVs that source their energy from unclean sources are,
therefore, unclean themselves.

The Mobile Source Air Toxins analysis in the DEIS is lacking and includes only a
qualitative analysis. The DEIS claims that MSAT will decrease with time because of
improved federal standards. We argue that this is an outsourcing of responsibility to
mitigate air pollution in the 380 corridor, and request that TxDOT complete a
quantitative MSAT analysis and a health impact assessment for all criteria pollutants.

Quality of Comments Collected
As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in
soliciting comments. In addition to submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill
residents, comments were solicited via Facebook with no links to the underlying studies
or segment alternatives. TxDOT must vet all of the comments collected during the
scoping project fully and determine that they were legitimately provided by residents. If
the comments were not legitimate, they should be stricken from the project record.

NEPA
Paraphrasing from The Council on Environmental Quality (2021), TxDOT is obligated to
evaluate feasible alternatives in enough detail so that a reader can compare and
contrast the environmental effects of the various alternatives. Of note, NEPA reasonable
alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from the technical and economic
standpoint, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of TxDOT.

“NEPA is About People and Places”

"Impacts include ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health
impacts, whether adverse or beneficial. It is important to note that human beings are
part of the environment (indeed, that is why Congress used the phrase “human



environment” in NEPA), so when an EIS is prepared and economic or social and natural
or physical environmental effects are interrelated, the EIS should discuss all of these
effects."

It is clear that TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst,
unsavory. I ask that TxDOT respond to each of the issues discussed. As it stands, if
TxDOT proceeds with their preferred Segment A they will be irreparably harming the
residents of Tucker Hill, unfairly seizing the residents’ ability to enjoy their
neighborhood, severing them from their broader community and, potentially, justifying it
with a fatally flawed Environmental Impact Study.

Regards,
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From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 4:34 PM 

To: 

Cc: Dan Perge; John Hudspeth; Travis Campbell; Ashton Strong; Grace Lo; Melissa 

Meyer; Tony Hartzel; Madison Schein; Christine Polito; Ceason Clemens 

Subject: RE: Request for an extension on 380/Bypass Comment Period 

 

We received your request to extend the comment period for the US 380 EIS project. 

 

The Notice of Availability (NOA) for Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was posted on January 

20, 2023. 

The public hearing was held on February 16th and 21st. 

The original comment period ended on March 21, 2023. 

 

TxDOT will extend the comment period 15 days one time only to April 5, 2023. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From:   

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 7:33 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Cc: Ceason Clemens <Ceason.Clemens@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Request for an extension on 380/Bypass Comment Period 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hi - I would like to formally request an extension of the comment period as we need more time to fully 

evaluate the impacts and possible mitigation measures that can be taken to protect Tucker Hill as well as 

the other communities and businesses affected by Option A.  As you know this was granted in the last 

round of comments and we have upcoming meetings to discuss several new developments.  

 

Thank you, 

 

 
Kim Carmichael | Renewal Program Manager 

  

 

Adobe Authorized Reseller for Connect, Captivate and Adobe Learning Manager 
www.getconnect.com 
 

 



From: 

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 6:12 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Comments Against 380 Segment A Alignment  

A�achments: US 380 Segement A Comments - 4-2023.pdf 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

To whom it may concern,   

 

My husband and I live at 7709 Townsend Blvd in the Tucker Hill community of McKinney.  I have been 

involved with working on keeping our community safe and out of the path of the 380 Bypass from the 

beginning.  We helped push for the Segment B op5on, and it was looking as if TxDOT would choose that 

route, at least in 2022 but money, power, and poli5cs always win against the small Taxpaying 

Homeowners.   So here we are with TxDOT choosing Segment A and spending over 200 million more of 

our money on an op5on that makes no sense, has a dangerous 90-degree turn, takes out our only 

entrance, encroaches on more wetlands, affects more streams and rivers, and gives preferen5al 

treatment to a horse ranch and their visitors over homeowners who live in the affect area daily.  It 

appears irrefutable that Segment B is the be9er alterna5ve and that there are serious flaws in the 

conclusions reached by TxDOT and in the underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS).  

 

Why are Segment decisions made with inconsistencies ?   We were told the comments are a small part 

of the decision, while those in Segment B were told that the decision was made because more 

comments came in against B. 

 

Why was the traffic study done during the 2020 pandemic when no one was driving to work, so that the 

noise and air pollu5on did not show accurate levels? Why was one mph shown as the normal wind 

speed in the study? 

 

Why did TxDOT tell our elected officials that there was nothing they could do to influence the decision 

but tell those impacted to go to their elected officials to push them to influence the alignment choices? 

 

Why does it appear that more intense study was done to the affects of a bypass to ManeGate than to 

Tucker Hill, as our parks, pool, clubhouse etc.  were not iden5fied so no impact studies were done? 

 

Is TxDOT pushing the Bypass thru to gain federal funding while available, without doing their due 

diligence to study the full effects to the Homeowners and businesses involved? 

 

What is the plan for emergency services, school busses and individuals to enter and exit the Tucker Hill 

community during construc5on?  

 

If the City of McKinney cannot come up with the money to move u5li5es where will this money come 

from? 

 

Will or can Segment A shiA closer to Tucker Hill, without study to affects of the shiA?  



 

How do paid lobbyist effect the decision making process?  We have seen that money and influence 

obviously have effects.   

 

Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants that cause harm to 

humans and a rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current and future impacts. If TxDOT 

will not mi5gate these harms, then TxDOT should at the very least do a rigorous analysis of these harms 

and explicitly note the opportuni5es we for go with the current preferred alignment.  See a9ached 

document outlining all the inconsistencies we have found int the EIS study, also the areas we believe 

need more study to see the actual impacts to out neighborhood as well as the other affected by 

Segment A.  

 

Thank you,  

 
Kim Carmichael | Renewal Program Manager 

 

Adobe Authorized Reseller for Connect, Captivate and Adobe Learning Manager 
www.getconnect.com 

 

 

 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Wednesday, March 1, 2023 11:23 AM 

To: Kim Gilani 

Subject: RE: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Kim Gilani  

Sent: Wednesday, March 1, 2023 7:30 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

> I would like to provide feedback regarding Segment A: 

> 

> As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, Texas, I strongly oppose the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827. 

> 

> Regards, 

> Kim Gilani 

 

Sent from my iPhone 

 

[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) 

message]<https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsa

fety%2Ftraffic-safety-

campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C55e14029b81d4

d5883d908db1a7acc18%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C63813288694204509



From: Kim Himes  

Sent: Monday, March 6, 2023 4:22 PM 

To: Madison Schein <Madison.Schein@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Hoping you can help! re: our conversation at the public hearing 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

  Good afternoon Madison!  

 

I'm hoping you remember me - I was the almost 6 foot tall blonde lady who you spoke with after you 

gave the interview to the lady with the purple hair - how's that for some visual prompting?  :)) 

- 

Anyway, you were very kind to speak with me for a long while, and I really appreciated 

your candor.  Just to jog your memory, I had mentioned to you that I live in Tucker Hill, and am 

concerned re: the "preferred alternative" route that TXDOT is considering.  I wanted to get some more 

information from you, and would like to know if you are able to furnish this particular information, as a 

matter of public record, and if not, would you please direct me to the appropriate party who can?  

- 

The first thing is, I would like to request the contact information for a couple of folks.  I'm trying to reach 

out to Michael Morris, and also Ceason Clemens.  I know that Mr. Morris is the Regional Transportation 



Director of Collin County, but I am unsure what Ms. Clemens title is, or what part she plays in this.  If you 

would please provide that, I would be so grateful! 

- 

Secondly, I need a definition - is this action being taken by TXDOT considered to be eminent 

domain?  There is some confusion about that out here - some businesses are indicating that it is, but 

that's not what I understood. 

- 

Thirdly, you mentioned to me that night that TXDOT has several hurdles to overcome prior to beginning 

this project involving the "preferred alternative" as it has been outlined currently - those included 

completing an environmental study, securing funding for the project, and securing/purchasing the right-

of-way from Southern Land Company (as it relates to Tucker Hill directly).  Have I understood those 

three initial things correctly?  And, btw.. Has TXDOT already secured the right of way from Billingsly, the 

owner of the land that surrounds Tucker Hill?  Also, when was this preferred alternative broached?  Was 

it prior to November of 2022?  I'm asking this question because I noticed that there was a Memorandum 

of Understanding dated December 9, 2019 in regards to the NEPA assignment.  Who would that 

Memorandum of Understanding have been sent to?  Would it have been disclosed to Southern Land 

Company and the Billingsly family at that time?   

- 

And lastly - who would have the final say as to when the "public hearing" period is concluded?  And, if as 

you indicated to me in February, that the public commentary received was so far in favor of a shift from 

B to A, will there also be disclosure re: the public commentary percentages as they stand right now 

(prior to March 21st) that is available? 

- 

Thank you for your time in reading this through Madison.  As I indicated, if information I am requesting 

is "above your pay grade" so to speak, in the interest of time, please direct me to that person/persons. 
 

Texas law requires all real estate license holders to give the following Information about Brokerage 

Services to potential buyers, tenants, sellers and landlords: 
Information About Brokerage Services 
Consumer Protection Notice 
 
 
 
Thanks so much! 
Kim Himes, Broker, Realtor, CNE 
469-441-9611 

 
 

The linked image cannot be displayed.  The file may have been moved,  
renamed, or deleted. Verify that the link points to the correct file and location.
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E-mails sent or received shall neither constitute acceptance of conducting transactions via 

electronic means nor create a binding contract until and unless a written contract is signed by the 

parties, subject to final client review and approval.  WIRE FRAUD: During your representation by 

Kim Himes, Your Texas Realtor, you will never be asked via email to wire or send funds to 
anyone, including a title company. DO NOT COMPLY WITH EMAIL INSTRUCTIONS TO WIRE 
FUNDS.  

 
You can also reach me here: 
Connect with Kim on Facebook! 
Kim Himes YOUR TEXAS REALTOR YouTube Channel 
https://www.linkedin.com/in/kim-himes-a96880114/ 
 
 

  

 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fbit.ly%2F3wo73Wi&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cf685d46ed0fb476201e908db2a3902b5%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638150196720812882%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=JKEBsTU%2Beq%2BwF6pclm5CAwSPVSuA%2BfpmRAdWhhkBr9Y%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fbit.ly%2F3hjpaav&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cf685d46ed0fb476201e908db2a3902b5%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638150196720812882%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=%2FMVoo3zKtq5Y2gFaQxr3sG1UBx03pl%2BQz1J6%2BicmvaM%3D&reserved=0


From: Kim Kleppe  

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 12:36 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

Sincerely, 

Kim Kleppe 



From: Kim Leggette  

Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2023 8:01 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: HWY 380 Bypass - McKinney 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Stephen,  

 

Please do not  cave into to political pressure from a judge that lives in the Tucker Hill community in 

McKinney, TX. There is no rational reason to route the Hwy 380 bypass through Prosper, TX. The 

proposed route through Propser, TX goes by schools and a horse farm that supports the disabled. 

McKinney’s lack of planning should not be Propser’s problem.  

 

Please keep 380 on 380 or select the route that takes it through McKinney.   

 

Kim Leggette 

910 Evergreen Dr.  

Prosper, TX 75078  

 

 

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Foverview.mail.yahoo.com%2F%3F.src%3DiOS&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C4c70f25d87a442eb39fe08db261e7e50%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638145684629147479%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=hh75iPVPGZ5SWQthvk4Wt6RGYsCLc8Xllke5mcJAxjs%3D&reserved=0


From: Kim Woodruff 

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 5:21 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Dear Stephen, 

 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Thank you for your support, 

 

Kim Woodruff 

5002 Timber Circle Dr. 

McKinney, TX 75072 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 4:35 PM 

To: Kimberly Milano 

Cc: Dan Perge; John Hudspeth; Travis Campbell; Ashton Strong; Grace Lo; Melissa 

Meyer; Tony Hartzel; Madison Schein; Christine Polito; Ceason Clemens 

Subject: RE: 380 Bypass 

 

We received your request to extend the comment period for the US 380 EIS project. 

 

The Notice of Availability (NOA) for Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was posted on January 

20, 2023. 

The public hearing was held on February 16th and 21st. 

The original comment period ended on March 21, 2023. 

 

TxDOT will extend the comment period 15 days one time only to April 5, 2023. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Kimberly Milano 

Sent: Sunday, March 12, 2023 9:05 PM 

To: Ceason Clemens <Ceason.Clemens@txdot.gov>; Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

I would like to formally request an extension of the comment period as we need more time to fully 

evaluate the impacts and possible mitigation measures that can be taken to protect Tucker Hill as well as 

the other communities and businesses affected by Option A. 

 

Thank you.   





From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 10:07 AM 

To: Kirsty Bishop 

Subject: RE: 380 Bypass in McKinney  

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Kirsty Bishop 

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 9:25 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 Bypass in McKinney 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Kirsty Bishop 

 

[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) 

message]<https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsa

fety%2Ftraffic-safety-

campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C792884d1acb64

20a43ed08db19a6aaa0%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C63813197583113018

8%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 9:48 AM 

To: Kit Tozier  

Subject: RE: 380 Bypass - NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Kit Tozier   

Sent: Monday, February 27, 2023 9:44 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 Bypass - NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

Importance: High 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX, I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 18/27.  

 

Kit Tozier 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cc5b44e7e94014b67535e08db19a5c215%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131971932981384%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=GXmv00rnbhSXY49gkN%2FJpclrOiC8GcCdcy62yKkHedE%3D&reserved=0


 
Senior Loan Processor NMLS # 941160 

Highlands Residential Mortgage 

7500 Dallas Parkway Suite 150 

Plano, TX 75024 

Cell: 214-404-0179 

Fax: 469-310-0221 

  

 
NMLS # 941160 
This email transmission is covered by the electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 U.S.C.2510 et seq.,and any information contained in this 

message is legally privileged, confidential, and intended only for the individual or entity named herein.  If the reader of this message is not the 

intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissimination, distribution, or copy of the message is strictly prohibited.  If you have 

received this message in error please notify us immediately by phone and purge all copies of the message from your system. 

 
Disclaimer 

This email transmission is covered by the electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 U.S.C.2510 et seq., and any information contained in 

this message is legally privileged, confidential, and intended only for the individual or entity named herein. If the reader of this message 

is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, or copy of the message is strictly prohibited. If 

you have received this message in error please notify us immediately by phone and purge all copies of the message from your system. 

Thank You.  

  

 

 



From: Korey Hicks 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 5:04 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Korey Hicks 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Kristi Martinez 

Sent: Thursday, March 23, 2023 7:11 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Kristi Martinez 

 

Sent from my iPad 



From: Kristi Tyler 

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 9:51 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Kristi Tyler 

Ridgecrest 

 

 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 9:01 AM
To: Kristin Mycke 
Subject: RE: 380 bypass
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 
 

From: Kristin Mycke 
Sent: Friday, February 17, 2023 12:58 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: 380 bypass
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Mr. Endres,
 
I am writing to support Route D and oppose Route C for the 380 bypass route.  Route C will cause too
much turmoil and difficulty for existing residents.  Route D is a less distructive option.  Please extended
support of Route C.
 
Kristin Mycke
Collin County Property Owner.
 

mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
mailto:sbagwellrudy@burnsmcd.com
mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7Cb0436fa2eef64d7868ae08db13571882%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638125037006272551%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=hXZesUMoJjdSuCwRQ5XF%2BsqFSSOBMvFZoruaa6D6ZSY%3D&reserved=0
mailto:kristinmycke@yahoo.com
mailto:Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov


From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Friday, February 17, 2023 1:24 PM
To: Kristin Mycke 
Subject: RE: 380 bypass
 
Your comments will be added to public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
 

From: Kristin Mycke 
Sent: Friday, February 17, 2023 12:58 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: 380 bypass
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Mr. Endres,
 
I am writing to support Route D and oppose Route C for the 380 bypass route.  Route C will cause too
much turmoil and difficulty for existing residents.  Route D is a less distructive option.  Please extended
support of Route C.
 
Kristin Mycke
Collin County Property Owner.
 

mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
mailto:sbagwellrudy@burnsmcd.com
mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7C1d920f0717744d956e0e08db11259255%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638122625280031679%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=K%2FKhcsgyY1YZ%2F60g5fwldb2vrQl4ezhmPyMi5rdAUKI%3D&reserved=0
mailto:kristinmycke@yahoo.com
mailto:Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov


From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 8:54 AM
To: Kristy McCoy 
Subject: RE: US 380 bypass - support Route D
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 
 

From: Kristy McCoy  
Sent: Saturday, February 18, 2023 10:59 AM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: US 380 bypass - support Route D
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

I'm writing this email in support of proposed Route D, which goes through the flood plain and
disrupts 7 homes as opposed to the 29 homes on Route C. 
 
If C goes through as planned, so many more people will be displaced and community resources will
be impacted.
Texas Parks and wildlife are also supporting, as far as I can tell, Route D due to its lowered impact on
wetlands and threatened species.
 
I am sure there are many many factors that come into play when choosing routes, but please
strongly consider Route D.
 
Sincerely,
Kristy McCoy 
Collin County resident 

mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
mailto:sbagwellrudy@burnsmcd.com
mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
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mailto:kristymccoy@spatter.net
mailto:Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov


From: Kristy Seymour  

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 3:40 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to 380 Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hello, 
 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment 
A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an 
existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, 
destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge 
Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 
I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from 
Coit Road to FM 1827. 
 
Sincerely, 
Kristy Seymour 
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From: KT

Sent: Monday, April 17, 2023 5:15 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: No to Segment A

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

Good afternoon, 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of 

Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I 

understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B,  that will cost less, reduce the tax 

burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less 

overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens 

throughout McKinney.   

I strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 

Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.     
 

 

Thank you for considering, 
 

Kristy Tebbetts 

 

 

    
  

 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 4:16 PM
To: L . V 
Subject: RE: I do not support plan c
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 
 

From: L . V  
Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 9:12 AM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: I do not support plan c
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Sir, I am aware of that there are several plans for the construction of the bypass.
What not make the decision that is better for the life of many people.

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone

 

mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
mailto:sbagwellrudy@burnsmcd.com
mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
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From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 9:01 AM
To: L . V 
Subject: RE: No route C
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 
 

From: L . V  
Sent: Friday, February 17, 2023 1:32 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: No route C
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

  I support of Route D, which goes through the flood plain and disrupts 7 homes as opposed to the
29 homes on Route C.  Txdot has said that comments matter.  Please make mention that our
property is a community resource (Theraputic riding, church and community riding and events etc). 

In addition 8 lanes is overkill and a waste of money , our money.

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone

 

mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
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From: Lance Gammill  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 4:42 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Regards, 

Lance and Jennifer Gammill 

1904 Camberton Drive  

McKinney, TX 75071 

--  

Lance 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Wednesday, March 1, 2023 11:46 AM 

To: Lark Allen  

Subject: RE: 380 bypass NE McKinney oppose C support D  

 

Your comments will be added to public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

From: Lark Allen   

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 6:11 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>;

Subject: 380 bypass NE McKinney oppose C support D  

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hello,  

 

I am very concerned about the possibility of what would happen if proposal C took place~  

C severely damages one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin County. 

C destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodlands and 141% more acres of 

grassland and prairie. 

C disturbs the wetlands that serve as a refuge for wildlife, including beavers, river 

otters, turtles, migratory and non-migratory water and forest birds, frogs, etc. 

C eliminates a large area of suitable habitat for endangered/threatened species. 

C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife (prefers Segment D). 

C divides residential and farming/ranching communities. 

C affects and displaces significantly more homes, businesses, and community 

resources. 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C07aaa16d46284c55b0da08db1a7e2665%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638132901331682543%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=GepHAJqQJRzzvp0%2Ba2Zu7juvmfdDfz4dFWEux%2BbS%2F%2Fs%3D&reserved=0


C has worse traffic performance (lower traffic capacity, 

 

Also, I drive in this area and it is already stressful enough! I do not consent to damage to these areas 

while also creating more stress for the human inhabitants.  

 

Thank you,  

Lark Allen  

 

Lark Allen, Happiness Mentor Inc. and Market Mentor with Monat ~   

https://healintohappiness.com/ 

http://yourhairwillloveyou.mymonat.com/ 

972.489.4901 

May all your dreams come true!  

  

 

 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:36 PM 

To: Larry E Collins  

Subject: RE: HWY 380 Expansion - stick to the proposal 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Larry E Collins   

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 12:14 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: HWY 380 Expansion - stick to the proposal 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres, 

 

I know there is an organized email campaign to oppose the proposed Segment A-E-C. 

but I AGREE with the proposal as it stands.  

 

Segment B is much longer and cuts across much more land having much more environmental 

impact. 

 

The Country Clubers of Stone Bridge will just have to adapt to a new reality. 

 

Do not be disuaded. 

 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cf7157bb2d25c4e87198e08db19e13676%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638132227284222306%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=YfdOXgdSiCeI57W%2FIR0PrHEu2bpFtxnJ3dN9TL%2B8eDc%3D&reserved=0


Cheers! 

Larry Collins 

McKinney / Collin County resident since 2012 

3604 Apple Blossom Ln 

McKinney, TX 75070 

  

 

 



From: Larry Hoffman 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 4:52 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Implement the Segment B option.   

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Mr. Endres, 

   Can you please provide me with rationale behind selecting to more expensive and impactful Segment 

A over Segment B?   I have reviewed the TXDOT documents and am unable to find anything that justifies 

the selection of Segment A over B. 

 

 

Larry Hoffman 

 



From: Larry Hoffman  

Sent: Friday, March 10, 2023 4:28 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Re: Implement the Segment B option. 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open 

attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Thank you but my question was neither addressed or answered?   How may I obtain the 

information on exactly how the Segment A/B decision was made? 

 

Larry Hoffman 

 

 

 

On Mar 10, 2023, at 10:27 AM, Stephen Endres 

<Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> wrote: 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 



Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Larry Hoffman  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 4:52 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Implement the Segment B option. 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links 

or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the 

content is safe. 

 

Mr. Endres, 

 Can you please provide me with rationale behind selecting to more 

expensive and impactful Segment A over Segment B?   I have reviewed 

the TXDOT documents and am unable to find anything that justifies the 

selection of Segment A over B. 

 

 

Larry Hoffman 

 

 

 

[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) 

message]<https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%

3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsafety%2Ftraffic-safety-

campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Cchsmith%40bur

nsmcd.com%7C7302d02fdbec4288861b08db24c93a1f%7Cbfbb9a2b6d9

94e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638144218912169454%7CUnk

nown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJB

TiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=1S8NEUt2

dxQDmVBuMM28ViLyfEwTNnpU3a0hS8mBEKg%3D&reserved=0> 

 

[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) 

message]<https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww

.txdot.gov%2Fsafety%2Ftraffic-safety-

campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Cchsmith%40burnsmcd.com%7C

7302d02fdbec4288861b08db24c93a1f%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0

%7C0%7C638144218912169454%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwM



From: Larry Thrash 

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 5:59 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 



From: Laura Glenn 

Sent: Saturday, March 11, 2023 4:57 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Cc: Rickie Glenn 

Subject: Tx dot Segment A McKinney opposition 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

We adamantly oppose the proposed  bypass segment A, preferred by txdot and support B.   

 

Along with the city of McKinney’s numerous letters of opposition to txdot for years opposing segment A, 

we agree segment B would be the preferred choice. Why must McKinney harbor all the burden; displace 

businesses, create even heavier traffic congestion due to construction, and disrupt several established 

neighborhoods ( Tucker, Stonebridge, Wren Creek, Arbor Hills) and private residences that have been 

here for years!  

 

Why does Prosper bear no burden?  

  

Our entire Tucker Hill neighborhood will be directly impacted for years! Our property values will most 

certainly be negatively affected. You are proposing a major highway on TWO sides of our homes in TH!! 

Please hear our pleas from the 1500 + residents in Tucker Hill! We have personally lived here 12 years 

and have such a welcoming, supportive community, but we do not welcome a major highway 

surrounding us! No amount of sound barriers are going to alleviate the inevitable noise.  

Thank you for your consideration, 

Laura and Rickie Glenn 



From: Laura Glenn

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 10:48 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Cc: Rickie Glenn 

Subject: 380 impact on Tucker Hill 

 

This email originated from outside of the organiza+on. Do not click links or open a-achments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Mr. Endres, 

    We are long+me residents of Tucker Hill. We moved here from Plano in 2010 when TH was just 

beginning; 4-5 streets of homes, 380 was just a two lane asphalt road, and  there was no retail 

development to speak of. 

As TH inevitably grew, we welcomed the 6 lane expansion of 380, curbs, welcomed the traffic light at 

Tremont for safer access( our only access) to our community, and welcomed the development of retail. 

 

So, we completely understand the need for a 380 bypass.  When segment B was presented as the best 

solu+on;  the least disrup+ve solu+on to family homes and property values, less threat to new 

businesses that are less than a year of opening, less impact to our natural environment, less impact to 

our air and sound quality, and finally less impact on our REAL lives, of course, we rallied behind it! Who 

wouldn’t? Our homes were threatened! 

 

We ( TH, Stonebridge) have rallied for segment B, wri-en le-ers for B, a-ended countless community 

and city mee+ngs in hopes that our pleas would be heard and understood in our support for Segment B. 

And now, , we’re offering our pleas again. 

 

Segment B is by far the least intrusive, and the least incredibly expensive op+on for our community. 

We hope and pray you would reconsider your preference. 

 

Laura and Rickie Glenn 

2313 Grassmere Lane 

McKinney 

 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Laura Donahue  

Sent: Saturday, March 11, 2023 1:51 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Stonebridge Ranch Property owner 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Hello Mr. Endres, 

 

We and most of our neighbors are strongly opposed to option A being considered as part of route 380 

expansion. We feel this would directly and negatively impact our Stonebridge Ranch neighborhood and 

the property values of the homes in Stonebridge Ranch, most especially those north of Virginia where 

our home is. Should those property values fall it will result in a lowering property taxes and therefore, a 

lowering of the amount of money going into the City of McKinney for ongoing projects. These are some 

of the highest property taxes in McKinney. We also feel it would also negatively impact the businesses 

and properties along 380 east of Custer. Several are already slated to close! This is a massive 

undertaking and will prove in the long run to be detrimental to McKinney as a whole. 

 

Please please reroute the route 380 expansion two option B. 

 

Laura and Tom Donahue 

601 Rosebury Circle 

McKinney, TX 75071 

214-585-1966 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 9:56 AM 

To: Laura Allen 

Subject: RE: No TO A 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Laura Allen  

Sent: Sunday, February 26, 2023 11:49 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: No TO A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly 
OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as 
proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   
For the McKinney families with students traveling to the high school this is a major issue.  
Thank you, 

Laura Allen 

 

 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C958433385bc14172d6c908db19a57ae7%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131970733237412%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=BMsEcB7UwR91AqQi86ZmkbcAC5IyYTm%2BDH14JcJb%2BAw%3D&reserved=0


From: Laura Alton  

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 12:44 PM 

To:  Stephen 

Endres 

Subject: 380 bypass C and D 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

I oppose route C - it is very destructive 

 

I support route D - it is minimal displacement 

 

Laura Alton 

214-641-3212 



From: 

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 3:22 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: No to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Laura Arouca 
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From: Laura Bull

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 1:56 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Cc: Ceason Clemens

Subject: Public Comment for Segment B

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

To whom it may concern: 
 

I am quite concerned about the TXDOT recommendation to chose A over Segment B. As a mother, I 
fear for the safety of my family with the increased traffic and unsafe driving conditions that will ensue 
during the construction phase. We have no option but to drive straight into the mess as we do not 
have another exit. And even if the city can build us one in time, we still have to cross the bypass to 
get to our children’s elementary school as this bypass will cut my entire neighborhood off from our 
zoned school. Furthermore... 
 
 

As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of Segment A over 
Segment B is fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150 million more, applies criteria to 
support their decision inconsistently, and provides numerous biased, false, and inconsistent findings 
in their environmental study. Furthermore, there is objective evidence of political maneuvering, 
campaigning, and rezoning efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed 
TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn these actions as unethical and improper. 
 

The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council on Environmental 
Quality  (CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021),  decisions on an alignment must be based on what is 
practical and feasible from a technical and economic standpoint, rather than what is desirable from 
the standpoint of the agency (i.e, TxDOT).   
 

As a McKinney homeowner, I believe a bypass may be required to support growth in the northern 
corridor.  However, in selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do harm to a significant 
percentage of McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant fiscal irresponsibility.  This 
decision is made more egregious with the existence of a viable lower impact alternative.   It appears 
irrefutable that Segment B is the better alternative and that there are serious flaws in the conclusions 
reached by TxDOT and in the underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS). 

Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants that cause harm to 
humans and a rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current and future impacts. If 
TxDOT will not mitigate these harms, then TxDOT should at the very least do a rigorous analysis of 
these harms and explicitly note the opportunities we forgo with the current preferred alignment. The 
pollution appendices are missing critical analyses and portions are invalid as presented. This project 
should not proceed until those egregious omissions and errors are corrected. 

In order to ensure resolution and the creation of the best project possible,  we request that: 
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•  

•  

• TxDOT issue a second 

•  draft of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in the current draft EIS. 
•  
•  
•  

• Any Final Environmental 

•  Impact Statement (FEIS) have a 90-day review period, with an official public comment period, 
and that the FEIS be unbundled from the Record of Decision 

•  

  
The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A: 

  

•  
•  
• Segment B does, in 
•  fact, displace fewer homes 2 versus 5.  However, segment A is one mile longer, has 6 new 

interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential major utility conflicts versus just two for 
Segment B and displaces 15 businesses versus zero businesses for Segment B.  

•  
•  
•  
• Segment B would have 
•  less of an environmental impact.  Segment A would encroach on twice the wetland acreage, 

nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and streams and more acreage of forests, prairies and 
grasslands than Segment B.  

• Segment 
•  A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged over 150 years.  Finally, there 

would be no hazardous material sites impacted on Segment B and TXDOT has identified 2 
with Segment A. 

•  
•  
•  
• Segment B is significantly 
•  less expensive than Segment A.  Of real concern to the taxpayers is that the estimated cost to 

construct Segment A is nearly $200M more than Segment B.   
•  
•  
•  
• Segment 
•  A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 Highway increasing the risk of 

work zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic patterns. Additionally, the requirement to 
lower the existing grade in bedrock and cantilever local lanes 
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•  in a restricted ROW width, while preferred for the longterm, will significantly increase the 
construction time, safety risk and disruption compared to route B.  Priority has not been given 
to safety and the increased risk of fatal accidents, including those 

•  induced by a change in grade and, not one, but two 90 degree turns. 
•  
•  
•  
• TxDOT has claimed 
•  that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned future residential homes.  It 

appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of unidentified future residents, property investors 
or developers over the impact of existing McKinney residents.  The 

•  voices of the current residents should be a priority over unidentified future residents. 
•  
•  
•  
• TxDOT has asserted 
•  that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west of 

Custer Road.  Once again, this appears to accrue to the benefit of future residents or current 
investors, not the current residents of McKinney. 

•  
•  
•  
• TxDOT also asserts 
•  that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the subject 

of substantial public concern”.  In fact, there is no great “public concern” over MainGait.  The 
facility does serve a noble purpose, but that purpose is nowhere near 

•  the public concern of the impact to the existing residents of Tucker Hill who include retired 
veterans, disabled residents (both young and old), seniors 55+ and countless children.  More 
concerning to members of Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney community 

•  is that TxDOT calls out the impact of the ROW to the property belonging to the founder of 
MainGait.  The founder of MainGait is no ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill Darling, a former real 
estate developer and home builder who stands to gain personally by 

•  the selection of Segment A over B.  In particular, Bill Darling and/or other associates of the 
Darling company, leveraged ownership of 43 Tucker Hill lots to submit comments against 
Segment B in favor of Segment A – essentially impersonated residents of Tucker 

•  Hill. TxDOT’s own findings indicate that the continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted 
and has stated Segment B “would not make the ManeGait inaccessible to persons with 
disabilities and would not violate the Americans with Disabilities Act.”  Furthermore 

•  and perhaps most egregious is that ManeGait stated and TxDOT perpetuated the false claim 
that ManeGait provides “essential” services to protected citizens, which was a 
misrepresentation and may have swayed public opinion. 

•  

  
In direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT still concluded Segment A was the preferred route 
option.  
  
TxDOT relied on the EIS to support their conclusion.  Of critical concern to Tucker Hill and the greater 
McKinney community is what appears to be flaws in the underlying TxDOT analysis and interpretation 
of the EIS.  I will attempt to detail each of my concerns individually.  My comments however, are not 
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meant to be a complete listing of the errors or omissions in the study, but simply those that this 
compressed timeframe has allowed me to identify. 
  
Noise Pollution 

The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased.  The importance of this is underscored 
by the existing scientific literature showing the association between traffic and related noise on 
physical and mental health.  The study evaluated only a single barrier south of the community.  It 
appears the study was biased toward providing more data around MainGait, a facility with transient 
guests, then Tucker Hill, a community of over 380 homes with plans for over 600.  Additionally, it 
appears that there has been no regard taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous veteran residents, elderly 
residents or our residents with disabilities – collectively, who likely outnumber MainGait’s transient 
guests.   In fact, Tucker Hill was classified, by TxDOT, as a standard residential area with an 
acceptable NAC level of 67 and precluded from participating in any future noise studies.  This is both 
incorrect and unacceptable.  Tucker Hill is a “front porch” community and every home is designed 
with a front porch that encourages outdoor activities and interactions between neighbors.  Tucker Hill 
should be reclassified as Category A to preserve the essence of the neighborhood and the 
neighborhood should be included in any future noise abatement studies.   
  
The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise on the 
community.  Yet, TxDOT, while proposing to surround the neighborhood on both the south and east 
side with a highway, believes the noise impact to be acceptable.  TxDOT has not met their burden in 
any way, and moving forward with flawed data will cause irreparable harm to the residents of Tucker 
Hill, especially the young, elderly and disabled who do not regularly leave the neighborhood.   A new 
noise study must be conducted with more receptors and sound barriers across both the south and 
east side of the neighborhood must be included in any Segment A option.  Finally, it appears 
untenable that TxDOT could make any conclusion about the noise impact on Tucker Hill without fully 
understanding the impact of their proposed Segment A shift on the east side of the neighborhood.  
  
Community Impacts 

TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park and the Tucker Hill Community Center in their 
community impact study as the only community spaces without identifying the population they 
serve.  First, Tucker Hill houses a community center, two town squares, two community parks, a 
community pool, a dog park, two fire pits, an amphitheater and a rooftop event space in the Harvard 
Park commercial area.  The community spaces can be found filled with residents on almost any 
sunny day.  Tucker Hill hosts many little league practices from Prosper and McKinney in our 
neighborhood parks and is a Christmas Holiday destination for people all across the region to visit our 
lighted homes.  Furthermore, the community has a long history of events supporting organizations 
like Ethan for Autism, 29 Acres and the Down Syndrome Guild of Dallas.  TxDOT has not 
demonstrated that they have completed any research into the impacted population (including children 
of all ages, elderly, seniors 55+, veterans and residents with disabilities) of these facilities.  Once 
again, this is an egregious omission and appears to show substantial bias for MainGait and other 
facilities that serve guests as opposed to residents. 
 

Aesthetic Impacts  
TxDOT has not completed the required aesthetic impact analysis for the whole project.  
 

Traffic Analysis 

TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed.  TxDOT’s original traffic projection methodology was 
deemed to be incomplete and inconsistent by the Texas A&M Transportation Institute (TTI) in 
September of 2020.  In March 2021, TTI noted that they still had not been provided traffic data for the 
“No Build vs Build scenarios”.   At that time , TTI deemed that the growth rates used in the revised 
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study were acceptable for “short-term growth (from 2020 to the pivot year of 2040)”.  Unfortunately, 
TxDOT has not addressed how their growth rate calculation using a linear regression could be 
acceptable if the baseline year for traffic growth is 2020.  In every commercial or municipal 
environment, 2020 is seen as a data anomaly because of the impact of the pandemic and an 
unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes of any kind.  TxDOT’s traffic analysis continues to 
be flawed and incomplete.  
  
Two 90 degree curves 

More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a horizontal curve, and the average crash 
rate for horizontal curves is about three times that of other types of highway segments 
(https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/).  In 2022 the United States 
Department of Transportation released their National Roadway Safety Strategy, which endorsed zero 
fatalities as the national goal and promotes building safety into the design of roads.  TxDOT did not 
compare the safety risks including injury and fatality based on the highway designs of alternatives A 
and B.  Segment A (the current preferred alignment) has two 90 degree curves.  It also does not 
appear that TxDOT considered this safety risk in their decision. 
  
As such, TxDOT must include an analysis that compares alternatives A and B on the probability of 
accidents, injury, and fatalities.  In addition, TxDOT must justify why they would choose a more 
dangerous alignment and one that goes against the US Department of Transportation’s strategy. 
 

Community Cohesion 

TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to Tucker Hill with 
Segment A and that there appears to be existing cohesion between Whitley Place, Mansions of 
Prosper, Luxe Prosper and Walnut Grove due to school districting once again is incorrect and 
appears to show a bias or, simply, a failure to conduct proper research. 
  
Segment A will effectively sever Tucker Hill on both the south and eastern sides of the neighborhood 
from McKinney.  This is atypical and will leave Tucker Hill, established within the city limits of 
McKinney in 2008, as the only established subdivision completely blocked off from McKinney on two 
sides of the neighborhood.  In fact, the highway will sever Tucker Hill from the districted school, 
Reeves Elementary in Auburn Hills. It will also impact and, possibly, imperil the plans to connect 
Tucker Hill to both the school and the hike and bike trail system already in the city’s plans. The City of 
McKinney has noted in their planning documents and as Mayor Fuller reiterated in his email to 
Ceason Clemons and TxDOT staff dated February 26th, 2023, Tucker Hill is a significant asset to the 
city. 
  
What may be most troubling, though, is TxDOT’s conclusion that somehow there is no cohesion 
impact when cutting Tucker Hill off from Reeves Elementary, but there appears to be an impact to the 
Prosper neighborhoods due to school zoning.  However, the Walnut Grove neighborhood is not 
districted for Prosper ISD.  The Mansions of Prosper neighborhood and the Luxe Prosper 
neighborhood are districted for different elementary and high schools than the Whitley Place 
neighborhood.  In fact, Mansions of Prosper and Luxe Prosper share school zoning with Tucker 
Hill.   The correct conclusion here should have been that given the shared school zoning between 
these neighborhoods (Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper, Tucker Hill and Auburn Hills) and the fact 
that Tucker Hill would become the only established subdivision to be severed from McKinney by the 
highway on two sides, with respect to community cohesion, Segment B is clearly the better 
alternative. 
  
Construction and Noise Pollution 
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TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to construction and noise pollution.  According 
to the TxDOT handbook this is incorrect and TxDOT must also include: 
  

“Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This section of the EA must identify and 
explain any impacts associated with construction activities. This includes light pollution; 
impacts associated with physical construction activity, temporary lane, road or bridge 
closures (including detours); and other traffic disruptions. Include the expected duration of 
any construction impacts, and explain any BMPs or other strategies that will be used to 
mitigate such impacts.” 

  
TxDOT must outline and detail all potential impacts during construction for both proposed Segments 
A and B and appropriately evaluate those impacts as part of the study.  Importantly, TxDOT should 
provide all impacts and mitigation strategies related to construction prior to proceeding.  Critically, 
with respect to Tucker Hill and the surrounding neighborhoods, what are the plans for egress to the 
neighborhood during construction and how will those plans impact the response time of emergency 
vehicles to points within the neighborhood?   
  
Shift Closer to Tucker Hill 
TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the already flawed 
analysis that produced a preference for Segment A creates an unfair burden on the residents of 
Tucker Hill.  Once again, TxDOT appears to be showing a callous bias toward ‘future development’ 
rather than a commitment to current residents.  It is impossible to fully understand the additional noise 
pollution, air pollution and other effects without additional study.  It’s important to note that even with 
this new shifted Segment A, the cost to construct Segment B would be $100M less than Segment 
A.  TxDOT’s actions are placing the residents of Tucker Hill in an untenable position and are 
knowingly causing irreparable harm to the community in favor of future development.  I strongly object 
to the proposed shift of the A alignment.  
  
Air Pollution 

Air pollution is a documented public health emergency, and can affect every organ in the body, 
including cognition. Children and the elderly are disproportionately vulnerable to air pollution, 
specifically PM2.5, and more so if they live in close proximity to a highway. Air pollution can cause a 
multitude of diseases in adults, including heart disease, and can breach the placental barrier during 
pregnancy, causing miscarriages and birth defects. These impacts are well documented and have 
been noted in academic studies for over a decade. TxDOT should not proceed with this project until 
they have conducted a full study of existing and future air pollution on this highway, both at the 
regional scale and immediately adjacent to the highway.  TxDOT must be compliant with  EPA’s 
health-based National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill neighborhood on the South and East 
sides.  Winds in McKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-East meaning that for more 
days than not air pollution will be blown and settled on the residents of Tucker Hill.     

 

It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT utilized an airspeed of 1 
MPH.  The average wind speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the prevailing winds are from the 
south and south-east.  It appears that additional study must be completed to correctly understand 
what the adverse effects of air pollution would be on the Tucker Hill population.  Additionally, if 
Segment A is selected, monitoring devices must be installed to monitor air quality before, during and 
after construction. 
 



7

The DEIS fails to address air pollution from traffic beyond tailpipe emissions. A growing body of 
academic research cites brake wear and tire friction as primary pollutants from traffic. The DEIS has 
not addressed either of these sources of pollutants, nor does it address benzene or Volatile Organic 
Compounds (VOCs). We request that TxDOT complete detailed analyses of each of these pollutants, 
and compare pollutant levels on 380  (for each pollutant) to expected levels during and after 
construction Segment A. The DEIS notes in several places that expected proliferation of electric 
vehicles (EVs) should improve air pollution in this corridor. This is not only abdicating responsibility for 
mitigating air pollution, but a misrepresentation of electric vehicles and their environmental benefits. 
While EVs do reduce tailpipe emissions from internal combustion engines (ICEs), they do nothing to 
reduce pollution from non-tailpipe sources including brake dust and tire friction. Pollution from tire 
friction may worsen in EVs due to increases in vehicle weight from electric batteries. Further, Texas’ 
electric grid is far from clean, and EVs that source their energy from unclean sources are, therefore, 
unclean themselves.  
 

The Mobile Source Air Toxins analysis in the DEIS is lacking and includes only a qualitative analysis. 
The DEIS claims that MSAT will decrease with time because of improved federal standards. We 
argue that this is an outsourcing of responsibility to mitigate air pollution in the 380 corridor, and 
request that TxDOT complete a quantitative MSAT analysis and a health impact assessment for all 
criteria pollutants. 

 

Quality of Comments Collected 

As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in soliciting 
comments.  In addition to submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill residents, comments were 
solicited via Facebook with no links to the underlying studies or segment alternatives.  TxDOT must 
vet all of the comments collected during the scoping project fully and determine that they were 
legitimately provided by residents.  If the comments were not legitimate, they should be stricken from 
the project record. 
 

NEPA  
Paraphrasing from The Council on Environmental Quality (2021), TxDOT is obligated to evaluate 
feasible alternatives in enough detail so that a reader can compare and contrast the environmental 
effects of the various alternatives. Of note, NEPA reasonable alternatives include those that are 
practical or feasible from the technical and economic standpoint, rather than simply desirable from the 
standpoint of TxDOT. 
 

“NEPA is About People and Places” 

 

"Impacts include ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health impacts, whether 
adverse or beneficial. It is important to note that human beings are part of the environment (indeed, 
that is why Congress used the phrase “human environment” in NEPA), so when an EIS is prepared 
and economic or social and natural or physical environmental effects are interrelated, the EIS should 
discuss all of these effects." 

  
It is clear that TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst, unsavory.  I ask 
that TxDOT respond to each of the issues discussed.  As it stands, if TxDOT proceeds with their 
preferred Segment A they will be irreparably harming the residents of Tucker Hill, unfairly seizing the 
residents’ ability to enjoy their neighborhood, severing them from their broader community and, 
potentially, justifying it with a fatally flawed Environmental Impact Study. 
  



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 10:00 AM 

To: Laura Carpenter 

Subject: RE: Opposition to segment A for US 380 bypass in McKinney 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Laura Carpenter  

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 3:55 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Opposition to segment A for US 380 bypass in McKinney 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

TXDOT, 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827.  If not Sement B, then NO build at all. 

 

Laura Carpenter 

 

Sent from my iPhone 

 

[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) 

message]<https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsa

fety%2Ftraffic-safety-

campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C2a74d20fb56d46

070d7208db19a64021%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131974043379220

%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6



From: Laura Procaccini 

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 8:39 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 



From: Laura Procaccini  

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 8:39 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 



From: Laura Procaccini  

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 8:39 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
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From: Laura Rauscher 

Sent: Monday, April 17, 2023 8:22 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: 380 Bypass Public Comment

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380 
Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that 
will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in 
less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. 

Sincerely,  
Laura Sherwood 



From: Lauren Aubele 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 8:09 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Thanks, 

 

Lauren Allan 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Monday, March 6, 2023 11:18 AM 

To: lauren landmark 

Subject: RE: 380 Bypass NE McKinney: Oppose C, Support D -380 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: lauren landmark   

Sent: Monday, March 6, 2023 9:01 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 Bypass NE McKinney: Oppose C, Support D -380 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Hi Stephen , 

As a resident of east mckinney and one who loves and serves in this community with our family, we are 

begging for your help in this decision. We were made aware of this opposed route change that will be 

severely damaging to one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin county- as this route destroys 

71% more acres of forests and woodlands and 141% more acres of grassland and prairie. It is strongly 

OPPOSED by Texas parks and Wildlife. 

 

If this isn’t as important to some, it has worse traffic performance (lower traffic capacity, slower travel 

speeds, and more elevation changes). 

 

Please! oppose Segment C and make Segment D the preferred route. 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C9a9adfd48ece464c582008db1e7180e0%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638137245061795068%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=GqBhC%2B5BrcLTZLY1TvLm4oex2GwzIt0ZKyc0U9bBwxw%3D&reserved=0


5



From: Lauren Shadle 

Sent: Friday, March 10, 2023 7:48 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US 380 Bypass NE McKinney (Choose D and Oppose C) 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Dear Mr. Endres, 

 

This plight is to convince TXDOT to route the bypass back to plan D instead of Route C (which would run 

along the top of my driveway where my horse is stabled and I ride regularly. 

29 ranch residences & 15 businesses will be adversely affected by Route C while a handful of small 

structures would be affected by Route D as it is in the flood plain along Woodlawn. 

 

Please choose route D. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 8:56 AM
To: Lauren Vanderbilt 
Subject: RE: 380 Bypass PLEASE BUILD ROUTE D AND NOT ROUTE C
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 
 

From: Lauren Vanderbilt  
Sent: Friday, February 17, 2023 5:20 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: 380 Bypass PLEASE BUILD ROUTE D AND NOT ROUTE C
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

As a concerned citizen amd as stated in the subject line, I am writing to STRONGLY oppose Route C
and give my support of Route D for the 380 bypass in  McKinney. Route C will unnecessarily destroy
so much land and property that is used for so much good in the area. PLEASE go with Route D. 
 
Lauren Vanderbilt

 

mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
mailto:sbagwellrudy@burnsmcd.com
mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7Cdf2f43158da8485be9ef08db1356d0e6%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638125035812095690%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=YKdRfg%2FNNaxhWZxOvWxQfthvpOk%2BFelVsUR1BOYr7%2FU%3D&reserved=0
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From: laurie taylor 

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 9:18 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: 380 bypass comments

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

To whom it may concern: 

No one has consistently explained why Segment B wasn't selected over A.  

As a person with autoimmune diseases, as well as my children,  I am extremely concerned for my safety, health 
and well being during a very long construction process,  the negative environmental impact it will have on me 
and my family and the limited ability to enter and exit my subdivision(Tucker Hill)... ambulances, firetrucks 
and police services, etc. 

Dangerous air pollution and noise pollution will greatly affect all of us in The Tucker Hill community.  I will 
not be able to enjoy and use my home(indoor and outdoor) as our overall neighborhood design was intended... a 
front porch community. Very sad the politics of Manegate is involved in this decision. Concerns of continuous 
negative changes and encroachments toward the Tucker Hill neighborhood. Total disregard of tax payer 
money...irresponsible.  

  

 As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of Segment A over Segment 
B is fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150 million more, applies criteria to support their 
decision inconsistently, and provides numerous biased, false, and inconsistent findings in their environmental 
study. Furthermore, there is objective evidence of political maneuvering, campaigning, and rezoning efforts by 
the City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn these 
actions as unethical and improper. The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the 
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021), decisions on an alignment must be based 
on what is practical and feasible from a technical and economic standpoint, rather than what is desirable from 
the standpoint of the agency (i.e, TxDOT). As a McKinney homeowner, I believe a bypass may be required to 
support growth in the northern corridor. However, in selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do 
harm to a significant percentage of McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant fiscal irresponsibility. 
This decision is made more egregious with the existence of a viable lower impact alternative. It appears 
irrefutable that Segment B is the better alternative and that there are serious flaws in the conclusions reached by 
TxDOT and in the underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS). Please do not proceed with this project 
without a rigorous study of all pollutants that cause harm to humans and a rigorous health impact analysis to 
understand both current and future impacts. If TxDOT will not mitigate these harms, then TxDOT should at the 
very least do a rigorous analysis of these harms and explicitly note the opportunities we forgo with the current 
preferred alignment. The pollution appendices are missing critical analyses and portions are invalid as 
presented. This project should not proceed until those egregious omissions and errors are corrected. In order to 
ensure resolution and the creation of the best project possible, we request that: ● TxDOT issue a second draft of 
the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in the current draft EIS. ● Any Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(FEIS) have a 90-day review period, with an official public comment period, and that the FEIS be unbundled 
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from the Record of Decision The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A: 
● Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes 2 versus 5. However, segment A is one mile longer, has 6 new 
interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential major utility conflicts versus just two for Segment B and 
displaces 15 businesses versus zero businesses for Segment B. ● Segment B would have less of an 
environmental impact. Segment A would encroach on twice the wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of 
rivers and streams and more acreage of forests, prairies and grasslands than Segment B. Segment A impacts 
more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged over 150 years. Finally, there would be no hazardous material 
sites impacted on Segment B and TXDOT has identified 2 with Segment A. ● Segment B is significantly less 
expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to the taxpayers is that the estimated cost to construct Segment A is 
nearly $200M more than Segment B. ● Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 
380 Highway increasing the risk of work zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic patterns. Additionally, 
the requirement to lower the existing grade in bedrock and cantilever local lanes in a restricted ROW width, 
while preferred for the longterm, will significantly increase the construction time, safety risk and disruption 
compared to route B. Priority has not been given to safety and the increased risk of fatal accidents, including 
those induced by a change in grade and, not one, but two 90 degree turns. ● TxDOT has claimed that Segment 
A results in lower potential impacts to planned future residential homes. It appears that TxDOT is prioritizing 
the impact of unidentified future residents, property investors or developers over the impact of existing 
McKinney residents. The voices of the current residents should be a priority over unidentified future residents. 
● TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction 
west of Custer Road. Once again, this appears to accrue to the benefit of future residents or current investors, 
not the current residents of McKinney. ● TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait 
Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the subject of substantial public concern”. In fact, there is no great “public 
concern” over MainGait. The facility does serve a noble purpose, but that purpose is nowhere near the public 
concern of the impact to the existing residents of Tucker Hill who include retired veterans, disabled residents 
(both young and old), seniors 55+ and countless children. More concerning to members of Tucker Hill and the 
surrounding McKinney community is that TxDOT calls out the impact of the ROW to the property belonging to 
the founder of MainGait. The founder of MainGait is no ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill Darling, a former real 
estate developer and home builder who stands to gain personally by the selection of Segment A over B. In 
particular, Bill Darling and/or other associates of the Darling company, leveraged ownership of 43 Tucker Hill 
lots to submit comments against Segment B in favor of Segment A – essentially impersonated residents of 
Tucker Hill. TxDOT’s own findings indicate that the continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and has 
stated Segment B “would not make the ManeGait inaccessible to persons with disabilities and would not violate 
the Americans with Disabilities Act.” Furthermore and perhaps most egregious is that ManeGait stated and 
TxDOT perpetuated the false claim that ManeGait provides “essential” services to protected citizens, which was 
a misrepresentation and may have swayed public opinion. In direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT 
still concluded Segment A was the preferred route option. TxDOT relied on the EIS to support their conclusion. 
Of critical concern to Tucker Hill and the greater McKinney community is what appears to be flaws in the 
underlying TxDOT analysis and interpretation of the EIS. I will attempt to detail each of my concerns 
individually. My comments however, are not meant to be a complete listing of the errors or omissions in the 
study, but simply those that this compressed timeframe has allowed me to identify. Noise Pollution The TxDOT 
noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased. The importance of this is underscored by the existing 
scientific literature showing the association between traffic and related noise on physical and mental health. The 
study evaluated only a single barrier south of the community. It appears the study was biased toward providing 
more data around MainGait, a facility with transient guests, then Tucker Hill, a community of over 380 homes 
with plans for over 600. Additionally, it appears that there has been no regard taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous 
veteran residents, elderly residents or our residents with disabilities – collectively, who likely outnumber 
MainGait’s transient guests. In fact, Tucker Hill was classified, by TxDOT, as a standard residential area with 
an acceptable NAC level of 67 and precluded from participating in any future noise studies. This is both 
incorrect and unacceptable. Tucker Hill is a “front porch” community and every home is designed with a front 
porch that encourages outdoor activities and interactions between neighbors. Tucker Hill should be reclassified 
as Category A to preserve the essence of the neighborhood and the neighborhood should be included in any 



3

future noise abatement studies. The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of 
noise on the community. Yet, TxDOT, while proposing to surround the neighborhood on both the south and east 
side with a highway, believes the noise impact to be acceptable. TxDOT has not met their burden in any way, 
and moving forward with flawed data will cause irreparable harm to the residents of Tucker Hill, especially the 
young, elderly and disabled who do not regularly leave the neighborhood. A new noise study must be conducted 
with more receptors and sound barriers across both the south and east side of the neighborhood must be 
included in any Segment A option. Finally, it appears untenable that TxDOT could make any conclusion about 
the noise impact on Tucker Hill without fully understanding the impact of their proposed Segment A shift on 
the east side of the neighborhood. Community Impacts TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park 
and the Tucker Hill Community Center in their community impact study as the only community spaces without 
identifying the population they serve. First, Tucker Hill houses a community center, two town squares, two 
community parks, a community pool, a dog park, two fire pits, an amphitheater and a rooftop event space in the 
Harvard Park commercial area. The community spaces can be found filled with residents on almost any sunny 
day. Tucker Hill hosts many little league practices from Prosper and McKinney in our neighborhood parks and 
is a Christmas Holiday destination for people all across the region to visit our lighted homes. Furthermore, the 
community has a long history of events supporting organizations like Ethan for Autism, 29 Acres and the Down 
Syndrome Guild of Dallas. TxDOT has not demonstrated that they have completed any research into the 
impacted population (including children of all ages, elderly, seniors 55+, veterans and residents with 
disabilities) of these facilities. Once again, this is an egregious omission and appears to show substantial bias 
for MainGait and other facilities that serve guests as opposed to residents. Aesthetic Impacts TxDOT has not 
completed the required aesthetic impact analysis for the whole project. Traffic Analysis TxDOT’s traffic 
analysis is fatally flawed. TxDOT’s original traffic projection methodology was deemed to be incomplete and 
inconsistent by the Texas A&M Transportation Institute (TTI) in September of 2020. In March 2021, TTI noted 
that they still had not been provided traffic data for the “No Build vs Build scenarios”. At that time , TTI 
deemed that the growth rates used in the revised study were acceptable for “short-term growth (from 2020 to the 
pivot year of 2040)”. Unfortunately, TxDOT has not addressed how their growth rate calculation using a linear 
regression could be acceptable if the baseline year for traffic growth is 2020. In every commercial or municipal 
environment, 2020 is seen as a data anomaly because of the impact of the pandemic and an unacceptable 
baseline for comparative purposes of any kind. TxDOT’s traffic analysis continues to be flawed and incomplete. 
Two 90 degree curves More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a horizontal curve, and the 
average crash rate for horizontal curves is about three times that of other types of highway segments 
(https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/). In 2022 the United States Department 
of Transportation released their National Roadway Safety Strategy, which endorsed zero fatalities as the 
national goal and promotes building safety into the design of roads. TxDOT did not compare the safety risks 
including injury and fatality based on the highway designs of alternatives A and B. Segment A (the current 
preferred alignment) has two 90 degree curves. It also does not appear that TxDOT considered this safety risk in 
their decision. As such, TxDOT must include an analysis that compares alternatives A and B on the probability 
of accidents, injury, and fatalities. In addition, TxDOT must justify why they would choose a more dangerous 
alignment and one that goes against the US Department of Transportation’s strategy. Community Cohesion 
TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to Tucker Hill with Segment A and 
that there appears to be existing cohesion between Whitley Place, Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper and 
Walnut Grove due to school districting once again is incorrect and appears to show a bias or, simply, a failure to 
conduct proper research. Segment A will effectively sever Tucker Hill on both the south and eastern sides of the 
neighborhood from McKinney. This is atypical and will leave Tucker Hill, established within the city limits of 
McKinney in 2008, as the only established subdivision completely blocked off from McKinney on two sides of 
the neighborhood. In fact, the highway will sever Tucker Hill from the districted school, Reeves Elementary in 
Auburn Hills. It will also impact and, possibly, imperil the plans to connect Tucker Hill to both the school and 
the hike and bike trail system already in the city’s plans. The City of McKinney has noted in their planning 
documents and as Mayor Fuller reiterated in his email to Ceason Clemons and TxDOT staff dated February 
26th , 2023, Tucker Hill is a significant asset to the city. What may be most troubling, though, is TxDOT’s 
conclusion that somehow there is no cohesion impact when cutting Tucker Hill off from Reeves Elementary, 
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but there appears to be an impact to the Prosper neighborhoods due to school zoning. However, the Walnut 
Grove neighborhood is not districted for Prosper ISD. The Mansions of Prosper neighborhood and the Luxe 
Prosper neighborhood are districted for different elementary and high schools than the Whitley Place 
neighborhood. In fact, Mansions of Prosper and Luxe Prosper share school zoning with Tucker Hill. The correct 
conclusion here should have been that given the shared school zoning between these neighborhoods (Mansions 
of Prosper, Luxe Prosper, Tucker Hill and Auburn Hills) and the fact that Tucker Hill would become the only 
established subdivision to be severed from McKinney by the highway on two sides, with respect to community 
cohesion, Segment B is clearly the better alternative. Construction and Noise Pollution TxDOT only provided 
standard language with respect to construction and noise pollution. According to the TxDOT handbook this is 
incorrect and TxDOT must also include: “Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This section of the EA 
must identify and explain any impacts associated with construction activities. This includes light pollution; 
impacts associated with physical construction activity, temporary lane, road or bridge closures (including 
detours); and other traffic disruptions. Include the expected duration of any construction impacts, and explain 
any BMPs or other strategies that will be used to mitigate such impacts.” TxDOT must outline and detail all 
potential impacts during construction for both proposed Segments A and B and appropriately evaluate those 
impacts as part of the study. Importantly, TxDOT should provide all impacts and mitigation strategies related to 
construction prior to proceeding. Critically, with respect to Tucker Hill and the surrounding neighborhoods, 
what are the plans for egress to the neighborhood during construction and how will those plans impact the 
response time of emergency vehicles to points within the neighborhood? Shift Closer to Tucker Hill TxDOT’s 
introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the already flawed analysis that produced a 
preference for Segment A creates an unfair burden on the residents of Tucker Hill. Once again, TxDOT appears 
to be showing a callous bias toward ‘future development’ rather than a commitment to current residents. It is 
impossible to fully understand the additional noise pollution, air pollution and other effects without additional 
study. It’s important to note that even with this new shifted Segment A, the cost to construct Segment B would 
be $100M less than Segment A. TxDOT’s actions are placing the residents of Tucker Hill in an untenable 
position and are knowingly causing irreparable harm to the community in favor of future development. I 
strongly object to the proposed shift of the A alignment. Air Pollution Air pollution is a documented public 
health emergency, and can affect every organ in the body, including cognition. Children and the elderly are 
disproportionately vulnerable to air pollution, specifically PM2.5, and more so if they live in close proximity to 
a highway. Air pollution can cause a multitude of diseases in adults, including heart disease, and can breach the 
placental barrier during pregnancy, causing miscarriages and birth defects. These impacts are well documented 
and have been noted in academic studies for over a decade. TxDOT should not proceed with this project until 
they have conducted a full study of existing and future air pollution on this highway, both at the regional scale 
and immediately adjacent to the highway. TxDOT must be compliant with EPA’s health-based National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards. The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill neighborhood on the 
South and East sides. Winds in McKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-East meaning that for 
more days than not air pollution will be blown and settled on the residents of Tucker Hill. It appears that the 
model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT utilized an airspeed of 1 MPH. The average wind speed for 
North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the prevailing winds are from the south and south-east. It appears that 
additional study must be completed to correctly understand what the adverse effects of air pollution would be 
on the Tucker Hill population. Additionally, if Segment A is selected, monitoring devices must be installed to 
monitor air quality before, during and after construction. The DEIS fails to address air pollution from traffic 
beyond tailpipe emissions. A growing body of academic research cites brake wear and tire friction as primary 
pollutants from traffic. The DEIS has not addressed either of these sources of pollutants, nor does it address 
benzene or Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs). We request that TxDOT complete detailed analyses of each 
of these pollutants, and compare pollutant levels on 380 (for each pollutant) to expected levels during and after 
construction Segment A. The DEIS notes in several places that expected proliferation of electric vehicles (EVs) 
should improve air pollution in this corridor. This is not only abdicating responsibility for mitigating air 
pollution, but a misrepresentation of electric vehicles and their environmental benefits. While EVs do reduce 
tailpipe emissions from internal combustion engines (ICEs), they do nothing to reduce pollution from non-
tailpipe sources including brake dust and tire friction. Pollution from tire friction may worsen in EVs due to 
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increases in vehicle weight from electric batteries. Further, Texas’ electric grid is far from clean, and EVs that 
source their energy from unclean sources are, therefore, unclean themselves. The Mobile Source Air Toxins 
analysis in the DEIS is lacking and includes only a qualitative analysis. The DEIS claims that MSAT will 
decrease with time because of improved federal standards. We argue that this is an outsourcing of responsibility 
to mitigate air pollution in the 380 corridor, and request that TxDOT complete a quantitative MSAT analysis 
and a health impact assessment for all criteria pollutants. Quality of Comments Collected As described above, 
Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in soliciting comments. In addition to submitting 
comments impersonating Tucker Hill residents, comments were solicited via Facebook with no links to the 
underlying studies or segment alternatives. TxDOT must vet all of the comments collected during the scoping 
project fully and determine that they were legitimately provided by residents. If the comments were not 
legitimate, they should be stricken from the project record. NEPA Paraphrasing from The Council on 
Environmental Quality (2021), TxDOT is obligated to evaluate feasible alternatives in enough detail so that a 
reader can compare and contrast the environmental effects of the various alternatives. Of note, NEPA 
reasonable alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from the technical and economic standpoint, 
rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of TxDOT. “NEPA is About People and Places” "Impacts 
include ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health impacts, whether adverse or 
beneficial. It is important to note that human beings are part of the environment (indeed, that is why Congress 
used the phrase “human environment” in NEPA), so when an EIS is prepared and economic or social and 
natural or physical environmental effects are interrelated, the EIS should discuss all of these effects." It is clear 
that TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst, unsavory. I ask that TxDOT respond 
to each of the issues discussed. As it stands, if TxDOT proceeds with their preferred Segment A they will be 
irreparably harming the residents of Tucker Hill, unfairly seizing the residents’ ability to enjoy their 
neighborhood, severing them from their broader community and, potentially, justifying it with a fatally flawed 
Environmental Impact Study. 

Sincerely, 

Laurie & Jim Taylor 

 
 

Laurie Taylor 
"Finally, brothers and sisters, whatever is true, whatever is noble, whatever is right, whatever is pure, whatever 

is lovely, whatever is admirable- if anything is excellent or praiseworthy- think about such things. Whatever you 

have learned or received or heard from me, or seen in me- put into practice. And the God of peace will be with 

you." Philippians 4:8-9 
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From: Laurie Smith

Sent: Monday, April 17, 2023 4:41 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: 380 Expansion Option A

Attachments: References and Studies.pages

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Endres and TXDOT:  
 

As a McKinney citizen  I understand that a bypass may be required to support growth in the northern corridor. 
However, in selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do harm to a significant percentage of 
McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant fiscal irresponsibility. This decision is made more 
egregious with the existence of a viable lower impact alternative. It appears irrefutable that Segment B is the 
better alternative and that there are serious flaws in the conclusions reached by TxDOT and in the underlying 
Environmental Impact Study (EIS). 
 

• I am a senior citizen and have several medical conditions, what will the proposed construction impact 
have on access and exit for my neighborhood for emergency vehicles like fire, police and ambulance? 

• Are there TXDOT plans to create a Stonebridge entrance/exit into/out of Tucker Hill to provide a much 
needed second location for ingress/egress? 

• What mitigation plans will TXDOT implement in the event they go forward with the ill-conceived Option 
A alternative? 

 

I am gravely concerned that TXDOT intends to wrap both the South and East sides of Tucker Hill in years long 
massive construction projects, with little consideration shown here to date, with regards to our overall safety, 
quality of life, mental, emotional and physical wellbeing: 

• Has there ever been any other TXDOT project that impacts a single community to the extent TXDOT 
will adversely impact Tucker Hill should this go forward? 

• What mitigation plans have been considered to counter adverse impacts to noise, pollution and quality 
of life? 

• What models or data sources have been utilized to determine viability, measurements and analytical 
data? 

• What year(s) of data have been gathered to determine such impacts? 

• What evidence exists or has been vetted with regards to home value based on these large, invasive 
and extended construction projects? 

Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants that cause harm to humans 
and a rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current and future impacts. If TxDOT will not mitigate 
these harms, then TxDOT should at the very least do a rigorous analysis of these harms and explicitly note the 
opportunities we forgo with the current preferred alignment. The pollution appendices are missing critical 
analyses and portions are invalid as presented. This project should not proceed until those egregious 
omissions and errors are corrected. 
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As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of Segment A over Segment B 
is fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150 million more, applies criteria to support their decision 
inconsistently, and provides numerous biased, false, and inconsistent findings in their environmental study. 
Furthermore, there is objective evidence of political maneuvering, campaigning, and rezoning efforts by the 
City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn these 
actions as unethical and improper. 
 

The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council on Environmental Quality 
(CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021), decisions on an alignment must be based on what is practical and feasible 
from a technical and economic standpoint, rather than what is desirable from the standpoint of the agency 
(i.e, TxDOT). 

In order to ensure resolution and the creation of the best project possible, we, the homeowners and taxpayers 
request that: 

• TxDOT issue a second draft of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in the current draft EIS 

• Any Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) have a 90-day review period, with an official public 
comment period, and that the FEIS be unbundled from the Record of Decision 

The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A: 

• Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes 2 versus 5. However, segment A is one mile longer, 
has 6 new interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential major utility conflicts versus just two for 
Segment B and displaces 15 businesses versus zero businesses for Segment B. 

• Segment B would have less of an environmental impact. Segment A would encroach on twice the 
wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and streams and more acreage of forests, prairies 
and grasslands than Segment B. Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged 
over 150 years. Finally, there would be no hazardous material sites impacted on Segment B and 
TXDOT has identified 2 with Segment A. 

• Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to the taxpayers is that the 
estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M more than Segment B. 

• Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 Highway increasing the risk 
of work zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic patterns. Additionally, the requirement to lower 
the existing grade in bedrock and cantilever local lanes in a restricted ROW width, while preferred for 
the longterm, will significantly increase the construction time, safety risk and disruption compared to 
route B. Priority has not been given to safety and the increased risk of fatal accidents, including those 
induced by a change in grade and, not one, but two 90 degree turns. 

• TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned future residential 
homes. It appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of unidentified future residents, property 
investors or developers over the impact of existing McKinney residents. The voices of the current 
residents should be a priority over unidentified future residents. 

• TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under 
construction west of Custer Road. Once again, this appears to accrue to the benefit of future residents 
or current investors, not the current residents of McKinney. 

• TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, 
the subject of substantial public concern”. In fact, there is no great “public concern” over MainGait. The 
facility does serve a noble purpose, but that purpose is nowhere near the public concern of the impact 
to the existing residents of Tucker Hill who include retired veterans, disabled residents (both young and 
old), seniors 55+ and countless children.  

More concerning to members of Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney community is that TxDOT calls out 
the impact of the ROW to the property belonging to the founder of MainGait. The founder of MainGait is no 
ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill Darling, a former real estate developer and home builder who stands to gain 
personally by the selection of Segment A over B. In particular, Bill Darling and/or other associates of the 
Darling company, leveraged ownership of 43 Tucker Hill lots to submit comments against Segment B in favor 
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of Segment A – essentially impersonated residents of Tucker Hill. TxDOT’s own findings indicate that the 
continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and has stated Segment B “would not make the ManeGait 
inaccessible to persons with disabilities and would not violate the Americans with Disabilities Act.” Furthermore 
and perhaps most egregious is that ManeGait stated and TxDOT perpetuated the false claim that ManeGait 
provides “essential” services to protected citizens, which was a misrepresentation and may have swayed 
public opinion.  

• What criteria or rationale has TXDOT used in assessing options A & B in comparison to one another? 

• Where is the criteria for A over B documented? 

• Why hasn’t the criteria been uniformly and consistently applied across all options, A, B, C, D, etc. 

In direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT still concluded Segment A was the preferred route 
option.  

TxDOT relied on the EIS to support their conclusion. Of critical concern to Tucker Hill and the greater 
McKinney community is what appears to be flaws in the underlying TxDOT analysis and interpretation of the 
EIS. I will attempt to detail each of my concerns individually. My comments however, are not meant to be a 
complete listing of the errors or omissions in the study, but simply those that this compressed timeframe has 
allowed me to identify.  

Noise Pollution  

The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased. The importance of this is underscored by the 
existing scientific literature showing the association between traffic and related noise on physical and mental 
health. The study evaluated only a single barrier south of the community. It appears the study was biased 
toward providing more data around MainGait, a facility with transient guests, then Tucker Hill, a community of 
over 380 homes with plans for over 600. Additionally, it appears that there has been no regard taken to Tucker 
Hill’s numerous veteran residents, elderly residents or our residents with disabilities – collectively, who likely 
outnumber MainGait’s transient guests. In fact, Tucker Hill was classified, by TxDOT, as a standard residential 
area with an acceptable NAC level of 67 and precluded from participating in any future noise studies. This is 
both incorrect and unacceptable. Tucker Hill is a “front porch” community and every home is designed with a 
front porch that encourages outdoor activities and interactions between neighbors. Tucker Hill  

should be reclassified as Category A to preserve the essence of the neighborhood and the neighborhood 
should be included in any future noise abatement studies.  

The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise on the community. Yet, 
TxDOT, while proposing to surround the neighborhood on both the south and east side with a highway, 
believes the noise impact to be acceptable. TxDOT has not met their burden in any way, and moving forward 
with flawed data will cause irreparable harm to the residents of Tucker Hill, especially the young, elderly and 
disabled who do not regularly leave the neighborhood. A new noise study must be conducted with more 
receptors and sound barriers across both the south and east side of the neighborhood must be included in any 
Segment A option. Finally, it appears untenable that TxDOT could make any conclusion about the noise impact 
on Tucker Hill without fully understanding the impact of their proposed Segment A shift on the east side of the 
neighborhood.  

Community Impacts  

TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park and the Tucker Hill Community Center in their community 
impact study as the only community spaces without identifying the population they serve. First, Tucker Hill 
houses a community center, two town squares, two community parks, a community pool, a dog park, two fire 
pits, an amphitheater and a rooftop event space in the Harvard Park commercial area. The community spaces 
can be found filled with residents on almost any sunny day. Tucker Hill hosts many little league practices from 
Prosper and McKinney in our neighborhood parks and is a Christmas Holiday destination for people all across 
the region to visit our lighted homes. Furthermore, the community has a long history of events supporting 
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organizations like Ethan for Autism, 29 Acres and the Down Syndrome Guild of Dallas. TxDOT has not 
demonstrated that they have completed any research into the impacted population (including children of all 
ages, elderly, seniors 55+, veterans and residents with disabilities) of these facilities. Once again, this is an 
egregious omission and appears to show substantial bias for MainGait and other facilities that serve guests as 
opposed to residents.  

Aesthetic Impacts 

TxDOT has not completed the required aesthetic impact analysis for the whole project.  

Traffic Analysis  

TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed. TxDOT’s original traffic projection methodology was deemed to be 
incomplete and inconsistent by the Texas A&M Transportation Institute (TTI) in September of 2020. In March 
2021, TTI noted that they still had not been provided traffic data for the “No Build vs Build scenarios”. At that 
time TTI deemed that the growth rates used in the revised study were acceptable for “short-term growth (from 
2020 to the pivot year of 2040)”. Unfortunately, TxDOT has not addressed how their growth rate calculation 
using a linear regression could be acceptable if the baseline year for traffic growth is 2020. In every 
commercial or municipal environment, 2020 is seen as a data anomaly because of the impact of the pandemic 
and an unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes of any kind. TxDOT’s traffic analysis continues to be 
flawed and incomplete. 

Two 90 degree curves  

More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a horizontal curve, and the average crash rate for 
horizontal curves is about three times that of other types of highway segments 
(https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/). In 2022 the United States 
Department of Transportation released their National Roadway Safety Strategy, which endorsed zero fatalities 
as the national goal and promotes building safety into the design of roads. TxDOT did not compare the safety 
risks including injury and fatality based on the highway designs of alternatives A and B. Segment A (the current 
preferred alignment) has two 90 degree curves. It also does not appear that TxDOT considered this safety 
risk in their decision.  

As such, TxDOT must include an analysis that compares alternatives A and B on the probability of accidents, 
injury, and fatalities. In addition, TxDOT must justify why they would choose a more dangerous alignment and 
one that goes against the US Department of Transportation’s strategy.  

An important question exists and is unanswered as to why is a bypass is still necessary with the 
recent Custer Road expansion, Ridge Road construction, both going through to the Outer Loop: 

• What studies or analysis have been performed to determine how this impacts traffic through 
the corridor? 

• Why is an additional road (bypass) necessary within the Custer to Ridge space? 

• Has any consideration gone into determining if these roads, along with planned NTTA expansion of the North 

Dallas Tollroad, won’t significantly reduce traffic through the 380 path? 

Shift Closer to Tucker Hill 

Furthermore, TXDOT is now proposing a shift of the bypass to a path much closer to Tucker Hill, this 
has never been discussed prior to the final EIS and subsequent comment period and meetings, this is 
very concerning in that this further adverse condition impact Tucker Hill in all the above mentioned 
concerns.  Moving the path even closer to an established, unique community is not only detrimental to 
quality of life and health, but shows there has been no consideration whatsoever by TXDOT to protect, 
defend or fairly assess any concerns for the Tucker Hill Community.  



5

TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the already flawed analysis that 
produced a preference for Segment A creates an unfair burden on the residents of Tucker Hill. Once again, 
TxDOT appears to be showing a callous bias toward ‘future development’ rather than a commitment to current 
residents. It is impossible to fully understand the additional noise pollution, air pollution and other effects 
without additional study. It’s important to note that even with this new shifted Segment A, the cost to construct 
Segment B would be $100M less than Segment A. TxDOT’s actions are placing the residents of Tucker Hill in 
an untenable position and are knowingly causing irreparable harm to the community in favor of future 
development. I strongly object to the proposed shift of the A alignment. 

Community Cohesion 

• TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to Tucker Hill with Segment 
A and that there appears to be existing cohesion between Whitley Place, Mansions of Prosper, Luxe 
Prosper and Walnut Grove due to school districting once again is incorrect and appears to show a bias 
or, simply, a failure to conduct proper research. 

• Segment A will effectively sever Tucker Hill on both the south and eastern sides of the neighborhood 
from McKinney. This is atypical and will leave Tucker Hill, established within the city limits of McKinney 
in 2008, as the only established subdivision completely blocked off from McKinney on two sides of the 
neighborhood. In fact, the highway will sever Tucker Hill from the districted school, Reeves Elementary 
in Auburn Hills. It will also impact and, possibly, imperil the plans to connect Tucker Hill to both the 
school and the hike and bike trail system already in the city’s plans. The City of McKinney has noted in 
their planning documents and as Mayor Fuller reiterated in his email to Ceason, Clemons and 

TxDOT staff dated February 26th, 2023, Tucker Hill is a significantasset to the city. 

What may be most troubling, though, is TxDOT’s conclusion that somehow there is no cohesion 
impact when cutting Tucker Hill off from Reeves Elementary, but there appears to be an impact to the 
Prosper neighborhoods due to school zoning. However, the Walnut Grove neighborhood is not 
districted for Prosper ISD. The Mansions of Prosper neighborhood and the Luxe Prosper 
neighborhood are districted for different elementary and high schools than the Whitley Place 
neighborhood. In fact, Mansions of Prosper and Luxe Prosper share school zoning with Tucker Hill. 
The correct conclusion here should have been that given the shared school zoning between these 
neighborhoods (Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper, Tucker Hill and Auburn Hills) and the fact that 
Tucker Hill would become the only established subdivision to be severed from McKinney by the 
highway on two sides, with respect to community cohesion, Segment B is clearly the better alternative. 

Construction and Noise Pollution  

TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to construction and noise pollution. According to the 
TxDOT handbook this is incorrect and TxDOT must also include:  

“Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This section of the EA must identify and explain any impacts 
associated with construction activities. This includes light pollution; impacts associated with physical 
construction activity, temporary lane, road or bridge closures (including detours); and other traffic disruptions. 
Include the expected duration of any construction impacts, and explain any BMPs or other strategies that will 
be used to mitigate such impacts.”  

TxDOT must outline and detail all potential impacts during construction for both proposed Segments A and B 
and appropriately evaluate those impacts as part of the study. Importantly, TxDOT should provide all impacts 
and mitigation strategies related to construction prior to proceeding. Critically, with respect to Tucker Hill and 
the surrounding neighborhoods, what are the plans for egress to the neighborhood during construction and 
how will those plans impact the response time of emergency vehicles to points within the neighborhood? 

Air Pollution  
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Air pollution is a documented public health emergency, and can affect every organ in the body, including 
cognition. Children and the elderly are disproportionately vulnerable to air pollution, specifically PM2.5, and 
more so if they live in close proximity to a highway. Air pollution can cause a multitude of diseases in adults, 
including heart disease, and can breach the placental barrier during pregnancy, causing miscarriages and birth 
defects. These impacts are well documented and have been noted in academic studies for over a decade. 
TxDOT should not proceed with this project until they have conducted a full study of existing and future air 
pollution on this highway, both at the regional scale and immediately adjacent to the highway. TxDOT must be 
compliant with EPA’s health-based National Ambient Air Quality Standards.  

The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill neighborhood on the South and East sides. Winds in 
McKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-East meaning that for more days than not, air 
pollution will be blown and settled on the residents of Tucker Hill.  

It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT utilized an airspeed of 1 MPH. The average 
wind speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the prevailing winds are from the south and south-east. It 
appears that additional study must be completed to correctly understand what the adverse effects of air 
pollution would be on the Tucker Hill population. Additionally, if Segment A is selected, monitoring devices 
must be installed to monitor air quality before, during and after construction.  

The DEIS fails to address air pollution from traffic beyond tailpipe emissions. A growing body of academic 
research cites brake wear and tire friction as primary pollutants from traffic. The DEIS has not addressed either 
of these sources of pollutants, nor does it address benzene or Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs). We 
request that TxDOT complete detailed analyses of each of these pollutants, and compare pollutant levels on 
380 (for each pollutant) to expected levels during and after construction Segment A.  

The DEIS notes in several places that expected proliferation of electric vehicles (EVs) should improve air 
pollution in this corridor. This is not only abdicating responsibility for mitigating air pollution, but a 
misrepresentation of electric vehicles and their environmental benefits. While EVs do reduce tailpipe emissions 
from internal combustion engines (ICEs), they do nothing to reduce pollution from non-tailpipe sources 
including brake dust and tire friction. Pollution from tire friction may worsen in EVs due to increases in vehicle 
weight from electric batteries. Further, Texas’ electric grid is far from clean, and EVs that source their energy 
from unclean sources are, therefore, unclean themselves.  

The Mobile Source Air Toxins analysis in the DEIS is lacking and includes only a qualitative analysis. The 
DEIS claims that MSAT will decrease with time because of improved federal standards. We argue that this is 
an outsourcing of responsibility to mitigate air pollution in the 380 corridor, and request that TxDOT complete a 
quantitative MSAT analysis and a health impact assessment for all criteria pollutants.  

Quality of Comments Collected  

As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in soliciting comments. In 
addition to submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill residents, comments were solicited via Facebook 
with no links to the underlying studies or segment alternatives. TxDOT must vet all of the comments collected 
during the scoping project fully and determine that they were legitimately provided by residents. If the 
comments were not legitimate, they should be stricken from the project record.  

NEPA  

Paraphrasing from The Council on Environmental Quality (2021), TxDOT is obligated to evaluate feasible 
alternatives in enough detail so that a reader can compare and contrast the environmental effects of the 
various alternatives. Of note, NEPA reasonable alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from the 
technical and economic standpoint, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of TxDOT.  

“NEPA is About People and Places”  
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"Impacts include ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health impacts, whether adverse 
or beneficial. It is important to note that human beings are part of the environment (indeed, that is why 
Congress used the phrase “human environment” in NEPA), so when an EIS is prepared and economic or 
social and natural or physical environmental effects are interrelated, the EIS should discuss all of these 
effects." 

It is clear that TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst, unsavory. I ask that TxDOT 
respond to each of the issues discussed. As it stands, if TxDOT proceeds with their preferred Segment A they 
will be irreparably harming the residents of Tucker Hill, unfairly denying the residents’ ability to enjoy their 
neighborhood, severing them from their broader community and, potentially, justifying it with a fatally flawed 
Environmental Impact Study.  

Regards, 

Laurie L. Smith 

7412 Ardmore Street 

McKinney, TX 75071 
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From: Laurie Smith

Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2023 10:57 AM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: US 380 McKinney Bypass

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Endres and TXDOT:  
 

As a McKinney citizen  I understand that a bypass may be required to support growth in the northern corridor. 
However, in selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do harm to a significant percentage of 
McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant fiscal irresponsibility. This decision is made more 
egregious with the existence of a viable lower impact alternative. It appears irrefutable that Segment B is the 
better alternative and that there are serious flaws in the conclusions reached by TxDOT and in the underlying 
Environmental Impact Study (EIS). 
 

• I am a senior citizen and have several medical conditions, what will the proposed construction impact 
have on access and exit for my neighborhood for emergency vehicles like fire, police and ambulance? 

• Are there TXDOT plans to create a Stonebridge entrance/exit into/out of Tucker Hill to provide a much 
needed second location for ingress/egress? 

• What mitigation plans will TXDOT implement in the event they go forward with the ill-conceived Option 
A alternative? 

 

I am gravely concerned that TXDOT intends to wrap both the South and East sides of Tucker Hill in years long 
massive construction projects, with little consideration shown here to date, with regards to our overall safety, 
quality of life, mental, emotional and physical wellbeing: 

• Has there ever been any other TXDOT project that impacts a single community to the extent TXDOT 
will adversely impact Tucker Hill should this go forward? 

• What mitigation plans have been considered to counter adverse impacts to noise, pollution and quality 
of life? 

• What models or data sources have been utilized to determine viability, measurements and analytical 
data? 

• What year(s) of data have been gathered to determine such impacts? 

• What evidence exists or has been vetted with regards to home value based on these large, invasive 
and extended construction projects? 

Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants that cause harm to humans 
and a rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current and future impacts. If TxDOT will not mitigate 
these harms, then TxDOT should at the very least do a rigorous analysis of these harms and explicitly note the 
opportunities we forgo with the current preferred alignment. The pollution appendices are missing critical 
analyses and portions are invalid as presented. This project should not proceed until those egregious 
omissions and errors are corrected. 
 

As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of Segment A over Segment B 
is fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150 million more, applies criteria to support their decision 
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inconsistently, and provides numerous biased, false, and inconsistent findings in their environmental study. 
Furthermore, there is objective evidence of political maneuvering, campaigning, and rezoning efforts by the 
City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn these 
actions as unethical and improper. 
 

The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council on Environmental Quality 
(CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021), decisions on an alignment must be based on what is practical and feasible 
from a technical and economic standpoint, rather than what is desirable from the standpoint of the agency 
(i.e, TxDOT). 

In order to ensure resolution and the creation of the best project possible, we, the homeowners and taxpayers 
request that: 

 

• TxDOT issue a second draft of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in the current draft EIS 

• Any Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) have a 90-day review period, with an official public 
comment period, and that the FEIS be unbundled from the Record of Decision 

 

The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A: 
 

• Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes 2 versus 5. However, segment A is one mile longer, 
has 6 new interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential major utility conflicts versus just two for 
Segment B and displaces 15 businesses versus zero businesses for Segment B. 

• Segment B would have less of an environmental impact. Segment A would encroach on twice the 
wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and streams and more acreage of forests, prairies 
and grasslands than Segment B. Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged 
over 150 years. Finally, there would be no hazardous material sites impacted on Segment B and 
TXDOT has identified 2 with Segment A. 

• Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to the taxpayers is that the 
estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M more than Segment B. 

• Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 Highway increasing the risk 
of work zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic patterns. Additionally, the requirement to lower 
the existing grade in bedrock and cantilever local lanes in a restricted ROW width, while preferred for 
the longterm, will significantly increase the construction time, safety risk and disruption compared to 
route B. Priority has not been given to safety and the increased risk of fatal accidents, including those 
induced by a change in grade and, not one, but two 90 degree turns. 

• TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned future residential 
homes. It appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of unidentified future residents, property 
investors or developers over the impact of existing McKinney residents. The voices of the current 
residents should be a priority over unidentified future residents. 

• TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under 
construction west of Custer Road. Once again, this appears to accrue to the benefit of future residents 
or current investors, not the current residents of McKinney. 

• TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, 
the subject of substantial public concern”. In fact, there is no great “public concern” over MainGait. The 
facility does serve a noble purpose, but that purpose is nowhere near the public concern of the impact 
to the existing residents of Tucker Hill who include retired veterans, disabled residents (both young and 
old), seniors 55+ and countless children.  
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More concerning to members of Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney community is that TxDOT calls out 
the impact of the ROW to the property belonging to the founder of MainGait. The founder of MainGait is no 
ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill Darling, a former real estate developer and home builder who stands to gain 
personally by the selection of Segment A over B. In particular, Bill Darling and/or other associates of the 
Darling company, leveraged ownership of 43 Tucker Hill lots to submit comments against Segment B in favor 
of Segment A – essentially impersonated residents of Tucker Hill. TxDOT’s own findings indicate that the 
continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and has stated Segment B “would not make the ManeGait 
inaccessible to persons with disabilities and would not violate the Americans with Disabilities Act.” Furthermore 
and perhaps most egregious is that ManeGait stated and TxDOT perpetuated the false claim that ManeGait 
provides “essential” services to protected citizens, which was a misrepresentation and may have swayed 
public opinion. 

• What criteria or rationale has TXDOT used in assessing options A & B in comparison to one another? 

• Where is the criteria for A over B documented? 

• Why hasn’t the criteria been uniformly and consistently applied across all options, A, B, C, D, etc. 

In direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT still concluded Segment A was the preferred route 
option. 

TxDOT relied on the EIS to support their conclusion. Of critical concern to Tucker Hill and the greater 
McKinney community is what appears to be flaws in the underlying TxDOT analysis and interpretation of the 
EIS. I will attempt to detail each of my concerns individually. My comments however, are not meant to be a 
complete listing of the errors or omissions in the study, but simply those that this compressed timeframe has 
allowed me to identify. 

Noise Pollution 

The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased. The importance of this is underscored by the 
existing scientific literature showing the association between traffic and related noise on physical and mental 
health. The study evaluated only a single barrier south of the community. It appears the study was biased 
toward providing more data around MainGait, a facility with transient guests, then Tucker Hill, a community of 
over 380 homes with plans for over 600. Additionally, it appears that there has been no regard taken to Tucker 
Hill’s numerous veteran residents, elderly residents or our residents with disabilities – collectively, who likely 
outnumber MainGait’s transient guests. In fact, Tucker Hill was classified, by TxDOT, as a standard residential 
area with an acceptable NAC level of 67 and precluded from participating in any future noise studies. This is 
both incorrect and unacceptable. Tucker Hill is a “front porch” community and every home is designed with a 
front porch that encourages outdoor activities and interactions between neighbors. Tucker Hill 

should be reclassified as Category A to preserve the essence of the neighborhood and the neighborhood 
should be included in any future noise abatement studies. 

The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise on the community. Yet, 
TxDOT, while proposing to surround the neighborhood on both the south and east side with a highway, 
believes the noise impact to be acceptable. TxDOT has not met their burden in any way, and moving forward 
with flawed data will cause irreparable harm to the residents of Tucker Hill, especially the young, elderly and 
disabled who do not regularly leave the neighborhood. A new noise study must be conducted with more 
receptors and sound barriers across both the south and east side of the neighborhood must be included in any 
Segment A option. Finally, it appears untenable that TxDOT could make any conclusion about the noise impact 
on Tucker Hill without fully understanding the impact of their proposed Segment A shift on the east side of the 
neighborhood. 

Community Impacts 

TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park and the Tucker Hill Community Center in their community 
impact study as the only community spaces without identifying the population they serve. First, Tucker Hill 
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houses a community center, two town squares, two community parks, a community pool, a dog park, two fire 
pits, an amphitheater and a rooftop event space in the Harvard Park commercial area. The community spaces 
can be found filled with residents on almost any sunny day. Tucker Hill hosts many little league practices from 
Prosper and McKinney in our neighborhood parks and is a Christmas Holiday destination for people all across 
the region to visit our lighted homes. Furthermore, the community has a long history of events supporting 
organizations like Ethan for Autism, 29 Acres and the Down Syndrome Guild of Dallas. TxDOT has not 
demonstrated that they have completed any research into the impacted population (including children of all 
ages, elderly, seniors 55+, veterans and residents with disabilities) of these facilities. Once again, this is an 
egregious omission and appears to show substantial bias for MainGait and other facilities that serve guests as 
opposed to residents. 

Aesthetic Impacts 

TxDOT has not completed the required aesthetic impact analysis for the whole project. 

Traffic Analysis 

TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed. TxDOT’s original traffic projection methodology was deemed to be 
incomplete and inconsistent by the Texas A&M Transportation Institute (TTI) in September of 2020. In March 
2021, TTI noted that they still had not been provided traffic data for the “No Build vs Build scenarios”. At that 
time TTI deemed that the growth rates used in the revised study were acceptable for “short-term growth (from 
2020 to the pivot year of 2040)”. Unfortunately, TxDOT has not addressed how their growth rate calculation 
using a linear regression could be acceptable if the baseline year for traffic growth is 2020. In every 
commercial or municipal environment, 2020 is seen as a data anomaly because of the impact of the pandemic 
and an unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes of any kind. TxDOT’s traffic analysis continues to be 
flawed and incomplete. 

Two 90 degree curves 

More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a horizontal curve, and the average crash rate for 
horizontal curves is about three times that of other types of highway segments 
(https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/). In 2022 the United States 
Department of Transportation released their National Roadway Safety Strategy, which endorsed zero fatalities 
as the national goal and promotes building safety into the design of roads. TxDOT did not compare the safety 
risks including injury and fatality based on the highway designs of alternatives A and B. Segment A (the current 
preferred alignment) has two 90 degree curves. It also does not appear that TxDOT considered this safety 
risk in their decision. 

As such, TxDOT must include an analysis that compares alternatives A and B on the probability of accidents, 
injury, and fatalities. In addition, TxDOT must justify why they would choose a more dangerous alignment and 
one that goes against the US Department of Transportation’s strategy. 

An important question exists and is unanswered as to why is a bypass is still necessary with the 
recent Custer Road expansion, Ridge Road construction, both going through to the Outer Loop: 

 

• What studies or analysis have been performed to determine how this impacts traffic through 
the corridor? 

• Why is an additional road (bypass) necessary within the Custer to Ridge space? 

• Has any consideration gone into determining if these roads, along with planned NTTA expansion of the North 

Dallas Tollroad, won’t significantly reduce traffic through the 380 path? 
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Shift Closer to Tucker Hill 

Furthermore, TXDOT is now proposing a shift of the bypass to a path much closer to Tucker Hill, this 
has never been discussed prior to the final EIS and subsequent comment period and meetings, this is 
very concerning in that this further adverse condition impact Tucker Hill in all the above mentioned 
concerns.  Moving the path even closer to an established, unique community is not only detrimental to 
quality of life and health, but shows there has been no consideration whatsoever by TXDOT to protect, 
defend or fairly assess any concerns for the Tucker Hill Community.  

TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the already flawed analysis that 
produced a preference for Segment A creates an unfair burden on the residents of Tucker Hill. Once again, 
TxDOT appears to be showing a callous bias toward ‘future development’ rather than a commitment to current 
residents. It is impossible to fully understand the additional noise pollution, air pollution and other effects 
without additional study. It’s important to note that even with this new shifted Segment A, the cost to construct 
Segment B would be $100M less than Segment A. TxDOT’s actions are placing the residents of Tucker Hill in 
an untenable position and are knowingly causing irreparable harm to the community in favor of future 
development. I strongly object to the proposed shift of the A alignment. 

Community Cohesion 

 

• TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to Tucker Hill with Segment 
A and that there appears to be existing cohesion between Whitley Place, Mansions of Prosper, Luxe 
Prosper and Walnut Grove due to school districting once again is incorrect and appears to show a bias 
or, simply, a failure to conduct proper research. 

• Segment A will effectively sever Tucker Hill on both the south and eastern sides of the neighborhood 
from McKinney. This is atypical and will leave Tucker Hill, established within the city limits of McKinney 
in 2008, as the only established subdivision completely blocked off from McKinney on two sides of the 
neighborhood. In fact, the highway will sever Tucker Hill from the districted school, Reeves Elementary 
in Auburn Hills. It will also impact and, possibly, imperil the plans to connect Tucker Hill to both the 
school and the hike and bike trail system already in the city’s plans. The City of McKinney has noted in 
their planning documents and as Mayor Fuller reiterated in his email to Ceason, Clemons and 

TxDOT staff dated February 26th, 2023, Tucker Hill is a significantasset to the city. 

 

What may be most troubling, though, is TxDOT’s conclusion that somehow there is no cohesion 
impact when cutting Tucker Hill off from Reeves Elementary, but there appears to be an impact to the 
Prosper neighborhoods due to school zoning. However, the Walnut Grove neighborhood is not 
districted for Prosper ISD. The Mansions of Prosper neighborhood and the Luxe Prosper 
neighborhood are districted for different elementary and high schools than the Whitley Place 
neighborhood. In fact, Mansions of Prosper and Luxe Prosper share school zoning with Tucker Hill. 
The correct conclusion here should have been that given the shared school zoning between these 
neighborhoods (Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper, Tucker Hill and Auburn Hills) and the fact that 
Tucker Hill would become the only established subdivision to be severed from McKinney by the 
highway on two sides, with respect to community cohesion, Segment B is clearly the better alternative. 

Construction and Noise Pollution 

TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to construction and noise pollution. According to the 
TxDOT handbook this is incorrect and TxDOT must also include: 
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“Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This section of the EA must identify and explain any impacts 
associated with construction activities. This includes light pollution; impacts associated with physical 
construction activity, temporary lane, road or bridge closures (including detours); and other traffic disruptions. 
Include the expected duration of any construction impacts, and explain any BMPs or other strategies that will 
be used to mitigate such impacts.” 

TxDOT must outline and detail all potential impacts during construction for both proposed Segments A and B 
and appropriately evaluate those impacts as part of the study. Importantly, TxDOT should provide all impacts 
and mitigation strategies related to construction prior to proceeding. Critically, with respect to Tucker Hill and 
the surrounding neighborhoods, what are the plans for egress to the neighborhood during construction and 
how will those plans impact the response time of emergency vehicles to points within the neighborhood? 

Air Pollution 

Air pollution is a documented public health emergency, and can affect every organ in the body, including 
cognition. Children and the elderly are disproportionately vulnerable to air pollution, specifically PM2.5, and 
more so if they live in close proximity to a highway. Air pollution can cause a multitude of diseases in adults, 
including heart disease, and can breach the placental barrier during pregnancy, causing miscarriages and birth 
defects. These impacts are well documented and have been noted in academic studies for over a decade. 
TxDOT should not proceed with this project until they have conducted a full study of existing and future air 
pollution on this highway, both at the regional scale and immediately adjacent to the highway. TxDOT must be 
compliant with EPA’s health-based National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill neighborhood on the South and East sides. Winds in 
McKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-East meaning that for more days than not, air 
pollution will be blown and settled on the residents of Tucker Hill. 

It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT utilized an airspeed of 1 MPH. The average 
wind speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the prevailing winds are from the south and south-east. It 
appears that additional study must be completed to correctly understand what the adverse effects of air 
pollution would be on the Tucker Hill population. Additionally, if Segment A is selected, monitoring devices 
must be installed to monitor air quality before, during and after construction. 

The DEIS fails to address air pollution from traffic beyond tailpipe emissions. A growing body of academic 
research cites brake wear and tire friction as primary pollutants from traffic. The DEIS has not addressed either 
of these sources of pollutants, nor does it address benzene or Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs). We 
request that TxDOT complete detailed analyses of each of these pollutants, and compare pollutant levels on 
380 (for each pollutant) to expected levels during and after construction Segment A. 

The DEIS notes in several places that expected proliferation of electric vehicles (EVs) should improve air 
pollution in this corridor. This is not only abdicating responsibility for mitigating air pollution, but a 
misrepresentation of electric vehicles and their environmental benefits. While EVs do reduce tailpipe emissions 
from internal combustion engines (ICEs), they do nothing to reduce pollution from non-tailpipe sources 
including brake dust and tire friction. Pollution from tire friction may worsen in EVs due to increases in vehicle 
weight from electric batteries. Further, Texas’ electric grid is far from clean, and EVs that source their energy 
from unclean sources are, therefore, unclean themselves. 

The Mobile Source Air Toxins analysis in the DEIS is lacking and includes only a qualitative analysis. The 
DEIS claims that MSAT will decrease with time because of improved federal standards. We argue that this is 
an outsourcing of responsibility to mitigate air pollution in the 380 corridor, and request that TxDOT complete a 
quantitative MSAT analysis and a health impact assessment for all criteria pollutants. 

Quality of Comments Collected 
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As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in soliciting comments. In 
addition to submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill residents, comments were solicited via Facebook 
with no links to the underlying studies or segment alternatives. TxDOT must vet all of the comments collected 
during the scoping project fully and determine that they were legitimately provided by residents. If the 
comments were not legitimate, they should be stricken from the project record. 

NEPA 

Paraphrasing from The Council on Environmental Quality (2021), TxDOT is obligated to evaluate feasible 
alternatives in enough detail so that a reader can compare and contrast the environmental effects of the 
various alternatives. Of note, NEPA reasonable alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from the 
technical and economic standpoint, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of TxDOT. 

“NEPA is About People and Places” 

"Impacts include ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health impacts, whether adverse 
or beneficial. It is important to note that human beings are part of the environment (indeed, that is why 
Congress used the phrase “human environment” in NEPA), so when an EIS is prepared and economic or 
social and natural or physical environmental effects are interrelated, the EIS should discuss all of these 
effects." 

It is clear that TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst, unsavory. I ask that TxDOT 
respond to each of the issues discussed. As it stands, if TxDOT proceeds with their preferred Segment A they 
will be irreparably harming the residents of Tucker Hill, unfairly denying the residents’ ability to enjoy their 
neighborhood, severing them from their broader community and, potentially, justifying it with a fatally flawed 
Environmental Impact Study. 

Regards, 

Laurie L. Smith 

7412 Ardmore Street 

McKinney, TX 75071 
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From: Laurie Sweet 

Sent: Monday, April 17, 2023 8:58 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: TxDOT 380 Bypass

Attachments: 20223-04-17 US 380 Segement A Comments.pdf

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

I am a resident of McKinney, Tx and a homeowner in Tucker Hill Development.  I want to strongly SUPPORT segment B of 

the proposed 380 expansion.  As a resident of TH we only have 2 exits from our neighborhood, both out to 380.  Any 

construction for 3-5 years in front of our neighborhood would severely impact our safety.   

What safeguards will be implemented should you proceed with A for our community during construction?   

Emergency vehicle response times would be greatly increased.  This also would continue based on your drawing of what 

segment A would look like as any emergency vehicle coming from the west would have to go beyond TH and if we had to 

go east to Baylor hospital we would have to head west first.   

How is TxDOT going to address this issue also during the construction phase?   

We have been hearing for 7 years that Stonebridge is going to be extended but still has not so no guarantees that it will 

be prior to construction.   

Is this something TxDOT will take a proactive approach on? 

 

Further, your own matrix shows the number of businesses, residents, and other displacements to be less with B.  Cost is 

much less, nearly $150m, with your current estimates with B.  You even state it could go higher with the utility re-

routing.   Environmental impact is even less with option B. Segment A could have a potential high-risk EPA clean up 

where B has zero.  These are all things from your own study. 

There are numerous other issues and questions with regard to the study used to base your decision.   I have attached a 

copy of all issues and supported references. 

1) What study has TxDOT done to show the full impact of air quality both during and after construction?   

2) Where were those monitors located?   

3) What dates and times were collected during this study?   

4)What list of assumptions did TxDOT use in regards to weather etc during this study? 

5) Please answer the same questions above for the sound study that was done in Tucker Hill.   

6) Why are there no plans to put up sound barriers on the north side (Tucker Hill) but on the south side 

(Stonebridge)?  Prevailing winds are from the south and we would be affected most. 

7) Segment A consists of 2 90 degree turns.  What studies have been done on the safety of those as compared to the 

gradual lane shift in B? 

 

Laurie Sweet 



From: Laurie Taylor  

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 1:54 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 By Pass No to Option A- Yes to Option B  

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

I would like to formally request an extension of the comment period. We need more time to fully 

evaluate the impacts and possible mitigation measures that can be taken to protect Tucker Hill as well as 

the other communities and businesses affected by Option A. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Laurie Taylor 

 

"Finally, brothers and sisters, whatever is true, whatever is noble, whatever is right , whatever is pure, 

whatever is lovely, whatever is admirable- if anything is excellent or praiseworthy-  think about such 

things. Whatever you have learned  or received or heard from me, or seen in me- put into practice. And 

the God of peace will be with you." Philippians 4:8-9 



From: Leah Caputo  

Sent: Friday, March 10, 2023 6:24 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Leah Caputo 

 



From: Lee Ingram 

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 10:28 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A (US 380 Bypass Project) 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of 
Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I 
understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax 
burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less 
overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens 
throughout McKinney.  
 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 
Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  
 

Sincerely, 
Lee Ingram 

 

1504 Roxboro Ln 

McKinney, TX 75071 

 

214-995-0614 



From: Rhonda Schmid <Rhonda.Schmid@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 9:43 AM 

To: Ashton Strong <Ashton.Strong@txdot.gov> 

Cc: Dawn Robertson <Dawn.Robertson@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Public Records Request (R023784-030623) - Taylor - DUE 3-13-2023 

  

Hello Ashton, 

  

TxDOT received the following open records request.  Does your office have responsive 

records? 

  

Describe the Record(s) 

Requested: 

My personal Comments to TXDOT about route A & B for the 380 

Bypass comments. I live at 2116 Tremont Blvd, McKinney, TX 

75071 

  

Thank you. 

  

  

 

Rhonda Schmid 

Resource Management Analyst/Open Records Coordinator 

4777 E. US Highway 80 

Mesquite, TX 75150 



From: Leigh Taylor 

Sent: Tuesday, March 21, 2023 11:18 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Noise Pollution Study Hw. 380 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hi Stephen,  

 

I live in Tucker Hill and wanted to know how I find out when the Noise pollution studies were 

conducted? What SPL meter was used? LEQA was over what period of time and what time of day? 

Or, were these computer calculated projections? These are things I'm not finding in the study. 

 

Thanks so much for your time! 

Leigh Taylor 

2116 Tremont Blvd 

McKinney, TX 75071 
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From: Leigh Taylor 

Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2023 10:14 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: 380 bypass Comments submission

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

To Whom it may concern, 

 

Please add these comments to my previous questions and comments. Thank you! 

 

As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I believe that TXDOT’s recommendation of Segment A over Segment B is 

fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150 million more, applies criteria to support their decision 

inconsistently, and provides numerous biased, false, and inconsistent findings in their environmental study.  

 

Furthermore, there is objective evidence of political maneuvering, lobbying/campaigning, and rezoning efforts by the 

City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn these actions as 

unethical and improper.  

 

The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 

requires. Per CEQ(2021), decisions on an alignment must be based on what is practical and feasible from a technical and 

economic standpoint, rather than what is desirable from the standpoint of the agency (i.e, TxDOT).   

 

As a McKinney homeowner, I believe a bypass may be required to support growth in the northern corridor. However, in 

selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do harm to a significant percentage of McKinney residents and will 

demonstrate significant fiscal irresponsibility. This decision is made more egregious with the existence of a viable lower-

impact alternative. It appears irrefutable that Segment B, or an unexplored West of Custer Rd. alternative is the better 

alternative, and that there are some serious flaws in the conclusions reached by TxDOT and in the underlying 

Environmental Impact Study (EIS).  

 

Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants that cause harm to humans and a 

rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current and future impacts.  

 

If TxDOT will not mitigate these harms, then TxDOT should at the very least do a rigorous analysis of these harms and 

explicitly note the opportunities we forgo with the currently preferred alignment. The pollution appendices are missing 

critical analyses and portions. This project should not proceed until those egregious omissions and errors are corrected. 

In order to ensure resolution and the creation of the best project possible, we request that:  

 

●TxDOT issue a second dra@ of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in the current draft EIS.  

●Any Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) have a 90-day review period, with an official public comment 

period, and that the FEIS be unbundled from the Record of Decision 

 

Also, I believe the Noise study that was conducted for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased. The importance of this is 

underscored by the existing scientific literature showing the association between traffic and related noise on physical 

and mental health. There is data showing that a home near noisy highways affects the sleep cycles of residents, which in 

turn affects their overall health. The organ most affected is the heart which leads to a shorter lifespan. There is also a 

ton of data that shows excess noise is the leading cause of tinnitus, an epidemic in our society. The study evaluated only 
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a single barrier south of the community. It appears the study was biased toward providing more data around Main Gait, 

a facility with transient guests, thenTuckerHill, a community of over380 homes with plans for over 600. Additionally, it 

appears that there has been no regard taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous veteran residents, elderly residents, or our 

residents with disabilities–collectively, who likely outnumber MainGait’s transient guests. I have two children diagnosed 

with sensory issues and without any noise abatement as proposed by TXDot, they will most definitely be affected.  

 

Regarding the noise study, I have the following questions: 

 

1. Why was only one data point used to collect the decibel level?  

 

2. Why was this time chosen, before Noon, during a time when many cars were not on the streets? 

 

3. When the decibel data was collected, had traffic patterns returned to normal "Pre-Covid" levels?  

 

4. Why was that date for decibel measurement chosen, given that it was not at all a typical traffic time?  

 

5. Will there be more decibel measurements during normal high-traffic times, to make sure you are accurate with your 

decibel increases if this 380 bypass is placed where TXDot is preferring it be placed? 

 

6. Have you considered the decibel measurements from other similar depressed hwy. areas, like that in Frisco, across 

from Scottish Rite Hospital? When I went to go take measurements, the decibels went well above the data that was in 

the Noise study. 

 

7. Why is an increase of 40% to 50% in decibels, okay for a front porch community filled with people of various ages, 

disabilities and sensory issues? What data do have supporting that this will not negatively affect our health and our 

mental health? 

 

8. Why was there no data on what the Noise or pollution will be like during the construction phase? 

 

9. Why was there no data on what the noise will be like from the shift WEST of the proposed route?  

 

10. Will there be a noise study done to see how this shift will affect the homes off of Grassmere, the park area, the dog 

park area and the future proposed walking trails in the community when it is built out? 

 

I would like to also go on record, that the shift WEST, away from Billingsly property, should be moved back to where it 

was planned originally. This, RAISED hwy bypass will most definitely affect the residents of Tucker Hill and there are zero 

studies on this. You cannot just move a highway closer to residents, without conducting any research on how this will 

affect their mental and physical help.  

 

I would urge TXDot to do more research on the effects of these increases in noise. We are not talking about a minor 

increase, we are talking about a percentage. 4 dbl increase, is a 40% increase in noise. 5 dbl is a 50% increase in noise. 

When you consider the mental health crisis in this country and are now informed that noise pollution is a large 

contributor to mental health issues, you should at the very least, place sound barriers and help with other noise-

mitigating processes.   

 

Tucker Hill is a “front porch” community and every home is designed with a front porch that encourages outdoor 

activities and interactions between neighbors.  The noise study itself appeared to use an outdated data program that 

has been updated to help correct the flaws that can be found within the version of the program used. Why wasn't a 

more updated program used for noise data collection? Why was it acceptable to use an outdated version?  

 

Tucker Hill has been designed in a way to help fight against mental health issues, by encouraging outdoor living and 

engaging with their neighbors on daily basis. It is truly a unique place within McKinney and you will be destroying the 
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very things that communities should be doing to help us fight against our mental and physical health crisis in this 

country. Healthy living and healthy minds are what can be found in the way Tucker Hill is built and hope to be further 

developed. TXDot needs to consider this and abandon their plans to build Route A. TxDot, at the very least, needs to 

help encourage this type of community and not negatively affect it.  

 

Thank you for your time, recording my comments and considering my questions. 

 

Leigh Taylor 

2116 Tremont Blvd 

McKinney, TX 75071 

 

Leigh Taylor 

EP @ Defacto 

818-481-4449 

www.defactosound.com 

www.20k.org 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Monday, March 6, 2023 1:13 PM 

To: Leigh Wilcox 

Subject: RE: 380 Bypass NE McKinney - Oppose Plan C / Support Plan D  

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Leigh Wilcox  

Sent: Monday, March 6, 2023 11:58 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>; 

Subject: 380 Bypass NE McKinney - Oppose Plan C / Support Plan D 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Good Morning, 

 

I’m writing to express my sincere concern over plans for the 380 bypass. Plan C would negatively affect 

far more residences, businesses and wildlife than would Plan D. Plan C would divide residential and 

farming/ranching communities, greatly disrupting their functions. Plan C is strongly opposed by Texas 

Parks and Wildlife because it would eliminate a large area of suitable habitat for 

endangered/threatened species. 

 

Please help protect the residences, businesses and wildlife that currently exist along Plan C and help 

push for the Plan D instead. 

 

Sincerely, 

~Leigh Wilcox 

Collin County Resident 

 



From: Leigh Wilcox 

Sent: Friday, March 24, 2023 2:58 PM 

To:  Stephen 

Endres 

Subject: 380 Bypass, NE McKinney 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Dear Senator Paxton, Representative Leach, and Mr. Endres: 

 

I am writing to inform you that as a resident of Collin County and frequent driver on Highway 380, I 

strongly oppose Segment C and support Segment D. Segment D would have lower environmental impact 

and fewer homes, businesses, and community services would be affected. 

 

Sincerely, 

~Leigh Wilcox 

Collin County Resident 

 

Please excuse any typos - Sent from my iPhone 



From: Leila Reposa  

Sent: Friday, March 10, 2023 11:09 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 





From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 8:47 AM 

To: 'leland caldwell' 

Subject: RE: FM 1827/US 380 Key Map 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C80fca972da2340703b1508db199dcaa8%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131937717251640%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=EiT7nXF%2BlZ1fLPEqAR1I7MpW8Lv5mO4hxnXWhIqAq8k%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C80fca972da2340703b1508db199dcaa8%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131937717251640%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=EiT7nXF%2BlZ1fLPEqAR1I7MpW8Lv5mO4hxnXWhIqAq8k%3D&reserved=0


214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Mohammad Khoshkar <Mohammad.Khoshkar@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 7:58 AM 

To: 'leland caldwell'  

Cc: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>; Madison Schein <Madison.Schein@txdot.gov> 

Subject: FM 1827/US 380 Key Map 

 

Leland, 
 
This information will be sent to Txdot’s team  for the review and comment. Please 
contact me if you have any questions. 
 
Regards, 
Mo Khoshkar 
 
 
 

From: leland caldwell   

Sent: Monday, February 27, 2023 2:54 PM 

To: Mohammad Khoshkar <Mohammad.Khoshkar@txdot.gov> 

Cc: leland caldwell  

Subject: 1827/US 380 Key Map 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Khoshkar, 
 
I am D.L. Caldwell's brother, Leland. D. L. and I came out to your office for a couple of 
minutes this past Friday. It was nice meeting you and I am following up with sending you an attachment 
which shows the one map we would like to get the more detailed version of. It is the one that Txdot had 
on display at the most recent meeting at the Collin County Courthouse. It is the last map from Segment C. 
 
Could you please have someone send us a copy of the map where Segment C comes in at US Hwy 380? 
The map that was being displayed had a more refined version in the right hand upper corner and 
illustrated that the initial map showing kind of a cul-de-sac there on the South side of 380 at FM 1827 has 
been refined somewhat and does not include a cul-de-sac there. We do not really care one way or 
another, but we are trying to begin planning  for the future in that area and D.L. owns a couple of 
structures on the Northeast corner of that location. The structures previously belonged to a Mr. Billy 
Carroll and Texdot already purchased the frontage and house there and has already torn the house 
down. D.L. now owns the remaining portion of the property that Mr. Carroll owned previously. 
 
We understand the precise route at the location has not yet been determined the and the maps only 
represent preferred roues, alternatives, and some refinements of those. We understand any map sent to 
us is subject to change. 
 



Thank you so much. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
Leland R. Caldwell  
Attorney at Law 
Visiting Magistrate Judge 
Texas Bar Number: 00797814 
Office Number: 972-369-7979 

 
3067 CR 330 
McKinney, Texas 75071 
 
This email is covered by the Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 U.S.C., Sections 2510-2521, and is legally privileged. Unauthorized 
review, use, disclosure or distribution is strictly prohibited. This email may also be subject to the attorney-client privilege or the attorney work 
product privilege or be otherwise confidential. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient or an employee or agent responsible 
for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, or reproduction of this 
communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately at 972-369-7979 and 
discard the original message and any attachment(s). Thank you for your cooperation.  

  

 

 

  

 

 





From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 4:35 PM 

To: Leslie Allcorn 

Cc: Dan Perge; John Hudspeth; Travis Campbell; Ashton Strong; Grace Lo; Melissa 

Meyer; Tony Hartzel; Madison Schein; Christine Polito; Ceason Clemens 

Subject: RE: 380 impact on Tucker Hill 

 

We received your request to extend the comment period for the US 380 EIS project. 

 

The Notice of Availability (NOA) for Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was posted on January 

20, 2023. 

The public hearing was held on February 16th and 21st. 

The original comment period ended on March 21, 2023. 

 

TxDOT will extend the comment period 15 days one time only to April 5, 2023. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Leslie Allcorn 

Sent: Sunday, March 12, 2023 3:48 PM 

To: Ceason Clemens <Ceason.Clemens@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 impact on Tucker Hill 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

I would like to formally request an extension to the comment period because more time is needed to 

fully evaluate the impacts and possible mitigation measures that can be taken to protect Tucker Hill and 

it's surrounding neighbors and businesses from the more expensive and intrusive Option A. 

 

Thanks for your consideration 

 

Leslie Allcorn 

 

7312 Ripley Street 
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From: Leslie Allcorn 

Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2023 5:36 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: 380 expansion concerns

Attachments: US 380 Segement A Comments vJB.pdf

This email originated from outside of the organiza�on. Do not click links or open a�achments unless you recognize the 

sender and know the content is safe. 

 

To Whom it may Concern; 

 

We are residents of Tucker Hill and have great concerns about Segment A. 

I am confused by the inconsistencies with the choices of segments. It was stated in the choice between C and D that the 

choice was made to affect fewer homes. However, Segment A affects more homes than Segment B. Please explain. Also, 

I'm not happy about the irresponsibility of spending at least $200 million more for Segment A. It makes no common 

sense. 

 

My husband and I chose Tucker Hill because of it's unique charm and front porch living. Noise and air quality threaten to 

steal that from us. 

 

Please read the a�ached PDF for more detailed reasonings. 

 

I urge you to choose Segment B based on common sense and responsible spending. 

 

 

Respec3ully, 

 

Leslie Allcorn 

 



From: Salam,Leticia 

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 9:54 AM 

Subject: Please send before April 5th - Oppose Segment C (Catastrophe) 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

• Severely damages one of the largest remaining forests in 

central Collin County 

• Destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodlands and 141% 

more acres of grassland and prairie. 

• Disturbs the wetland that serve as refuge for wildlife, including 

beavers, river otters, turtles, migratory and non-migratory 

water and forest birds, frogs, etc. 

• Eliminates a large area of suitable habitat for endangered/ 

threatened species. 

• Affects and displaces 383% more homes (29 vs. 6), 300% more 

businesses (16 vs. 4), and more community resources. 

• Strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife  
 

E-MAIL CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information transmitted in this e-mail and in any replies and 

forwards are for the sole use of the above individual(s) or entities and may contain proprietary, 

privileged and/or highly confidential information. Any unauthorized dissemination, review, distribution 

or copying of these communications is strictly prohibited. If this e-mail has been transmitted to you in 

error, please notify and return the original message to the sender immediately at the above listed 

address. Thank you for your cooperation. 







One of the objectives of this project is to reduce the flow of traffic on current US 380 and improve safety.

It seems that the proposed US 380 freeway did provide extra capacity for east-west movement, but the

situation on current US 380 will not improve based on traffic projection data. See image below of

existing US 380 projection at Hardin Blvd (Taken from DEIS Appendix I, Gold Alternative, Sheet 48 of 61).

The AADT projected west of Hardin Blvd will still be closed 50,000 vpd. And if you look at the count

stations on US 380 near that location, it is about 52,000 vpd in 2019. Everyone along that corridor knows

that currently it is very congested with this level of traffic. Other locations are better than at Hardin, but

you will find that the traffic on US 380 will grow back to its current level near 50,000 vpd between Ridge

Rd and US 75 sometime between 2030 to 2050. The shift doesn't seem that effective in re-routing traffic

given that there are many establishments and neighborhoods along US 380. Before you could reach year

2050, the current US 380 will revert back to what it is today without much improvement on local traffic

nor on safety.

Google map shows that using the current US 380, it will take 16 minutes minimum to travel between

project limits. I will assume the free flow travel time is about 16 minutes. From the public meeting

material, the preferred alternative (Seg A-E-C) will be about 15.8 miles and with a free flow travel speed

of 75 mph, it will take about 13 minutes to travel between limits. During off-peak periods, this

improvement in travel time does not seem that appealing.

Also, the total bridge length for the preferred alternative (Seg A-E-C) is 22.92 miles according to the

provided material. I am surprised that the elevated freeway alternative was never mentioned in the

feasibility study and in alternative study. The total length of the US 380 is 11.2 miles, and if you could fit

piers on existing ROW, the total bridge length may be about 22 miles or less considering you could

expand ROW and build at-grade in some segments.







From: Linda Generazio  

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 1:01 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Linda A. Generazio  



From: 

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 9:04 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 Expansion - Comments and Ques&ons 

A�achments: Comments on 380 project 04-19-23.pdf 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hello Mr. Endres, 

 

I am a homeowner in Tucker Hill.  Please see my notes and ques&ons regarding the 380 expansion 

project; I would love to meet in person, by phone, or read your responses via email. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Linda Beene 

 

Linda C. Beene CPA, LLC 
6841 Virginia Pkwy, Ste 103-445 

McKinney, TX  75071 

 

T: 469-450-8056 

F: 972-709-4391 

 
 

This electronic mail message and any attached files contain information intended for the exclusive use of the individual(s) or entity to whom it 

is addressed and may contain information that is proprietary, privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If 

you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any viewing, copying, disclosure or distribution of this information may be 

subject to legal restriction or sanction. Please notify the sender, by electronic mail or telephone, of any unintended recipients and delete the 

original message without making any copies.  

 

 



 Linda G. Clough 
 7312 Easley Dr 

 McKinney,  TX 75071 

 April 18, 2023 

 To whom it may concern: 

 As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of 
 Segment A over Segment B is fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150 
 million more, applies criteria to support their decision inconsistently, and provides 
 numerous biased, false, and inconsistent findings in their environmental study. 
 Furthermore, there is objective evidence of political maneuvering, campaigning, and 
 rezoning efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed 
 TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn these actions as unethical and improper. 

 The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council on 
 Environmental Quality  (CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021),  decisions on an alignment 
 must be based on what is practical and feasible from a technical and economic 
 standpoint,  rather than what is desirable from the  standpoint of the agency (i.e, 
 TxDOT). 

 As a McKinney homeowner, I believe a bypass may be required to support growth in the 
 northern corridor.  However, in selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do 
 harm to a significant percentage of McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant 
 fiscal irresponsibility.  This decision is made more egregious with the existence of a 
 viable lower impact alternative.   It appears irrefutable that Segment B is the better 
 alternative and that there are serious flaws in the conclusions reached by TxDOT and in 
 the underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS). 

 Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants that 
 cause harm to humans and a rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current 
 and future impacts. If TxDOT will not mitigate these harms, then TxDOT should at the 
 very least do a rigorous analysis of these harms and explicitly note the opportunities we 
 forgo with the current preferred alignment. The pollution appendices are missing critical 
 analyses and portions are invalid as presented. This project should not proceed until 
 those egregious omissions and errors are corrected. 

 In order to ensure resolution and the creation of the best project possible,  we request 
 that: 



 ●  TxDOT issue a second draft of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in the 
 current draft EIS. 

 ●  Any Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) have a 90-day review period, 
 with an official public comment period, and that the FEIS be unbundled from the 
 Record of Decision 

 The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A: 

 ●  Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes 2 versus 5.  However, segment A 
 is one mile longer, has 6 new interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential 
 major utility conflicts versus just two for Segment B and displaces 15 businesses 
 versus zero businesses for Segment B. 

 ●  Segment B would have less of an environmental impact.  Segment A would 
 encroach on twice the wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and 
 streams and more acreage of forests, prairies and grasslands than Segment B. 
 Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged over 150 
 years.  Finally, there would be no hazardous material sites impacted on Segment 
 B and TXDOT has identified 2 with Segment A. 

 ●  Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A.  Of real concern to 
 the taxpayers is that the estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M 
 more than Segment B. 

 ●  Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 
 Highway increasing the risk of work zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic 
 patterns. Additionally, the requirement to lower the existing grade in bedrock and 
 cantilever local lanes in a restricted ROW width, while preferred for the longterm, 
 will significantly increase the construction time, safety risk and disruption 
 compared to route B.  Priority has not been given to safety and the increased risk 
 of fatal accidents, including those induced by a change in grade and, not one, but 
 two 90 degree turns. 

 ●  TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned 
 future residential homes.  It appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of 
 unidentified future residents, property investors or developers over the impact of 
 existing McKinney residents.  The voices of the current residents should be a 
 priority over unidentified future residents. 

 ●  TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed 
 residences under construction west of Custer Road.  Once again, this appears to 
 accrue to the benefit of future residents or current investors, not the current 
 residents of McKinney. 



 ●  TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic 
 Horsemanship property, the subject of substantial public concern”.  In fact, there 
 is no great “public concern” over MainGait.  The facility does serve a noble 
 purpose, but that purpose is nowhere near the public concern of the impact to the 
 existing residents of Tucker Hill who include retired veterans, disabled residents 
 (both young and old), seniors 55+ and countless children.  More concerning to 
 members of Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney community is that TxDOT 
 calls out the impact of the ROW to the property belonging to the founder of 
 MainGait.  The founder of MainGait is no ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill Darling, 
 a former real estate developer and home builder who stands to gain personally 
 by the selection of Segment A over B.  In particular, Bill Darling and/or other 
 associates of the Darling company, leveraged ownership of 43 Tucker Hill lots to 
 submit comments against Segment B in favor of Segment A – essentially 
 impersonated residents of Tucker Hill. TxDOT’s own findings indicate that the 
 continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and has stated Segment B 
 “would not make the ManeGait inaccessible to persons with disabilities and 
 would not violate the Americans with Disabilities Act.”  Furthermore and perhaps 
 most egregious is that ManeGait stated and TxDOT perpetuated the false claim 
 that ManeGait provides “essential” services to protected citizens, which was a 
 misrepresentation and may have swayed public opinion. 

 In direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT still concluded Segment A was the 
 preferred route option. 

 TxDOT relied on the EIS to support their conclusion.  Of critical concern to Tucker Hill 
 and the greater McKinney community is what appears to be flaws in the underlying 
 TxDOT analysis and interpretation of the EIS.  I will attempt to detail each of my 
 concerns individually.  My comments however, are not meant to be a complete listing of 
 the errors or omissions in the study, but simply those that this compressed timeframe 
 has allowed me to identify. 

 Noise Pollution 
 The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased.  The importance of this 
 is underscored by the existing scientific literature showing the association between 
 traffic and related noise on physical and mental health.  The study evaluated only a 
 single barrier south of the community.  It appears the study was biased toward providing 
 more data around MainGait, a facility with transient guests, then Tucker Hill, a 
 community of over 380 homes with plans for over 600.  Additionally, it appears that 
 there has been no regard taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous veteran residents, elderly 
 residents or our residents with disabilities – collectively, who likely outnumber 



 MainGait’s transient guests.   In fact, Tucker Hill was classified, by TxDOT, as a 
 standard residential area with an acceptable NAC level of 67 and precluded from 
 participating in any future noise studies.  This is both incorrect and unacceptable. 
 Tucker Hill is a “front porch” community and every home is designed with a front porch 
 that encourages outdoor activities and interactions between neighbors.  Tucker Hill 
 should be reclassified as Category A to preserve the essence of the neighborhood and 
 the neighborhood should be included in any future noise abatement studies. 

 The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise on 
 the community.  Yet, TxDOT, while proposing to surround the neighborhood on both the 
 south and east side with a highway, believes the noise impact to be acceptable.  TxDOT 
 has not met their burden in any way, and moving forward with flawed data will cause 
 irreparable harm to the residents of Tucker Hill, especially the young, elderly and 
 disabled who do not regularly leave the neighborhood.   A new noise study must be 
 conducted with more receptors and sound barriers across both the south and east side 
 of the neighborhood must be included in any Segment A option.  Finally, it appears 
 untenable that TxDOT could make any conclusion about the noise impact on Tucker Hill 
 without fully understanding the impact of their proposed Segment A shift on the east 
 side of the neighborhood. 

 Community Impacts 
 TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park and the Tucker Hill Community 
 Center in their community impact study as the only community spaces without 
 identifying the population they serve.  First, Tucker Hill houses a community center, two 
 town squares, two community parks, a community pool, a dog park, two fire pits, an 
 amphitheater and a rooftop event space in the Harvard Park commercial area.  The 
 community spaces can be found filled with residents on almost any sunny day.  Tucker 
 Hill hosts many little league practices from Prosper and McKinney in our neighborhood 
 parks and is a Christmas Holiday destination for people all across the region to visit our 
 lighted homes.  Furthermore, the community has a long history of events supporting 
 organizations like Ethan for Autism, 29 Acres and the Down Syndrome Guild of Dallas. 
 TxDOT has not demonstrated that they have completed any research into the impacted 
 population (including children of all ages, elderly, seniors 55+, veterans and residents 
 with disabilities) of these facilities.  Once again, this is an egregious omission and 
 appears to show substantial bias for MainGait and other facilities that serve guests as 
 opposed to residents. 

 Aesthetic Impacts 
 TxDOT has not completed the required aesthetic impact analysis for the whole project. 



 Traffic Analysis 
 TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed.  TxDOT’s original traffic projection 
 methodology was deemed to be incomplete and inconsistent by the Texas A&M 
 Transportation Institute (TTI) in September of 2020.  In March 2021, TTI noted that they 
 still had not been provided traffic data for the “No Build vs Build scenarios”.   At that time 
 , TTI deemed that the growth rates used in the revised study were acceptable for 
 “short-term growth (from 2020 to the pivot year of 2040)”.  Unfortunately, TxDOT has not 
 addressed how their growth rate calculation using a linear regression could be 
 acceptable if the baseline year for traffic growth is 2020.  In every commercial or 
 municipal environment, 2020 is seen as a data anomaly because of the impact of the 
 pandemic and an unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes of any kind. 
 TxDOT’s traffic analysis continues to be flawed and incomplete. 

 Two 90 degree curves 
 More  than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated  with a horizontal curve,  and the 
 average crash rate for horizontal curves is about three times that of other types of 
 highway segments 
 (  https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/  ).  In 2022 the 
 United States Department of Transportation released their National Roadway Safety 
 Strategy, which endorsed zero fatalities as the national goal and promotes building 
 safety into the design of roads.  TxDOT did not compare the safety risks including injury 
 and fatality based on the highway designs of alternatives A and B.  Segment A (the 
 current preferred alignment) has  two 90 degree curves  .  It also does not appear that 
 TxDOT considered this safety risk in their decision. 

 As such, TxDOT must include an analysis that compares alternatives A and B on the 
 probability of accidents, injury, and fatalities.  In addition, TxDOT must justify why they 
 would choose a more dangerous alignment and one that goes against the US 
 Department of Transportation’s strategy. 

 Community Cohesion 
 TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to Tucker 
 Hill with Segment A and that there appears to be existing cohesion between Whitley 
 Place, Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper and Walnut Grove due to school districting 
 once again is incorrect and appears to show a bias or, simply, a failure to conduct 
 proper research. 

 Segment A will effectively sever Tucker Hill on both the south and eastern sides of the 
 neighborhood from McKinney.  This is atypical and will leave Tucker Hill, established 
 within the city limits of McKinney in 2008, as the only established subdivision completely 

https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/


 blocked off from McKinney on two sides of the neighborhood.  In fact, the highway will 
 sever Tucker Hill from the districted school, Reeves Elementary in Auburn Hills. It will 
 also impact and, possibly, imperil the plans to connect Tucker Hill to both the school and 
 the hike and bike trail system already in the city’s plans. The City of McKinney has 
 noted in their planning documents and as Mayor Fuller reiterated in his email to Ceason 
 Clemons and TxDOT staff dated February 26  th  , 2023, Tucker Hill is a significant asset to 
 the city. 

 What may be most troubling, though, is TxDOT’s conclusion that somehow there is no 
 cohesion impact when cutting Tucker Hill off from Reeves Elementary, but there 
 appears to be an impact to the Prosper neighborhoods due to school zoning.  However, 
 the Walnut Grove neighborhood is not districted for Prosper ISD.  The Mansions of 
 Prosper neighborhood and the Luxe Prosper neighborhood are districted for different 
 elementary and high schools than the Whitley Place neighborhood.  In fact, Mansions of 
 Prosper and Luxe Prosper share school zoning with Tucker Hill.   The correct 
 conclusion here should have been that given the shared school zoning between these 
 neighborhoods (Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper, Tucker Hill and Auburn Hills) and 
 the fact that Tucker Hill would become the only established subdivision to be severed 
 from McKinney by the highway on two sides, with respect to community cohesion, 
 Segment B is clearly the better alternative. 

 Construction and Noise Pollution 
 TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to construction and noise 
 pollution.  According to the TxDOT handbook this is incorrect and TxDOT must also 
 include: 

 “Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This section of the EA must 
 identify and explain any impacts associated with construction activities. This 
 includes light pollution; impacts associated with physical construction activity, 
 temporary lane, road or bridge closures (including detours); and other traffic 
 disruptions. Include the expected duration of any construction impacts, and 
 explain any BMPs or other strategies that will be used to mitigate such 
 impacts.” 

 TxDOT must outline and detail all potential impacts during construction for both 
 proposed Segments A and B and appropriately evaluate those impacts as part of the 
 study.  Importantly, TxDOT should provide all impacts and mitigation strategies related 
 to construction prior to proceeding.  Critically, with respect to Tucker Hill and the 
 surrounding neighborhoods, what are the plans for egress to the neighborhood during 



 construction and how will those plans impact the response time of emergency vehicles 
 to points within the neighborhood? 

 Shift Closer to Tucker Hill 
 TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the 
 already flawed analysis that produced a preference for Segment A creates an unfair 
 burden on the residents of Tucker Hill.  Once again, TxDOT appears to be showing a 
 callous bias toward ‘future development’ rather than a commitment to current residents. 
 It is impossible to fully understand the additional noise pollution, air pollution and other 
 effects without additional study.  It’s important to note that even with this new shifted 
 Segment A, the cost to construct Segment B would be $100M less than Segment A. 
 TxDOT’s actions are placing the residents of Tucker Hill in an untenable position and 
 are knowingly causing irreparable harm to the community in favor of future 
 development.  I strongly object to the proposed shift of the A alignment. 

 Air Pollution 
 Air pollution is a documented public health emergency, and can affect every organ in the 
 body, including cognition. Children and the elderly are disproportionately vulnerable to 
 air pollution, specifically PM2.5, and more so if they live in close proximity to a highway. 
 Air pollution can cause a multitude of diseases in adults, including heart disease, and 
 can breach the placental barrier during pregnancy, causing miscarriages and birth 
 defects. These impacts are well documented and have been noted in academic studies 
 for over a decade. TxDOT should not proceed with this project until they have 
 conducted a full study of existing and future air pollution on this highway, both at the 
 regional scale and immediately adjacent to the highway.  TxDOT must be compliant with 
 EPA’s health-based National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

 The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill neighborhood on the South 
 and East sides.  Winds in McKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-East 
 meaning that for more days than not air pollution will be blown and settled on the 
 residents of Tucker Hill. 

 It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT utilized an airspeed 
 of 1 MPH.  The average wind speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the prevailing 
 winds are from the south and south-east.  It appears that additional study must be 
 completed to correctly understand what the adverse effects of air pollution would be on 
 the Tucker Hill population.  Additionally, if Segment A is selected, monitoring devices 
 must be installed to monitor air quality before, during and after construction. 



 The DEIS fails to address air pollution from traffic beyond tailpipe emissions. A growing 
 body of academic research cites brake wear and tire friction as primary pollutants from 
 traffic. The DEIS has not addressed either of these sources of pollutants, nor does it 
 address benzene or Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs). We request that TxDOT 
 complete detailed analyses of each of these pollutants, and compare pollutant levels on 
 380  (for each pollutant) to expected levels during and after construction Segment A. 
 The DEIS notes in several places that expected proliferation of electric vehicles (EVs) 
 should improve air pollution in this corridor. This is not only abdicating responsibility for 
 mitigating air pollution, but a misrepresentation of electric vehicles and their 
 environmental benefits. While EVs do reduce tailpipe emissions from internal 
 combustion engines (ICEs), they do nothing to reduce pollution from non-tailpipe 
 sources including brake dust and tire friction. Pollution from tire friction may worsen in 
 EVs due to increases in vehicle weight from electric batteries. Further, Texas’ electric 
 grid is far from clean, and EVs that source their energy from unclean sources are, 
 therefore, unclean themselves. 

 The Mobile Source Air Toxins analysis in the DEIS is lacking and includes only a 
 qualitative analysis. The DEIS claims that MSAT will decrease with time because of 
 improved federal standards. We argue that this is an outsourcing of responsibility to 
 mitigate air pollution in the 380 corridor, and request that TxDOT complete a 
 quantitative MSAT analysis and a health impact assessment for all criteria pollutants. 

 Quality of Comments Collected 
 As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in 
 soliciting comments.  In addition to submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill 
 residents, comments were solicited via Facebook with no links to the underlying studies 
 or segment alternatives.  TxDOT must vet all of the comments collected during the 
 scoping project fully and determine that they were legitimately provided by residents.  If 
 the comments were not legitimate, they should be stricken from the project record. 

 NEPA 
 Paraphrasing from The Council on Environmental Quality (2021), TxDOT is obligated to 
 evaluate feasible alternatives in enough detail so that a reader can compare and 
 contrast the environmental effects of the various alternatives. Of note, NEPA reasonable 
 alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from the technical and economic 
 standpoint, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of TxDOT. 



 “NEPA is About People and Places” 

 "Impacts include ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health 
 impacts, whether adverse or beneficial. It is important to note that human beings are 
 part of the environment (indeed, that is why Congress used the phrase “human 
 environment” in NEPA), so when an EIS is prepared and economic or social and natural 
 or physical environmental effects are interrelated, the EIS should discuss all of these 
 effects." 

 It is clear that TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst, 
 unsavory.  I ask that TxDOT respond to each of the issues discussed.  As it stands, if 
 TxDOT proceeds with their preferred Segment A they will be irreparably harming the 
 residents of Tucker Hill, unfairly seizing the residents’ ability to enjoy their 
 neighborhood, severing them from their broader community and, potentially, justifying it 
 with a fatally flawed Environmental Impact Study. 

 Regards, 

 Linda 

 Linda G. Clough 

 Induced Demand 
 1.  RMI SHIFT Calculator 
 2.  RMI_SHIFT (STATE HIGHWAY INDUCED FREQUENCE OF TRAVEL) 

 CALCULATOR_About the methodology 
 3.  American Economic Review_2011_The Fundamental Law of Road Congestion: 

 Evidence from US Cities 
 4.  California EPA Air Resources Board_2014_Policy Brief_Impact of Highway Capacity and 

 Induced Travel on Passenger Vehicle Use and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 5.  UC Davis_2015_Policy Brief_Increasing Highway Capacity Unlikely to Relieve Traffic 

 Congestion 

 Case Studies & TxDOT Publications 

https://shift.rmi.org/
https://rmi.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/rmi_shift_calculator_methodology.pdf
https://rmi.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/rmi_shift_calculator_methodology.pdf
https://www.aeaweb.org/articles?id=10.1257/aer.101.6.2616
https://www.aeaweb.org/articles?id=10.1257/aer.101.6.2616
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2020-06/Impact_of_Highway_Capacity_and_Induced_Travel_on_Passenger_Vehicle_Use_and_Greenhouse_Gas_Emissions_Policy_Brief.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2020-06/Impact_of_Highway_Capacity_and_Induced_Travel_on_Passenger_Vehicle_Use_and_Greenhouse_Gas_Emissions_Policy_Brief.pdf
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/58x8436d
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/58x8436d


 1.  Air Alliance Houston_2019_Health Impact Assessment of the North Houston Highway 
 Improvement Project 

 2.  Air Alliance Houston_2022_Why are we still building highways? 
 3.  TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS 
 4.  TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS Appendix P Air Quality 
 5.  TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS Appendix V Greenhouse Gas and Climate Change 
 6.  Thomson Reuters Foundation_2022_In 'world's most polluted city', Indian workers 

 unaware of toxic air 
 7.  Reuters_2021_Pollution likely to cut 9 years of life expectancy of 40% of Indians 
 8.  The Guardian_2022_‘It’s just more and more lanes’ the Texan revolt against giant new 

 highways 
 9.  The New York Times_2022_Can Portland Be a Climate Leader Without Reducing 

 Driving? 
 10.  TxDOT_2023_TxDOT Statewide On-Road Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis and 

 Climate Change Assessment Update Summer 2023 
 11.  TxDOT_2018_Technical Report_Statewide On-Road Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 Analysis and Climate Change Assessment 

 Tailpipe Emissions vs. Tire Friction Pollution 
 1.  The Guardian_2022_Car Tyres Produce Vastly More Particle Pollution Than Exhausts, 

 Tests Show 
 2.  Jalopnik_2022_Emissions from Tire Wear Are a Whole Lot Worse Than We Thought 

 Congestion vs. Idling Emissions 
 1.  City Observatory_2017_Urban Myth Busting: Congestion, Idling, and Carbon Emissions 
 2.  Transportation Research_2012_Congestion and emissions mitigation: A comparison of 

 capacity, demand, and vehicle based strategies 

 Policy vs. Behavior Changes 
 1.  Transportation Research Interdisciplinary Perspectives_2023_Driven by head or heart? 

 Testing the effect of rational and emotional anti-speeding messages on self-reported 
 speeding intentions 

 Effects on Human Health 
 1.  The Guardian_2019_Revealed: air pollution may be damaging ‘every organ in the body’ 
 2.  Chest_2019_Air Pollution and Noncommunicable Diseases 
 3.  PNAS_2018_Global estimates of mortality associated with long-term exposure to 

 outdoor fine particulate matter 
 4.  Environmental Pollution_2008_Human health effects of air pollution 

https://airalliancehouston.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/HIA-Report-final-06-10-19.pdf
https://airalliancehouston.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/HIA-Report-final-06-10-19.pdf
https://airalliancehouston.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/08/Why-are-we-still-building-highways_-FORMATTED.pdf
https://my35capex.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/12/M35-CapEx-C_DEIS_2022-12-14_SIGNED.pdf
https://my35capex.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/12/Appendix-P-Air-Quality.pdf
https://my35capex.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/12/Appendix-V-Greenhouse-Gas-and-Climate-Change.pdf
https://news.trust.org/item/20220412194609-iohma/?utm_source=twitter&utm_medium=social&utm_campaign=trf-stories&utm_content=thread
https://news.trust.org/item/20220412194609-iohma/?utm_source=twitter&utm_medium=social&utm_campaign=trf-stories&utm_content=thread
https://news.trust.org/item/20210901035934-13ips
https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2022/apr/29/texas-highway-expansions-project-displacements-protests
https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2022/apr/29/texas-highway-expansions-project-displacements-protests
https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2022/04/21/climate/portland-emissions-infrastructure-environment.html?unlocked_article_code=AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAACEIPuomT1JKd6J17Vw1cRCfTTMQmqxCdw_PIxfs9gGPzNiGeVTdcwqNPW9LavB-RIvA6INA33jGSWNIGKLg1WPh7yOMaMklsUBKppZ2f3ZUDLT88sp6pQ2gqwojAGL0-7z7waW-8JeFjgr2juhbMeB6BPcq4sg0pN1Eu5Jh4awH2nCBIlv2DSqEixIZ03PsmA5ksWWwAZimVu_m4DQEua9uBchqP6AdmUuoJC2uFnsWOqO5VKHUkAlrETnx74m0-4coNe49EefaicGNzPZb2kr4TCWd3LYq2BJVXR4Tcl71isLGlugXbgYPthK1wTPMIyeuC5mWqN18vS6eUOEHxXlEasDtJ-kBevF20T8R5hFHlhjzEfr9TpCgretk&smid=em-share
https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2022/04/21/climate/portland-emissions-infrastructure-environment.html?unlocked_article_code=AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAACEIPuomT1JKd6J17Vw1cRCfTTMQmqxCdw_PIxfs9gGPzNiGeVTdcwqNPW9LavB-RIvA6INA33jGSWNIGKLg1WPh7yOMaMklsUBKppZ2f3ZUDLT88sp6pQ2gqwojAGL0-7z7waW-8JeFjgr2juhbMeB6BPcq4sg0pN1Eu5Jh4awH2nCBIlv2DSqEixIZ03PsmA5ksWWwAZimVu_m4DQEua9uBchqP6AdmUuoJC2uFnsWOqO5VKHUkAlrETnx74m0-4coNe49EefaicGNzPZb2kr4TCWd3LYq2BJVXR4Tcl71isLGlugXbgYPthK1wTPMIyeuC5mWqN18vS6eUOEHxXlEasDtJ-kBevF20T8R5hFHlhjzEfr9TpCgretk&smid=em-share
https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/725-01-rpt.pdf
https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/env/toolkit/725-01-rpt.pdf
https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot/get-involved/sat/loop-1604-from-sh16-i-35/091020-greenhouse-gas-report.pdf
https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot/get-involved/sat/loop-1604-from-sh16-i-35/091020-greenhouse-gas-report.pdf
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2022/jun/03/car-tyres-produce-more-particle-pollution-than-exhausts-tests-show
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2022/jun/03/car-tyres-produce-more-particle-pollution-than-exhausts-tests-show
https://jalopnik.com/emissions-from-tire-wear-are-a-whole-lot-worse-than-we-1849023188#:~:text=It%20turns%20out%20that%20tires,greater%20than%20from%20your%20tailpipe.
https://cityobservatory.org/urban-myth-busting_idling_carbon/
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S1361920912000727
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S1361920912000727
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2590198222001865
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From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 4:35 PM 

To: Linda Clough 

Cc: Dan Perge; John Hudspeth; Travis Campbell; Ashton Strong; Grace Lo; Melissa 

Meyer; Tony Hartzel; Madison Schein; Christine Polito; Ceason Clemens 

Subject: RE: Highway 380 EIS Comment Period 

 

We received your request to extend the comment period for the US 380 EIS project. 

 

The Notice of Availability (NOA) for Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was posted on January 

20, 2023. 

The public hearing was held on February 16th and 21st. 

The original comment period ended on March 21, 2023. 

 

TxDOT will extend the comment period 15 days one time only to April 5, 2023. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Linda Clough 

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 2:41 PM 

To: Ceason Clemens <Ceason.Clemens@txdot.gov>; Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Highway 380 EIS Comment Period 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Good afternoon, I would like to formally request an extension of the comment period as 

we need more time to assess the impact and possible mitigation measures that can be 

taken to protect Tucker Hill, as well as, other neighborhoods and businesses affected by 

Segment A.  

 

Linda Clough 

7312 Easley Dr 

McKinney, TX 75071 



From: Lindalouise De Mattei 

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 1:21 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US 380 from Coit Road to FM 1827 DEIS and Public Hearing Comment 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

 US 380 from Coit Road to FM 1827 DEIS and Public Hearing Comment 

 

 

 

Hello, 

 

I would like to express my support for the “ Blue Alignment” as shown on the latest DEIS 

at it adequately addresses the environmental, social and engineering requirements of 

the project. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Linda Louise White De Mattei 

300 Yosemite Drive 

Prosper, TX 75078-9071 

 



From: Lindsay Hines  

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 11:28 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 



From: Lindsay Hines  

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 3:03 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Subject line: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Lindsay Hines  



From: lindsay rose 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 6:10 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Mr Stephen Endres 

TX DoT 

 

Good afternoon 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 Furthermore, TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost approximately $69 million less, 

reduce the unplanned tax burden on McKinney residents, will not  destroy 27 businesses and 2 homes. 

Segment A is not only financially irresponsible but it hurts the 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and 

thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely 

Lindsay Rose 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Lindy Cowan 

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 4:05 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Lindy Cowan 

 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Friday, March 3, 2023 1:45 PM 

To: Lisa Bradley 

Subject: RE: 380 bypass 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Lisa Bradley  

Sent: Wednesday, March 1, 2023 6:23 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

I am adamantly opposed to option A.   

Lisa Bradley 

7804 Purple Martin Way  

McKinney 

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C20ed222740e7488eccba08db1c20a630%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638134698764499871%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=wua3OU26jQ%2BoK6la4Xg4XqFsmi%2Byk6rGcGc98vQGyq0%3D&reserved=0


From: kellymdw  

Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2023 3:34 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Lisa Kelly 

 

 



From: Lisa Quartararo  

Sent: Friday, March 10, 2023 1:21 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Thank you! 

Lisa Quartararo 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Monday, February 13, 2023 9:12 AM
To: Liz Cena 
Subject: RE: US380 from Coit to FM 1827
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 

From: Liz Cena 
Sent: Saturday, February 11, 2023 6:46 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: US380 from Coit to FM 1827
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Please support Route D as a better choice for the highway ROW because it doesn’t disturb as much
wetland and forest and disrupts far fewer homes and businesses.
 

 

mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
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https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7Cad20878155834d7f099908db0dd7b88f%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638118992383901852%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=LeuE8CbylBYc62pS7KI1gDMsACkoOe3z0M1Jab1kZw4%3D&reserved=0
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https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsafety%2Ftraffic-safety-campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7Cad20878155834d7f099908db0dd7b88f%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638118992383901852%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=%2Bw0bAgbmE3VlNOIrqRGIbA2BYicsuyxPWGmf8T6W1eE%3D&reserved=0


From: Liz Warren 

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 8:42 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Warm Regards,  

 

Liz Warren,  PhD 

 

Sent via the Samsung Galaxy S22 Ultra 5G, an AT&T 5G smartphone 

Get Outlook for Android 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Faka.ms%2FAAb9ysg&data=05%7C01%7Cstephen.endres%40txdot.gov%7Cf61c0d1417a649a87cb508db20ac7a77%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638139697384104726%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=%2FJYcUqLMiG%2BAlaYfzEzmf4p9dmsELSOVc96kAH5uXeg%3D&reserved=0


From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:30 PM 

To: Liz Warren

Subject: RE: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Liz Warren   

Sent: Friday, February 24, 2023 8:13 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>; Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Good Evening, 

 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827. 

 

 

Warm Regards, 

 

Liz Warren, PhD 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C41aeb58b5cfe4882a94c08db19dc7620%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638132206876066878%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=l20ebBLsnsudVDEdWWrdZzTUKYPUsiXq%2BZGJ1Izs1hU%3D&reserved=0


Sent via the Samsung Galaxy S22 Ultra 5G, an AT&T 5G smartphone 

Get Outlook for Android 

  

 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Faka.ms%2FAAb9ysg&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C41aeb58b5cfe4882a94c08db19dc7620%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638132206876066878%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=5PXczbRKbxrYgF2h1camJmn8gIeQuTqz2XiKZWugZrc%3D&reserved=0


From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:30 PM 

To: Liz Warren  

Subject: RE: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Liz Warren   

Sent: Friday, February 24, 2023 8:14 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>; Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Good Evening, 

 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827. 

 

 

Warm Regards, 

 

Liz Warren, PhD 

 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cbec25caae2604b5dec2d08db19dc7671%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638132206880596892%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=fXmH89fhGUojAl4QZ%2Fqf%2BpxyGHL47zt9N5xhcxIvK5o%3D&reserved=0


From: Lois Hanson 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 7:59 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX, I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Colt Road 

to FM 1827. 

Sincerely, 

Lois Hanson 

 

Sent from my iPad 



From: Lori Ellis, PhD  

Sent: Wednesday, March 29, 2023 9:57 AM 

To: Stephen Endres; 

Subject: Support Bypass Segment D 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

I am respectfully asking you to revert TXDOT’s bypass segment choice from C to D, and preserve our 

truly unique and beautiful area of forest and farm community. 

 

• C destroys far more forest, woodlands, grasslands, and prairie. 

• C affects and displaces many more homes, businesses, and community resources. 

• C negatively impacts the wetland that serves as a refuge for such species as river otters, beavers, 

migratory birds and more. 

• C will divide this special residential and farming/ranching community.  

 

We would greatly appreciate your voicing opposition to Segment C and supporting D. 

 

Sincerely, 

Lori L. Ellis 

 

 

 



-----Original Message----- 

From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 8:55 AM 

To: Lori Snyder <lorilovedtennis@icloud.com> 

Subject: RE: Opposi,on to route C 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Lori Snyder <lorilovedtennis@icloud.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 17, 2023 6:21 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Opposi,on to route C 

 

This email originated from outside of the organiza,on. Do not click links or open a:achments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres, 

I am a long ,me resident of Collin County and I oppose route C and the bypass in McKinney all together 

but I’m sure the TXdot will go ahead with something because they care nothing about the residents of 

this area, their homes, their livelihoods, wildlife or the forests and woodlands. 

I OPPOSE ROUTE C , the FM2933 por,on and #416 & #420. 

Sincerely, 

Lori Snyder 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Friday, February 3, 2023 3:43 PM
To: Williams, Loukisha 
Cc: 
Subject: RE: Notice of Availability of Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Notice of Public
Hearing US380 From Coit Road to FM 1827 CSJs: 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, 0135-15-002 Collin
County, Texas

We will place your response in the public hearing summary.

Stephen Endres
214-320-4469

From: Williams, Loukisha 
Sent: Friday, February 3, 2023 3:33 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Cc: 
Subject: Notice of Availability of Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Notice of Public Hearing
US380 From Coit Road to FM 1827 CSJs: 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, 0135-15-002 Collin County,
Texas

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Texas Department of Transportation
Stephen Endres
4777 US Highway 80 E
Mesquite, TX 75150

mailto:loukisha.williams@fema.dhs.gov
mailto:Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov
mailto:engineer@collincountytx.gov
mailto:kodom@mckinneytexas.org
mailto:dheischman@prospertx.gov


 
 
Dear Mr. Endres,
 
Thank you for contacting FEMA for information in reference to your questions pertaining to
Notice of Availability of Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Notice of Public Hearing
US380 From Coit Road to FM 1827 CSJs: 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, 0135-15-002 Collin
County, Texas request for information. Please review our attached response.
 
 
 
Loukisha Williams
Program Support Assistant
Floodplain Management & Insurance
Mitigation-Region 6
O: 940-383-7228        Mobile: (202) 258-3794

 

 

 

 

mailto:Loukisha.Williams@fema.dhs.gov
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U. S. Department of Homeland Security 

FEMA Region 6 
800 North Loop 288 

Denton, TX 76209-3698 

 
 
 
 
 
FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY 
REGION 6 
MITIGATION DIVISION 
 
RE: Notice of Availability of Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Notice of Public 
Hearing US380 From Coit Road to FM 1827 CSJs: 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, 0135-15-002 
Collin County, Texas 
  

NOTICE REVIEW/ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTATION 
  
 

 We have no comments to offer.  We offer the following comments: 
 

WE WOULD REQUEST THAT THE COMMUNITY FLOODPLAIN ADMINISTRATOR BE 
CONTACTED FOR THE REVIEW AND POSSIBLE PERMIT REQUIREMENTS FOR THIS 

PROJECT. IF FEDERALLY FUNDED, WE WOULD REQUEST PROJECT TO BE IN 
COMPLIANCE WITH EO11988 & EO 11990. 

 
 

Collin County, Texas     City of McKinney, Texas   
  
Tracy Homfield      W. Kyle Odom     
Assistant Dir of Engineering    Engineering Env. Manager   
   
4690 Community Avenue, Suite 200   221 North Tennessee Street   
   
McKinney, Texas 75071    McKinney, Texas 75069    

      
(972) 548 – 3727     (972) 547 – 7576 
(972) 548 – 5555 
 
Town of Prosper, Texas 
Dan Heischman  
Senior Engineer 
P.O. Box 307  
Prosper, Texas 75078 

mailto:engineer@collincountytx.gov
mailto:kodom@mckinneytexas.org


   
(972) 569 – 1096 
(972) 347 - 9006         
 
REVIEWER:  
 
Loukisha Williams 
Floodplain Management and Insurance Branch 
Mitigation Division 
(940) 383-7228           DATE: 01/31/2023 

mailto:dheischman@prospertx.gov


From: Lucinda Schnitker  

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 6:28 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: no to segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

No to segment A. It is too close to my home in Stonebridge! 

Thank you 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Lynda morrison  

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 4:07 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Thank you, Lynda Morrison 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Lynda morrison 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 4:52 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Monday, March 6, 2023 3:20 PM 

To: bill terrell 

Subject: RE: 380 

 

Your comments will be added to the public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

From: bill terrell  

Sent: Monday, March 6, 2023 1:53 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Endres,   

 

I support Segment A of the 380 Bypass. I was unable to attend the latest meeting to view the 

schematics. However, I reviewed your material online and I do have a few concerns about the 

380/Custer intersection. It seems that if you are going east on the 380 service road, approaching Custer 

from the west, in order to continue east to cross Custer, it is necessary to go on the elevated portion of 

the service road. You can only turn left or right at the intersection. In addition, I haven’t figured out how 

you can exit the Walmart parking lot and have access to the elevated portion of the service road to go 

east on 380.  

 

Also, if you are on Custer, traveling north or south, going under the 380 overpass, you have a crisscross 

pattern of traffic. This whole intersection just seems unnecessarily complicated for the average driver. 

The Alternative Plan for the 380/Custer intersection seems much simpler and easier to navigate. I hope 

you will implement the Alternative Plan. 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C009721b929574be43e0608db1e8975f6%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638137347949958770%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=FELz141b4bBMilmtZxFYYCpG30TzRNYr2Qwv5LbMWh0%3D&reserved=0


 

Regards, 

 

Lynette Terrell 

8564 CR 858 

McKinney, TX 75071 

(Walnut Grove) 

214-491-1833 

 

 

 

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPad 

  

 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Foverview.mail.yahoo.com%2F%3F.src%3DiOS&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C009721b929574be43e0608db1e8975f6%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638137347949958770%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=UAGa1ZevS0v0XN2LBcxquIYG1zgH20jtfOVm6XKNbSA%3D&reserved=0


From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, February 22, 2023 1:37 PM
To: Lynn Kiefer 
Subject: RE:
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 

From: Lynn Kiefer  
Sent: Tuesday, February 21, 2023 4:10 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject:
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

 

I understand that changes to 380 are necessary but I request that an alternative be found to Route C.  One ranch
involved in the Route C option would lose part of their livelihood (the ability to grow grass for hay to feed animals)
as well as the ability to continue community use as a galloping trail and lessons for at risk teens (and others).  
Thank you for reading.  Please listen to those who are emailing and show interest at in person meetings and opt for
another solution.  
 
Sincerely,
Myra Lynn Kiefer 

 

mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
mailto:sbagwellrudy@burnsmcd.com
mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7C59b4dcca18d34c0cee3e08db151f378f%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638126996030946375%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=yHgwAp%2B3muFFYJ1CjW58LYDdF%2B%2B09oNFhG5KPIN3rtg%3D&reserved=0
mailto:lantanalynn@gmail.com
mailto:Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov


From: Lynn Schultz 

Sent: Thursday, April 6, 2023 4:16 PM 

To: 

 Stephen Endres 

Subject: Support By-Pass Segment D 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

I am respectfully asking you to change TXDOT’s bypass segment choice from C to D, and preserve our 

truly unique and beautiful area of forest and farm community. 

 

• C destroys far more forest, woodlands, grasslands, and prairie. 

• C affects and displaces many more homes, businesses, and community resources. 

• C negatively impacts the wetland that serves as a refuge for such species as river otters, beavers, 

migratory birds and more. 

• C will divide this special residential and farming/ranching community.  

 

We would greatly appreciate your voicing opposition to Segment C and supporting D. 

 

Thank you. 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:36 PM 

To: Lynn Swearingen  

Subject: RE: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Lynn Swearingen   

Sent: Friday, February 24, 2023 9:13 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Good evening, 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely,  

Lynn Swearingen 

 

Sent from AT&T Yahoo Mail for iPhone 

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cd20ea6b764d14bc157c808db19e15b16%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638132227897938462%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=BarPzLBouG7XbGVgLlMjJekNFs5G8F5r3TioCkwO%2Bm4%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fmore.att.com%2Fcurrently%2Fimap&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cd20ea6b764d14bc157c808db19e15b16%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638132227897938462%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=UUQyK3V%2Fh5ezBFUnOTMr3%2FXWZHjDz7lGuK6r4EVaB0s%3D&reserved=0


From: Lynne Weinberger  

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 10:33 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Thank goodness there’s a Plan B! As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 

construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand 

TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney 

residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 

Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to 

implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Sincerely,  

Lynne Weinberger 

 

Lynne Weinberger  

 

972.741.8619 

 

Sent from my Smith-Corona - circa 1974. 





-----Original Message----- 

From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Thursday, February 23, 2023 9:05 AM 

To: M Ramirez <missusr03@gmail.com> 

Subject: RE: 380 bypass route proposals 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

-----Original Message----- 

From: M Ramirez <missusr03@gmail.com> 

Sent: Wednesday, February 22, 2023 10:31 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 bypass route proposals 

 

This email originated from outside of the organiza5on. Do not click links or open a8achments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres, 

Good evening. I was unable to make the mee5ng last night on the proposed frontage bypass for 380 but 

I would like to voice my support for proposed Route D. 

Route D disturbs fewer households, which is highly impac;ul in the current market, and pastureland, 

some of which houses a community resource for events, recrea5on, and equine therapy.  Route D 

incorporates flood plain lands that are difficult to develop and at the same 5me preserves one of the 

largest forested areas in the county. These green areas are part of what a8racts new residents, many of 

whom are seeking to leave deforested urban areas. 

Route C not only disturbs more endangered habitats, it nega5vely impacts 3x more businesses. This, in 

turn, has strong poten5al to reduce sales tax revenue on all levels. 

I appreciate your 5me and hope that you have a good week. 

Regards, 

Melissa Ramirez 
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From: Macy Moses 

Sent: Monday, April 17, 2023 4:37 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: 380 Bypass Comment

This email originated from outside of the organiza�on. Do not click links or open a�achments unless you recognize the 

sender and know the content is safe. 

 

To whom it may concern, 

 

I am a current resident of Tucker Hill. Tucker Hill is a front-porch community, meaning that the majority of us, as 

residents, spend a lot of �me outdoors. I am concerned about how the air quality will be affected by this new bypass. I 

do not feel this concern was adequately addressed in the study…has TxDOT studied the full impact on air quality both 

during and a'er construc�on? Where were your air quality monitors located in or near our neighborhood, specifically? 

 

In addi�on, I am concerned regarding safety during and a'er construc�on. I do NOT feel that this was adequately 

addressed in the study…specifically how access to our neighborhood will be affected during and a'er construc�on. Was 

the safety of the turns assessed during a comparison of A to B? 

 

Ul�mately, I strongly object to the proposed shi' of the A alignment to the west. This will create a detrimental effect for 

current and future residents of Tucker Hill. I do not feel that TxDOT has any concern for the well being of the residents of 

our community. 

 

Is it true that TxDOT’s own findings concluded that segment B would displace fewer current homes and current 

businesses than segment A? Is it true that TxDOT’s own findings concluded that segment B would have less of an 

environmental impact than segment A? Is it also true that TxDOT’s own findings concluded that segment B would be 

significantly less expensive to construct than segment A?Therefore, is it true that TxDOT concluded that segment A was 

the preferred route op�on even though this decision is in direct conflict with many of your own findings? 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Macy Moses 

 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 9:57 AM 

To: Elle Walsh  

Subject: RE: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Elle Walsh  

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 4:30 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Comment: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

Dear Mr. Endres, 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827. 

 

I just don't understand how a proposition that has been thoroughly argued against, destroys a ton of 

wild life habitats, as well as small businesses and disrupts homes could be picked as the best option. As 

an educated thinker it does not make any sense and makes me wonder if this was a political decision 

instead of a decision that has been researched to find the best course of action. 

 

Again, as a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A 

and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 



Maddy & Landon Walsh 

 

 

 

[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) 

message]<https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsa

fety%2Ftraffic-safety-

campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cb509ae348b3a4

e590bca08db19a532a2%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C63813196952335184

8%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6

Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=fIU7ii1w2NLxOAwL0tiKkDx6ge3rQVgCCM%2F0iP5S%2BaU%3D&

reserved=0> 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:36 PM 

To: Madhu Nadipelli 

Subject: RE: 380 expansions - NO to A and yes to B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Madhu Nadipelli  

Sent: Friday, February 24, 2023 9:27 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 expansions - NO to A and yes to B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by T×DOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827. 

 

Sent from my iPhone 

 

[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) 

message]<https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsa

fety%2Ftraffic-safety-

campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C2556bd03c9564

0cd784908db19e159de%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C63813222787948642

3%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6

Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=adQ8R0zaGIKiL35i3YhcwrDdS6ObIpXMxoi7S3SY2vM%3D&reserv

ed=0> 







From: 

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 6:37 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

I am a Stonebridge resident and I vote NO on the segment A 380 bypass.  

 

Major Jordan  

 

 

Sent from AT&T Yahoo Mail for iPhone 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fmore.att.com%2Fcurrently%2Fimap&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C1b9bdba1510d4bde3a4108db2fe5652d%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638156434512428152%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=DHXeboWSXR0XwGcIAfUndXlgoh6YLzAy0oFPF4ZPIbM%3D&reserved=0


From: Manahil R. Malik  

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 1:18 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Manahil R. Malik 



From: maneesh m 

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 4:22 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



1

From: Marcia Carson 

Sent: Monday, April 17, 2023 10:43 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: NO to Segment A

This email originated from outside of the organiza�on. Do not click links or open a�achments unless you recognize the 

sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and ci�zen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construc�on of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass 

from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an exis�ng op�on, Segment B, that will cost less, 

reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disrup�on 

to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of ci�zens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement 

Segment B as the preferred op�on for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Mardie Hinkley 

Sent: Wednesday, March 22, 2023 8:16 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US 380 Bypass NE McKinney Oppose C (Catastrophe) and Support D (Decent) 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hello, 

 

We wish to voice our opposition to segment C on the Blue and Brown alternatives of 

the 380 Bypass routes. Though this graphic shows the route just touching a corner 

of our friend's property where my grandnephew and sister keep their bees, it 

passes very close to or through the homes of several of other neighbors. We could 

however support segment D on the purple and gold routes. This segment appears 

to displace fewer homes. 

http://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/0135-02-

065%20etc_US380_Roll%20Plot%201.15.2021.pdf   

 

Sincerely, 

Mardie Hinkley of Boston MA, 

Sister of Maureen Hinkley of McKinney, TX 75071 

 

 

Mardie Hinkley, M.Ed., PMC  

Early Education Entrepreneur, Leader, Advocate & Consultant 

www.linkedin.com/in/educationpolicyleadershipmontessorimardiehinkley 

 



From: Maggie Bahe 

Sent: Wednesday, March 29, 2023 7:59 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Margaret Bahe 

 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Monday, February 13, 2023 9:11 AM
To: Margaret O’Neal
Subject: RE: This is what you’re destroying by picking Route C
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 

From: Margaret O’Neal
Sent: Monday, February 13, 2023 7:37 AM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: This is what you’re destroying by picking Route C
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Please choose another way. The picture of the boys is the 5th generation to live on Woodlawn Farm. My grandfather bought our farm in 1952. 

 

mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
mailto:sbagwellrudy@burnsmcd.com
mailto:kmkenneally@burnsmcd.com
mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7Cd39a143e54bf4db85b2508db0dd7b8f3%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638118992533150773%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=j2Jsve%2FajbaSAx3OTdy6hLOwOxwLuVboV3XxiHMqM8I%3D&reserved=0
mailto:margaret.oneal67@yahoo.com
mailto:Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov


 

 



 

Sent from Yahoo for iPhone

 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fapps.apple.com%2Fus%2Fapp%2Faol-news-email-weather-video%2Fid646100661&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7Cd39a143e54bf4db85b2508db0dd7b8f3%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638118992533150773%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=FuoEVUWlPHrm9rM6qnMRpmZrzuFwvDZs%2Be7EfYuZOYg%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsafety%2Ftraffic-safety-campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7Cd39a143e54bf4db85b2508db0dd7b8f3%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638118992533150773%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=%2BTDCaR1%2FDK6Y2P5fjphww9k3No%2Bk0T0w0cziPsyzMi0%3D&reserved=0


From: Margie Wilkes 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 7:58 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Margie Wilkes 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Margo Lerner  

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 3:41 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Margo Lerner 

7417 Nabors Lane 

McKinney, TX 75071  

972-213-6110 

Resident of McKinney since 2004 



From: Marie Wilson  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 8:42 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPad 



From: Marilyn Semrad 

Sent: Monday, March 27, 2023 7:26 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Support plan D 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

 

Subject: Support plan D 

Plan D is the obvious best choice for the McKinney US 380 bypass.   Why is Plan C even 

being considered? 

 

Marilyn Semrad 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Margie Wilkes

Sent: Monday, April 17, 2023 5:30 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: NO to Segment A

This email originated from outside of the organiza�on. Do not click links or open a�achments unless you recognize the 

sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and ci�zen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construc�on of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass 

from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an exis�ng op�on, Segment B, that will cost less, 

reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disrup�on 

to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of ci�zens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement 

Segment B as the preferred op�on for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Marjorie Wilkes 

1313 Hidden Meadow Road 

McKinney TX 75072 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:29 PM 

To: Mark and Jennifer DeLano 

Subject: RE: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Mark and Jennifer DeLano 

Sent: Friday, February 24, 2023 6:21 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Good evening, 
 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction 
of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT 
for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   

Thanks! 

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Ce32b50d57bbd464d513b08db19dc5206%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638132206272997172%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=4dSO6WqAE0TzSyefUGhLrAaNJpzdjw1axHHZajBYhd4%3D&reserved=0


From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 10:00 AM 

To: Mark Criss 

Subject: RE: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Mark Criss  

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 3:40 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Stephen, 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX. for 19 years, we strongly OPPOSE the construction of 

Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass 

from Coit Road to FM 1827.   

Sincerely, 

Mark and Pam Criss 

1204 Thornberry Drive 

Mckinney TX 75071 

 

 

 

 

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C18c26d055fc54c9974ea08db19a63f1d%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131974028858596%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=X5pX3Iji9dcCzWfuLAoUZBN4zQh4g8hhDuDf53GdRoM%3D&reserved=0


From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 9:56 AM 

To: Mark DeLano  

Subject: RE: NO to segment A, Yes to Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Mark DeLano   

Sent: Sunday, February 26, 2023 7:43 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: NO to segment A, Yes to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Good evening, 
 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX for over 20 years, I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by 
TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  This is only if we can't just build 380 

on 380.  Why can't we do that? 

The citizens of McKinney should not be made to suffer for TxDOT's lack of action when it comes to 

keeping up with growth.  They knew that this would be an issue but still never acted.  They could have 

avoided this if they would have moved to improve the hwy 10 years ago.  Now citizens are being 

affected terribly.  It may cost more but I vote to build through 380 all the way to US 75.  It's a 

hwy.  Those on the hwy knew what it was and took a risk building there.  In contrast, people out in the 

pastures never expected to get a hwy through their land.  Let those who took the risk pay.  Not those 

who were just trying to make a life and a home.   

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C14bd633f12b845266e8c08db19a567c1%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131970421768658%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=pHimiHZIDb10qk2XuhXqNPegDe03ioJIVhQsNNhg7kI%3D&reserved=0


 

Let's not decide this based on money.  Let's decide based on right and wrong.  It's a hwy and has been 

for a very long time. 

 

 

  

 

 



From: Mark Jenn Watjen  

Sent: Wednesday, April 5, 2023 12:59 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: COMMENT PERIOD EXTENDED: US 380 from Coit Road to FM 1827 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Good afternoon Mr. Endres!  

 

I hope you are having a wonderful day.  

 

I live in Princeton and, frankly, this prospective road seems like a waste of time, effort and money.  A 

northern route around McKinney, from Princeton, is not a solution to our traffic congestion. Myself and 

many of my neighbors are going to go West on 380 (towards McKinney) but turn south towards 121 to 

go West or South on 75. Additionally, most people coming to Princeton are going to come from 121 or 

75 North and not heading east on 380. The best solution I have seen, from a Princeton perspective, is a 

380 to HWY 5 connection. My apologies for not having a reference link, but you may know more about 

that than I do.  

 

Thank you for your time and consideration. If you have any questions, please let me know.  

 

Mark S. Watjen 

 

 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:30 PM 

To: Marlon Monsalve  

Subject: RE: Comment: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Marlon Monsalve  

Sent: Friday, February 24, 2023 8:46 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Comment: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827. 

Sincerely, 
Marlon Monsalve 

 

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cf7448d43f8fc4df1a47b08db19dc7711%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638132206891668409%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=ZdZ2Gd5C9LYAypkZXIn8gEHITAwqMNVcDIoEQN6KrHI%3D&reserved=0


From: Marshall Wright  

Sent: Friday, March 10, 2023 8:44 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Marshall Wright 



From: Martha Doose  

Sent: Thursday, March 23, 2023 9:29 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 McKinney Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Project Manager,  
 
Please know that I, as well as many neighbors and other 
neighborhood residents are choosing to  OPPOSE using 
Segment C of the 380 bypass and prefer Segment D 
because D impacts fewer residents.   
  
Please consider the ramifications involved when you are 
going forward with this project. .  Always put yourself in the 
residents situation as if it were your own.  
 

Thank you in advance for your consideration.  
 

Martha Doose  
3003 Crossing Dr. 
Anna, TX 75409 
 

 

Virus-free.www.avg.com 
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From: Ed Gistaro 

Sent: Sunday, April 16, 2023 5:45 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Cc: Kim Carmichael; Amy Limas

Subject: Re: 380 ByPass

This email originated from outside of the organiza�on. Do not click links or open a�achments unless you recognize the 

sender and know the content is safe. 

 

> On Apr 16, 2023, at 5:39 PM, Ed Gistaro  wrote: 

> 

> Mr. Endres, 

> 

> I lived in San Antonio during the widening of IH10.  As bad as it was, it did not compare to what happened when 

completed.  You see, the widening ended at a two lane bridge at Camp Bullis Road.  Talk about a nightmare conges�on. 

> 

> Now, my ques�on to you is why does the bypass have eight lanes? 

> 

> 1. Since growth is headed up 75 north from 380, isn’t it in the cards to build another east/west route in that direc�on? 

> 

> 2. I envision the same merging nightmare when the eight lane bypass and frontage roads merge with exis�ng six lanes. 

> 

> 3. If there is a need for eight lanes, especially further west, wouldn’t a six lane bypass merging further west near Custer 

into an eight lane be just as advantageous and displace fewer homes and businesses. 

> 

> Seems to me if you are dead set on spending more than Op�on A and also imperiling lives too, this might cause a bit 

less of each. 

> 

> I bought my home thinking that, as a now 84 year old widow, I would be comfortable knowing a medical complex was 

just down the street with minimum �me to get there.  Also, as a front porch community, I very much enjoy being outside 

listening to birds, breathing clean air and conversing with neighbors who pass by.  Too bad you can’t guarantee that will 

con�nue with construc�on, air and noise pollu�on. 

> 

> If east/west traffic flow is so important, why didn’t you widen 121 to eight lanes?  That certainly would have impacted 

homes and businesses very li�le.  To swing the bypass as far north as it will be, why not swing it south to join 121 

instead? 

> 

> Please explain the logic of the op�ons as they stand today. 

> 

> Sincerely, 

> Mar�na Gistaro 
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From: Ed Gistaro 

Sent: Sunday, April 16, 2023 5:40 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Cc: Caeson.Clemems@txdot.gov; Kim Carmichael; Amy Limas

Subject: 380 ByPass

This email originated from outside of the organiza�on. Do not click links or open a�achments unless you recognize the 

sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Mr. Endres, 

 

I lived in San Antonio during the widening of IH10.  As bad as it was, it did not compare to what happened when 

completed.  You see, the widening ended at a two lane bridge at Camp Bullis Road.  Talk about a nightmare conges�on. 

 

Now, my ques�on to you is why does the bypass have eight lanes? 

 

1. Since growth is headed up 75 north from 380, isn’t it in the cards to build another east/west route in that direc�on? 

 

2. I envision the same merging nightmare when the eight lane bypass and frontage roads merge with exis�ng six lanes. 

 

3. If there is a need for eight lanes, especially further west, wouldn’t a six lane bypass merging further west near Custer 

into an eight lane be just as advantageous and displace fewer homes and businesses. 

 

Seems to me if you are dead set on spending more than Op�on A and also imperiling lives too, this might cause a bit less 

of each. 

 

I bought my home thinking that, as a now 84 year old widow, I would be comfortable knowing a medical complex was 

just down the street with minimum �me to get there.  Also, as a front porch community, I very much enjoy being outside 

listening to birds, breathing clean air and conversing with neighbors who pass by.  Too bad you can’t guarantee that will 

con�nue with construc�on, air and noise pollu�on. 

 

If east/west traffic flow is so important, why didn’t you widen 121 to eight lanes?  That certainly would have impacted 

homes and businesses very li�le.  To swing the bypass as far north as it will be, why not swing it south to join 121 

instead? 

 

Please explain the logic of the op�ons as they stand today. 

 

Sincerely, 

Mar�na Gistaro 



From: Mary's Yahoo 

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 8:41 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: No to segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, Tx. I strongly OPPOSE the construction of segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understood TxDot has existing option, 

segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge ranch residents, Ridgecrest 

residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827, Sincerely, Mary Garcia 

 

Sent from my iPad 



From: Mary Ann Cowley  

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 7:53 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Mary Ann Cowley 

McKinney resident since 1996 



From: Mary Ann Pierce 

Sent: Sunday, April 2, 2023 1:45 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A  

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

I don ‘t care how much money the Darlings have paid to get Segment A  

Passed, we all know this is disgraceful! 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Mary Ann Pierce 

Sent from Mail for Windows 

 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fgo.microsoft.com%2Ffwlink%2F%3FLinkId%3D550986&data=05%7C01%7Cstephen.endres%40txdot.gov%7C24382683f7004991c6ce08db33aa6d8b%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638160579313254982%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=iQa7cJ5Q6OA30ql2FrdeQkm6nkroQ3u2uWMwFc2GKaM%3D&reserved=0


As a McKinney resident, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of Segment A over Segment B ignores the
findings of the environmental study, applies criteria to support this decision inconsistently, is fiscally
irresponsible to the taxpayers and places an unsupportable financial burden on the City of McKinney and its
taxpayers.

Findings of the Environmental Impact Study should have led to selection of Segment B.
● No businesses displaced, rather than 15 current businesses displaced in Segment A.
● 2 rather than 7 major utility conflicts in Segment A
● No hazardous material sites impacted, rather than 2 in Segment A.
● Nearly twice the impact to rivers and streams; ½ mile vs. 1 mile
● Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged over 150 years.

Segment B saves over $150 million dollars for Collin County Taxpayers vs. Segment A
● $153M in right of way costs, rather than $198M in Segment A.
● $25M in utility relocation costs, rather than $75 in Segment A.
● $588M in design and construction costs rather than $608M in Segment A.
● $40M savings in utility relocation for the City of McKinney.

TXDOT’s own findings indicate that the continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted. 
● The design updates to Segment B have fully mitigated any impact to ManeGait
● TXDOT has received a copy of a study from Shea Center & Dreamcatchers, California service ranch

with a similar project that impacted their area which found there was minimal impact.
● TXDOT has said that Segment B “would not make the ManeGait inaccessible to persons with

disabilities and would not violate the Americans with Disabilities Act”

Priority has not been given to safety and the increased risk of fatal accidents
● Segment A contains two 90 degree turns with a change of grade which will present a greater risk of

fatal accidents.
● TXDOT did not reveal the comparison between fatality analysis for Segment A & B

Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 Highway increasing the risk
of work zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic patterns.

● According to TXDOT, 26,000 work zone crashes in 2021 resulted in 244 deaths.  
● The extended construction time required to regrade the existing road bed will increase the disruption to

existing traffic for several years of construction.

Criteria used to support Segment selection was not applied consistently. The criteria applied to
recommend Segment C, would conclude Segment B is the preferred option.

● C vs. D was compared based on objective cost data 
● A vs. B comparison featured subjective measures, such as counting the number of comments

submitted vs. objective facts

The current TXDOT budget and plans do not include the mitigation measures necessary to address the
impact of increased environmental and noise pollution, as well as concerning traffic hazards, for the
current McKinney neighborhoods impacted by Segment A. In addition to the depressed roadway:

● A sound wall across the full length of Tucker Hill property fronting 380 consistent with the character of
the entry being removed and providing privacy from cut thru traffic.

● The extension of Stonebridge Drive and new entrance on Townsend Boulevard for Tucker Hill residents
in the character of the current entrance at Tremont Boulevard.



From: Mary Blanchette  

Sent: Wednesday, March 22, 2023 4:35 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: I oppose using Segment C of the 380 bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Stephen Endres, 

 

Please use the plans for the 380 bypass that impacts fewer residents, Segment D. I 

completely oppose the use of Segment C as it will cause the loss of the source of our 

honey which we use daily. The Borchard ranch is home to their beehives as well as my 

sister's hives. The bees will not stay so close to such a massive highway. Segment C will 

also displace a family that has been on their ranch for 4 generations.  

 

Please consider the families and their livelihoods. Use Segment D and not Segment C for 

the 380 bypass. 

 

Most Sincerely, 

Mary Blanchette 
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TxDOT Public Comment 

I am writing in opposition to the Blue (A-E-C) alignment and specifically 

to oppose segment C.   

The Texas Department of Public Transportation (TxDOT) chose the 
Purple (A-E-D) alignment following their feasibility study.  They 
continued to choose segment A after the Environmental Impact Study 

(EIS), however they changed from segment D to segment C.  Given the 
reasons listed in the EIS for choosing Segment A, it does not make sense 
to have switched to segment C (instead of continuing to choose segment 

D).   

 

Fig 1 above map from TxDOT EIS.  2023 US 380 EIS _ Keep It Moving Dallas.pdf 

 

 

 

file:///D:/Documents/....380%20Bypass/2023%20%20US%20380%20EIS%20_%20Keep%20It%20Moving%20Dallas.pdf
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The EIS highlights the following as reasons for choosing segment A over 

B: 

 

Fig. 2 above from Spring 2023 TxDOT EIS study. 

Of these reasons, the 2nd, 3rd and 5th reasons are not directly applicable to 
the choice between segments C and D.  However, given as a whole, these 

3 reasons also would lead to choosing segment C as they seem to prefer 
affecting less residents.  There is not much, if any, planned housing 
developments along segment C, as the residents are just that – long term 

residents, not developers or investors, but families who have lived here 
many years and would like to continue living in our peaceful 
communities.   In addition, the preponderance of public concern as 

evidenced in comments to TxDOT Feasibility report, attendance at 
TxDOT public meetings after the release of the EIS and attendance at the 
Collin County Commissioners Court meetings in Feb-March 2023 is 

opposed to Segment C.  
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The two remaining applicable reasons for having chosen segment A (vs. 
B) in the TxDOT EIS study are  

• Displaces fewer homes.  

• Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignments.  
If these same criteria were applied to the choice between segments C and 

D, it would follow that TxDOT should have chosen segment D.  Fig 3 
shows that Segment D displaces fewer homes (6 vs 8) and has much less 
residential property impact (2 vs 11) according to the TxDOT Feasibility 
report.   Also, Segment C would absolutely utilize more of the existing US 

380 alignment (see Fig 1).  Also, as shown in Fig 6, the map-diagram at 
the bottom of this letter, these numbers are just the official “affected” 
homes and residential properties.  There are actually many more 

negatively affected residents.   
My question is: Why were the same criteria not used equally on the 
East side (Segment C vs Segment D) as they were on the West Side 

(Segment A vs Segment B) of the US 380 bypass route decision? 

 

Figure 3 above from March 2020 TxDOT Feasibility study (page 52). 

 



Public Comment by Mary Borchard  Page 4 of 8 
 

 

 

Fig 4 above from Feb 2023 TxDOT EIS Study. 

 

So, what are the reasons TxDOT gives for supporting Segment C as 

opposed to Segment D and are these valid and sufficient to support 
the choice of Segment C?   

1) Expected to draw traffic off FM1827 by providing better connections 
to local roads.   

One has to only look at the map at the bottom of this letter (Fig 6) 
to see that these 2 roads, Segment C and FM 1827 do not travel in 
the same direction.  Starting at the point where the 2 roads would 

intersect, Segment C goes in a Northwest direction and FM 1827 
goes in a Northeast direction.  Since the roads go in an almost 90-
degree different direction, it is hard to see how Segment C will 

draw traffic off FM 1827 It is also important to note that Segments 
C and D intersect with FM 1827 at nearly the same location (Fig 1 & 
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Fig 7).  So why is this a reason to choose segment C as opposed to 
segment D? 

2) Impacts fewer major utilities.   
These are the same number of utilities that were impacted when 

the Feasibility report recommended Segment D over Segment C. 
3) Total Segment Cost is less than Segment D to construct.    

This may be true, but should not be the deciding factor as this was 

known when the Feasibility report chose Segment D.  The 
additional cost of Segment C above Segment D is $176.4 million 
($960.6-$784.2=$176.4).  Segment A was chosen over Segment B 

despite the increased cost of $191.8 million – a greater amount 
than the difference between C and D.  The total cost according to 
TxDOT’s EIS is 3056.4M (Segments A + E + D is  957.8M + 1,138M + 

960.6M = 3056.4M) 
To put this in perspective, the additional cost of Segment D (vs C) is 
less than 6% of the total cost (176.4/3056.4 = .0577) or about the 

rate of inflation for a year.  Costs stated are from the EIS report.  
See Fig 5. 

4) Minimizes impact to 100-year floodplains and regulatory floodways.   
Again, this was true when Segment D was chosen in the Feasibility 

report.  What the choice of Segment C does is maximize impact to 
homes, residents and properties.  See Map (Fig 6) attached that 
shows residences along Segments C and D. 
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Fig 5 above table from Feb 2023 EIS study. 

Community Impact: 

Our family, the Borchard family, have lived next to County Road 338 for 

over 25 years and our property will be directly impacted by the choice of 
Segment C.  This area of Collin County is a small, though unincorporated 
unofficial community of friends and neighbors along CR 338.  Segment C 

would run directly across 2 of our neighbors’ homes, requiring 
demolition of their homes.  It would be so close to the other homes as to 
make them a very uncomfortable place to live.  We are a neighborhood of 

people that have all lived here for many years, not a group of land 
speculators or investors.  We help each other in time of need.  Now it is 
being proposed that we be divided by a freeway.  One neighbor whose 

home would be destroyed has had 5 generations on the same piece of 
land.  Another neighbor waited until after the feasibility study selected 
Segment D to build their permanent home, and upgrade from their small 

pre-fab home on the same property where they had been living for over 
20 years.  Now the freeway will divide their property into 2 pieces.  How 
will they continue to care for the llamas that they have rescued when 

some are on each side of the freeway?  This is only one of the small 
communities affected by Segment C.  Others, with their own stories and 
histories, are along FM 2933.    Just look at the map below compiled by JD 
Eubank which clearly shows the preponderance of homes along Segment 

C vs Segment D.  

At the TxDOT public meetings after the EIS report, we were told that this 
was a very hard almost 50/50 decision for TxDOT.  I ask: If this was such 
a close decision, why was the segment affecting a much greater 

number of residents chosen? 

There are other issues, that I have not even addressed here that perhaps 
others will address in their letters to you such as 

• The large forested area in central Collin County that will be 
bisected by the choice of segment C.  (See top of red outlined 
Segment C in map Fig 6 below.)   Many 100+ year trees, woodland 
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and other animals will lose their habitats compared to Segment D 
that does not traverse large sections of forested lands. 

• Texas Parks and Wildlife favors Segment D 

• And much more! 

 Please save our farms, our homes and communities and do 

NOT build the 380 Bypass using Segment C! 

 

Sincerely, 

Mary Borchard 
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Fig 6 Map showing residential impact of Segment C vs Segment D on local 

residences.  This is a TxDOT map with addition of legend, segment 
drawings and locations affected (colored dots) added by JD Eubank. 

 

 



From: Mary Carr 

Sent: Sunday, March 12, 2023 3:37 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Request for US380 Comment Extension  

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

I’d like to formally make a request for an extension of the comment period for US380.   Having just learned that it has 
been proposed that the bypass be moved even closer to Tucker Hill than was shown at the resent in person 
meeting.  Additional time is needed to fully understand the impact and options that are available to protect Tucker Hill, 
Stonebridge and other communities impacted by Option A. 
 
Regards, 
Mary Carr 
 
 

 

Sent from my iPad 
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From: Mary Carr 

Sent: Tuesday, April 18, 2023 1:21 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: TXDOT 380 Bypass Comments & Concerns

This email originated from outside of the organiza�on. Do not click links or open a�achments unless you recognize the 

sender and know the content is safe. 

 

I’m a senior ci�zen living in Tucker Hill who has concerns about the proposed Op�on A for the 380 bypass. 

 

It seems to me that entering and exi�ng onto 380 during construc�on will be extremely difficult. 

*  Is there a plan in place to address entering and exi�ng safely during the construc�on phase? 

*  How will construc�on impact emergency vehicles access? 

   - We have many seniors who live in this neighborhood A,er construc�on we will have the new bypass dumping all of 

that traffic at our door steps, along with the already busy 380 traffic that will have even more lanes.  You have forecast 

380 ge/ng even busier in the future. 

*  Did anyone research the impact of turns on Op�on A compared to Op�on B? 

I understand there has been a request to move the 380 bypass closer to Tucker Hill to provide an even wider birth for a 

new building site that doesn’t even have forms set. 

*  Why would that even be an op�on considering the impact on an exis�ng neighborhood? 

*  Isn’t an exis�ng neighborhood as important as a poten�al new building site? 

Again as a senior we sit outside on our front porch a lot.  That’s one of the reasons we selected this neighborhood for our 

re�rement home. 

*  How is the addi�onal traffic, which will be adding more noise and exhaust (air quality) going to impact the health of 

seniors and young children who want to be outside? 

*  How was the current tes�ng process done?   Using state of the art equipment, did you select an exis�ng loca�on 

comparable to the distance Tucker Hill  will be to the new bypass to run your test?  Just taking readings on my Apple 

watch in neighborhoods with freeways comparable to ours yields results that can be damaging to hearing.  According to 

the no�ces that kept popping up on my Apple Watch these levels of noise can cause hearing loss. 

*  With the even heavier traffic that is forecasted in the future, isn’t it fair to assume the air quality will be even worse ? 

Which will nega�vely impact all the seniors who live here and children with breathing issues.  How were your air quality 

tests done?  Were they conducted at loca�ons with high traffic as ours will be? 

 

While I understand the need to help with the current level of 380 traffic and to assist in plans for the future, it’s my 

assump�on that you would also be concerned with the poten�al damage to seniors and children in the areas that you 

are reviewing. 

 

Shouldn’t tax paying current homeowners be given as much considera�on as poten�al future new homeowners?  As a 

tax payer for very many years, I expect those individuals that are using my tax dollars to be good stewards with how they 

spend that money. Trea�ng tax payers money as you would with your own finances, would you over spend to get less for 

your money?  Which is what you are doing by selec�ng Op�on A. 

 

Regards, 

Mary Carr 

 

 

Sent from my iPad 
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From: Mary Edwards 

Sent: Monday, April 17, 2023 6:42 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: US 380 Bypass

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Endres, 

 

NO to Segment A  

YES to Segment B 

 

As a homeowner in Stonebridge Ranch and citizen of McKinney, TX., I am not in favor of the construction of 

Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an 

existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer 

businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and 

thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 

option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

Mary 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:45 PM 

To: Mary Elizabeth Alberson 

Subject: RE: 380 proposal 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Mary Elizabeth Alberson  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 12:17 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 proposal 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Sir,  

I am a citizen of Collin county emailing you in regards to the proposal for the 380 bypass. I ask that you 

reconsider your plan to go with plan C as it effects many peoples lives including my family. my family 

and I do not live in the proposed area, however we are friends with a family who do. This family has 

been a huge support to our girls through their homeschool journey allowing us to utilize their property 

for learning purposes. my girls have been able to learn about the growing process by watching a peach 

tree grow and produce over the years, they have learn about and formed a true passion for horses by 

helping to care for them and ride them. They have studied the properties and habits of bees and the 

honey making process. They have learn discipline and respect on this property many times over. All of 

the experiences and opportunities would be taken away from my children and many other children if 

you put an eight lane highway through the property. please reconsider your decision, think about the 

future generation and the lessons they learn through this. 

thank you for your time. 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C83c0972b66df45e30dd208db19e0a76d%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638132224890687028%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=9IedVuyDO92nJKKRDyjDA1yz1KFFrmrHgYyfQvr2rcw%3D&reserved=0


From: PEGGY EPNER 

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 5:02 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Support for Blue Alternative, US 380 expansion 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Endres,  

I would like to express my support for TXDOT's preferred alignment for US 380 from Coit Rd to FM 1827, 

which is the Blue alternative, linking Segments A,E, and C.  

 

Thank you for your time, 

 

Mary Epner 

4130 Glacier Point Ct. 

Prosper, TX 

469-222-6601 



From: Mary Garcia  

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 1:29 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Mr.  Enders, 

  As a resident of Prosper, I would like to urge you to consider : 

 

Alignment A or widen 380 

 

 

Thank you, 

Mary Garcia 

3841 Glacier Point Court 

Texas 75078 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:41 PM 

To: Mary Krogh 

Subject: RE:  

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Mary Krogh   

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 8:06 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject:  

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

 

Mr. Endres,  

 

With great respect, I ask that you consider my comments below regarding the 380 bypass.  

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827. 

 

Reasons to consider OPPOSING Segment A: 

Costs taxpayers $98.8 million more 

Impacts 57% more natural wetlands  & wildlife 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cc5d5fb780de749549db308db19e0ef70%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638132226112619861%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=JpXWpH%2FUnzDwYbzewjKg1h7%2BDXM4ayWY0JIJz1IRf0Q%3D&reserved=0


Negatively impacts Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 

 

Reasons to SUPPORT Segment B: 

Requires 73% fewer business and residential displacements 

Avoids costly reconstruction of the intersection at U.S. 380 & Custer Road 

14% shorter, saving time and money 

 

Thank you for your consideration, 

 

Mary Krogh 

6704 Mission Ridge, McKinney, TX 75071 

  

 

 



From: 

Sent: Monday, March 20, 2023 3:08 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Route 380 bypass choices  

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

 

 

Dear  Mr. Endres and Tx Dot:  I respec)ully request you to reconsider the “announced” choice of Route 

A rather than Route B.  There are many reasons, but I will try to be brief.   

1.  When we moved here into Tucker Hill 8 years ago, route 380 did not even have a stop light into 

our entrance, and there was supposed to be a li3le school next door, and it was a perfect 

community.  Many of us are re4red homeowners, and this was chosen to be our “last home” 

since it would be near to family.  We understand that Route B would displace less people 

(homes), and businesses who are already here in good faith. 

2. Route B would be a good deal much less expensive.  Why would you choose a more expensive 

route – especially in these tough and going to be tougher 4mes?  

3. Route B would actually be less dangerous because there is so much truck traffic and will be for a 

very, very long 4me, and trucks cannot navigate right hand turns.  One accident will cause the 

road to be blocked and there will be many of those with the long construc4on trucks that are 

here in droves every day.  There is also the problem of the road noise for all the people in the 

neighborhood, which appears to be very dangerous to their health,  due to the conges4on 

caused by your proposed road changes, and apparently Route A would mean no stop lights that 

would slow down the traffic.   

4. Are you actually saying that horses are more important than human beings? The horses have 

been right out there by all that construc4on on Custer Road.  It is much easier to move a barn 

and horses than upset so many people’s lives.  I hope that the rumors than this is most 

important part of this decision, horses vs. real people, will not be shown to be true.  Help us, 

please!     

 

Sincerely yours, Mary Lynn Creme 

 

 

 



From: Mary Mikula 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 5:28 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Mary Mikula 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 10:06 AM 

To: Patty Laster 

Subject: RE: 380 Comments - kindly consider 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Patty Laster   

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 11:44 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 Comments - kindly consider 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres,  
 

Respectfully, I request your consideration of the 380 proposal for Segment A. I am in support of 
Segment B. 
 

Segment B was presented as having less disruption to homes and businesses with a cost of 
much less than Segment A. Thus, it comes as a complete surprise that your organization or 
someone within are supporting Segment A. What is the rationale behind this? Can you send me 
a cost analysis and property disruption analysis please? Without this, it appears something 
suspicious and fishy is going on, perhaps influence of someone or a business that TxDOT is 
supporting.  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C329810d239ae4f2e971708db19a685de%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131975213520718%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=lQ9Dkj5KwtDgRFGdTqHjRUxbUhvcwCB9E2M7bRXj7iw%3D&reserved=0


I am a homeowner and citizen of McKinney Texas and strongly OPPOSE the construction of 
Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 
380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  
 

Mary P Laster 

1505 Montclair Circle 

McKinney TX 75071 

816.289.5428 

  

 

 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 4:16 PM
To: Mary Williams 
Subject: RE: 380 Bypass
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 
 

From: Mary Williams  
Sent: Sunday, February 19, 2023 3:55 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: 380 Bypass
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Hello Stephen,
 
I write to you to oppose C and support D.  I do not agree plan C is the best route for the 380 bypass
as you are disrupting numerous homesteads, community resources along with businesses.
 
This route will destroy a property that provides a place for bible groups to meet, and worship events
as well as a riding stable for youths to ride.  I personally have attended bible studies at Amber & Dan
Block's home as well as purchased honey and eggs from this homestead.  There are children that
come to ride horses/therapy and they hold religious groups, and activities.  
 
Also, why would you damage one of the largest REMAINING forests in central Collin County?  I've
been a resident of McKinney for 16 years, please keep the forests, woodlands, and wetlands!
 
Warm Regards,

mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
mailto:sbagwellrudy@burnsmcd.com
mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7Cc324c5cf479843083f9c08db13a28858%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638125361034968514%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=CBWG9kLimGDy9GSYxYNFAd1q3TuvQE1dRiImvKiFfb4%3D&reserved=0
mailto:mary@gosimplytexas.com
mailto:Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov


From: Matt Hatch  

Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2023 12:06 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US380 bypass-NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hello Stephen, 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Thank you, 

Matt 

--  

Matt Hatch  

 

817-657-9075 



To whom it may concern:  

 

As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of Segment A over 

Segment B is fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150 million more, applies criteria to 

support their decision inconsistently, and provides numerous biased, false, and inconsistent findings in 

their environmental study. Furthermore, there is objective evidence of political maneuvering, 

campaigning, and rezoning efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed 

TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn these actions as unethical and improper.  

 

The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council on Environmental 

Quality (CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021), decisions on an alignment must be based on what is practical 

and feasible from a technical and economic standpoint, rather than what is desirable from the 

standpoint of the agency (i.e, TxDOT).  

 

As a McKinney homeowner, I know a bypass will be required to support growth in the northern corridor. 

However, in selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do harm to a significant percentage of 

McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant fiscal irresponsibility. This decision is made more 

egregious with the existence of a viable lower impact alternative. It appears irrefutable that Segment B 

is the better alternative and that there are serious flaws in the conclusions reached by TxDOT and in the 

underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS).  

 

Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants that cause harm to 

humans and a rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current and future impacts. If TxDOT 

will not mitigate these harms, then TxDOT should at the very least do a rigorous analysis of these harms 

and explicitly note the opportunities we forgo with the current preferred alignment. The pollution 

appendices are missing critical analyses and portions are invalid as presented. This project should not 

proceed until those omissions and errors are corrected.  

 

My ask is that in order to ensure resolution and the creation of the best project possible, I request:  

• TxDOT issue a second draft of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in the current draft EIS.  

• Any Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) have a 90-day review period, with an official 

public comment period, and that the FEIS be unbundled from the Record of Decision 

 

The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A:  

• Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes 2 versus 5. However, segment A is one mile 

longer, has 6 new interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential major utility conflicts versus 

just two for Segment B and displaces 15 businesses versus zero businesses for Segment B.  

• Segment B would have less of an environmental impact. Segment A would encroach on twice 

the wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and streams and more acreage of 

forests, prairies and grasslands than Segment B. Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable 

Heritage trees, aged over 150 years. Finally, there would be no hazardous material sites 

impacted on Segment B and TXDOT has identified 2 with Segment A. 

• Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to the taxpayers is 

that the estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M more than Segment B. 



• Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 Highway increasing the 

risk of work zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic patterns. Additionally, the 

requirement to lower the existing grade in bedrock and cantilever local lanes in a restricted 

ROW width, while preferred for the longterm, will significantly increase the construction time, 

safety risk and disruption compared to route B. Priority has not been given to safety and the 

increased risk of fatal accidents, including those induced by a change in grade and, not one, but 

two 90 degree turns. 

• TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned future 

residential homes. It appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of unidentified future 

residents, property investors or developers over the impact of existing McKinney residents. The 

voices of the current residents should be a priority over unidentified future residents. 

• TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under 

construction west of Custer Road. Once again, this appears to accrue to the benefit of future 

residents or current investors, not the current residents of McKinney.  

• TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic Horsemanship 

property, the subject of substantial public concern”. In fact, there is no great “public concern” 

over MainGait. The facility does serve a noble purpose, but that purpose is nowhere near the 

public concern of the impact to the existing residents of Tucker Hill who include retired 

veterans, disabled residents (both young and old), seniors 55+ and countless children. More 

concerning to members of Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney community is that TxDOT 

calls out the impact of the ROW to the property belonging to the founder of MainGait. The 

founder of MainGait is no ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill Darling, a former real estate 

developer and home builder who stands to gain personally by the selection of Segment A over 

B. In particular, Bill Darling and/or other associates of the Darling company, leveraged 

ownership of 43 Tucker Hill lots to submit comments against Segment B in favor of Segment A – 

essentially impersonated residents of Tucker Hill. TxDOT’s own findings indicate that the 

continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and has stated Segment B “would not make 

the ManeGait inaccessible to persons with disabilities and would not violate the Americans with 

Disabilities Act.” Furthermore and perhaps most egregious is that ManeGait stated and TxDOT 

perpetuated the false claim that ManeGait provides “essential” services to protected citizens, 

which was a misrepresentation and may have swayed public opinion.  

 

In direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT still concluded Segment A was the preferred route 

option.  

 

TxDOT relied on the EIS to support their conclusion. Of critical concern to Tucker Hill and the greater 

McKinney community is what appears to be flaws in the underlying TxDOT analysis and interpretation of 

the EIS. I will attempt to detail each of my concerns individually. My comments however, are not meant 

to be a complete listing of the errors or omissions in the study, but simply those that this compressed 

timeframe has allowed me to identify.  

 

Noise Pollution  



Tucker Hill is a community about using people’s front porches.  This is not a neighborhood where you 

pull in your garage and never leave.  It’s an active outdoor focused neighborhood.  Additional noise from 

Segment A is detrimental to the entire point of our community.   

 

The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased. The importance of this is underscored by 

the existing scientific literature showing the association between traffic and related noise on physical 

and mental health. The study evaluated only a single barrier south of the community. It appears the 

study was biased toward providing more data around MainGait, a facility with transient guests, then 

Tucker Hill, a community of over 380 homes with plans for over 600. Additionally, it appears that there 

has been no regard taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous veteran residents, elderly residents or our residents 

with disabilities – collectively, who likely outnumber MainGait’s transient guests. In fact, Tucker Hill was 

classified, by TxDOT, as a standard residential area with an acceptable NAC level of 67 and precluded 

from participating in any future noise studies. This is both incorrect and unacceptable. Tucker Hill is a 

“front porch” community and every home is designed with a front porch that encourages outdoor 

activities and interactions between neighbors. Tucker Hill should be reclassified as Category A to 

preserve the essence of the neighborhood and the neighborhood should be included in any future noise 

abatement studies.  

 

The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise on the community. 

Yet, TxDOT, while proposing to surround the neighborhood on both the south and east side with a 

highway, believes the noise impact to be acceptable. TxDOT has not met their burden in any way, and 

moving forward with flawed data will cause irreparable harm to the residents of Tucker Hill, especially 

the young, elderly and disabled who do not regularly leave the neighborhood. A new noise study must 

be conducted with more receptors and sound barriers across both the south and east side of the 

neighborhood must be included in any Segment A option. Finally, it appears untenable that TxDOT could 

make any conclusion about the noise impact on Tucker Hill without fully understanding the impact of 

their proposed Segment A shift on the east side of the neighborhood.  

 

Community Impacts  

TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park and the Tucker Hill Community Center in their 

community impact study as the only community spaces without identifying the population they serve. 

First, Tucker Hill houses a community center, two town squares, two community parks, a community 

pool, a dog park, two fire pits, an amphitheater and a rooftop event space in the Harvard Park 

commercial area. The community spaces can be found filled with residents on almost any sunny day. 

Tucker Hill hosts many little league practices from Prosper and McKinney in our neighborhood parks and 

is a both a Christmas Holiday destination for people all across the region to visit our lighted homes as 

well as a photo op for every local high school homecoming and prom at our community fountain. 

Furthermore, the community has a long history of events supporting organizations like Ethan for Autism, 

29 Acres and the Down Syndrome Guild of Dallas. TxDOT has not demonstrated that they have 

completed any research into the impacted population (including children of all ages, elderly, seniors 

55+, veterans and residents with disabilities) of these facilities. Once again, this is an egregious omission 

and appears to show substantial bias for MainGait and other facilities that serve guests as opposed to 

residents.  As I mention in other parts of this letter, my elderly in-laws live with us and value their time 

spent with neighbors and friends.  This multi-generational living is enhanced by living in Tucker Hill 



where diverse neighbors in all phases of life serve to build community.  To place more value on transient 

populations than full-time residential impacts does a disservice to our community. 

 

Aesthetic Impacts  

TxDOT has not completed the required aesthetic impact analysis for the whole project.  

 

Traffic Analysis  

TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed. TxDOT’s original traffic projection methodology was deemed to 

be incomplete and inconsistent by the Texas A&M Transportation Institute (TTI) in September of 2020. 

In March 2021, TTI noted that they still had not been provided traffic data for the “No Build vs Build 

scenarios”. At that time, TTI deemed that the growth rates used in the revised study were acceptable for 

“short-term growth (from 2020 to the pivot year of 2040)”. Unfortunately, TxDOT has not addressed 

how their growth rate calculation using a linear regression could be acceptable if the baseline year for 

traffic growth is 2020. In every commercial or municipal environment, 2020 is seen as a data anomaly 

because of the impact of the pandemic and an unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes of any 

kind. TxDOT’s traffic analysis continues to be flawed and incomplete.  

 

Two 90 degree curves  

More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a horizontal curve, and the average crash rate 

for horizontal curves is about three times that of other types of highway segments 

(https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/). In 2022 the United States 

Department of Transportation released their National Roadway Safety Strategy, which endorsed zero 

fatalities as the national goal and promotes building safety into the design of roads. TxDOT did not 

compare the safety risks including injury and fatality based on the highway designs of alternatives A and 

B. Segment A (the current preferred alignment) has two 90 degree curves. It also does not appear that 

TxDOT considered this safety risk in their decision.  

 

As such, TxDOT must include an analysis that compares alternatives A and B on the probability of 

accidents, injury, and fatalities. In addition, TxDOT must justify why they would choose a more 

dangerous alignment and one that goes against the US Department of Transportation’s strategy.  

 

Anyone who’s driven the DNT at Beltline knows a bend in the road serves to create traffic jams and 

accidents.  Why would you intentionally choose the bendier option when a straighter safer option is 

cheaper and less impactful?  That’s not a rhetorical question, I actually want someone to answer that. 

 

Community Cohesion  

TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to Tucker Hill with Segment A 

and that there appears to be existing cohesion between Whitley Place, Mansions of Prosper, Luxe 

Prosper and Walnut Grove due to school districting once again is incorrect and appears to show a bias 

or, simply, a failure to conduct proper research.  

 

Segment A will effectively sever Tucker Hill on both the south and eastern sides of the neighborhood 

from McKinney. This is atypical and will leave Tucker Hill, established within the city limits of McKinney 

in 2008, as the only established subdivision completely blocked off from McKinney on two sides of the 



neighborhood. In fact, the highway will sever Tucker Hill from the districted school, Reeves Elementary 

in Auburn Hills. It will also impact and, possibly, imperil the plans to connect Tucker Hill to both the 

school and the hike and bike trail system already in the city’s plans. The City of McKinney has noted in 

their planning documents and as Mayor Fuller reiterated in his email to Ceason Clemons and TxDOT staff 

dated February 26th, 2023, Tucker Hill is a significant asset to the city.  

 

What may be most troubling, though, is TxDOT’s conclusion that somehow there is no cohesion impact 

when cutting Tucker Hill off from Reeves Elementary, but there appears to be an impact to the Prosper 

neighborhoods due to school zoning. However, the Walnut Grove neighborhood is not districted for 

Prosper ISD. The Mansions of Prosper neighborhood and the Luxe Prosper neighborhood are districted 

for different elementary and high schools than the Whitley Place neighborhood. In fact, Mansions of 

Prosper and Luxe Prosper share school zoning with Tucker Hill. The correct conclusion here should have 

been that given the shared school zoning between these neighborhoods (Mansions of Prosper, Luxe 

Prosper, Tucker Hill and Auburn Hills) and the fact that Tucker Hill would become the only established 

subdivision to be severed from McKinney by the highway on two sides, with respect to community 

cohesion, Segment B is clearly the better alternative.  

 

Construction and Noise Pollution  

TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to construction and noise pollution. According to 

the TxDOT handbook this is incorrect and TxDOT must also include:  

 

“Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This section of the EA must identify and explain 

any impacts associated with construction activities. This includes light pollution; impacts 

associated with physical construction activity, temporary lane, road or bridge closures (including 

detours); and other traffic disruptions. Include the expected duration of any construction 

impacts, and explain any BMPs or other strategies that will be used to mitigate such impacts.”  

 

TxDOT must outline and detail all potential impacts during construction for both proposed Segments A 

and B and appropriately evaluate those impacts as part of the study. Importantly, TxDOT should provide 

all impacts and mitigation strategies related to construction prior to proceeding. Critically, with respect 

to Tucker Hill and the surrounding neighborhoods, what are the plans for egress to the neighborhood 

during construction and how will those plans impact the response time of emergency vehicles to points 

within the neighborhood?  

 

Shift Closer to Tucker Hill  

TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the already flawed 

analysis that produced a preference for Segment A creates an unfair burden on the residents of Tucker 

Hill. Once again, TxDOT appears to be showing a callous bias toward ‘future development’ rather than a 

commitment to current residents. It is impossible to fully understand the additional noise pollution, air 

pollution and other effects without additional study. It’s important to note that even with this new 

shifted Segment A, the cost to construct Segment B would be $100M less than Segment A. TxDOT’s 

actions are placing the residents of Tucker Hill in an untenable position and are knowingly causing 

irreparable harm to the community in favor of future development. I strongly object to the proposed 



shift of the A alignment.  Pretty simple, we’re already here.  All decisions should favor the folks who’ve 

already put down roots as opposed to these magical future users. 

 

Air Pollution  

We’re a multi-generational home and my elderly in-laws enjoy sitting on the porch watching birds.  As 

cancer survivors with compromised immune systems the constant additional air pollution from segment 

A will be detrimental to their health, but to what degree isn’t known because TXDOT didn’t adequately 

study our neighborhood or the effects of air pollution on residents.  It boggles the mind TXDOT chooses 

to value a 2 hour visitor to MainGait more highly than my wife’s parents. 

 

Air pollution is a documented public health emergency, and can affect every organ in the body, including 

cognition. Children and the elderly are disproportionately vulnerable to air pollution, specifically PM2.5, 

and more so if they live in close proximity to a highway. Air pollution can cause a multitude of diseases 

in adults, including heart disease, and can breach the placental barrier during pregnancy, causing 

miscarriages and birth defects. These impacts are well documented and have been noted in academic 

studies for over a decade. TxDOT should not proceed with this project until they have conducted a full 

study of existing and future air pollution on this highway, both at the regional scale and immediately 

adjacent to the highway. TxDOT must be compliant with EPA’s health-based National Ambient Air 

Quality Standards.  

 

The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill neighborhood on the South and East sides. 

Winds in McKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-East meaning that for more days 

than not air pollution will be blown and settled on the residents of Tucker Hill.  

 

It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT utilized an airspeed of 1 MPH. The 

average wind speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the prevailing winds are from the south and 

south-east. It appears that additional study must be completed to correctly understand what the 

adverse effects of air pollution would be on the Tucker Hill population. Additionally, if Segment A is 

selected, monitoring devices must be installed to monitor air quality before, during and after 

construction.  

 

The DEIS fails to address air pollution from traffic beyond tailpipe emissions. A growing body of 

academic research cites brake wear and tire friction as primary pollutants from traffic. The DEIS has not 

addressed either of these sources of pollutants, nor does it address benzene or Volatile Organic 

Compounds (VOCs). We request that TxDOT complete detailed analyses of each of these pollutants, and 

compare pollutant levels on 380 (for each pollutant) to expected levels during and after construction 

Segment A.  

 

The DEIS notes in several places that expected proliferation of electric vehicles (EVs) should improve air 

pollution in this corridor. This is not only abdicating responsibility for mitigating air pollution, but a 

misrepresentation of electric vehicles and their environmental benefits. While EVs do reduce tailpipe 

emissions from internal combustion engines (ICEs), they do nothing to reduce pollution from non-

tailpipe sources including brake dust and tire friction. Pollution from tire friction may worsen in EVs due 



to increases in vehicle weight from electric batteries. Further, Texas’ electric grid is far from clean, and 

EVs that source their energy from unclean sources are, therefore, unclean themselves.  

 

The Mobile Source Air Toxins analysis in the DEIS is lacking and includes only a qualitative analysis. The 

DEIS claims that MSAT will decrease with time because of improved federal standards. We argue that 

this is an outsourcing of responsibility to mitigate air pollution in the 380 corridor, and request that 

TxDOT complete a quantitative MSAT analysis and a health impact assessment for all criteria pollutants.  

 

Quality of Comments Collected  

As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in soliciting comments. In 

addition to submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill residents, comments were solicited via 

Facebook with no links to the underlying studies or segment alternatives. TxDOT must vet all of the 

comments collected during the scoping project fully and determine that they were legitimately provided 

by residents. If the comments were not legitimate, they should be stricken from the project record.  

 

NEPA  

Paraphrasing from The Council on Environmental Quality (2021), TxDOT is obligated to evaluate feasible 

alternatives in enough detail so that a reader can compare and contrast the environmental effects of the 

various alternatives. Of note, NEPA reasonable alternatives include those that are practical or feasible 

from the technical and economic standpoint, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of 

TxDOT.  

“NEPA is About People and Places”  

 

"Impacts include ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health impacts, whether 

adverse or beneficial. It is important to note that human beings are part of the environment (indeed, 

that is why Congress used the phrase “human environment” in NEPA), so when an EIS is prepared and 

economic or social and natural or physical environmental effects are interrelated, the EIS should discuss 

all of these effects."  

 

It is clear that TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst, unsavory. I ask that 

TxDOT respond to each of the issues discussed. As it stands, if TxDOT proceeds with their preferred 

Segment A they will be irreparably harming the residents of Tucker Hill, unfairly seizing the residents’ 

ability to enjoy their neighborhood, severing them from their broader community and, potentially, 

justifying it with a fatally flawed Environmental Impact Study.  

 

Regards, 

 

 

Matt Lear 

2754 Majestic Ave 

McKinney, TX 75071 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 4:35 PM 

To: Matt Lear 

Cc: Dan Perge; John Hudspeth; Travis Campbell; Ashton Strong; Grace Lo; Melissa 

Meyer; Tony Hartzel; Madison Schein; Christine Polito; Ceason Clemens 

Subject: RE: 380 comment period extension  

 

We received your request to extend the comment period for the US 380 EIS project. 

 

The Notice of Availability (NOA) for Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was posted on January 

20, 2023. 

The public hearing was held on February 16th and 21st. 

The original comment period ended on March 21, 2023. 

 

TxDOT will extend the comment period 15 days one time only to April 5, 2023. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Matt Lear  

Sent: Sunday, March 12, 2023 8:37 PM 

To: Ceason Clemens <Ceason.Clemens@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 comment period extension  

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Formally requesting an extension to the comment period. We need more time to fully evaluate the 
impacts and possible mitigation measures that can be taken to protect Tucker Hill as well as the other 
communities and businesses affected by Option A. The same extension should apply to those 
affected by Option D. It boggles the mind a path with no business or home impacts is rejected in 
favor of one that does both.  

Matt Lear 
2754 Majestic Ave  
McKinney, TX 75071 

970-390-3036 
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From: Matt Lear 

Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2023 10:19 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: Comments about US 380 Segment A EIS

Attachments: Tucker Hill 380 TXDOT ML responses.docx

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

Mr Endres-  

 

While I realize not everyone can visit Tucker Hill, I assume since I've seen you and your staff many times in McKinney 

over the course of the last 8 years, you've at least driven through here.  It's a special place.  Right, everyone says that 

about every place they live.  Years ago, we thought we'd finally found an agency who listens to reason, and uses sound 

judgement for decision making.  How disheartening to learn it's largely business as usual and good sense isn't very 

common.  Then to be told the Segment that is more expensive, more invasive, more, impactful is chosen as the 

preferred route?  As Vizzini from the Princess Bride so eloquently put it, "INCONCEIVABLE."  

 

As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of Segment A over Segment B is fiscally 

irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150 million more, applies criteria to support their decision inconsistently, 

and provides numerous biased, false, and inconsistent findings in their environmental study. Furthermore, there is 

objective evidence of political maneuvering, campaigning, and rezoning efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that 

ostensibly has swayed TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn these actions as unethical and improper. 

  

The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 

requires. Per CEQ (2021), decisions on an alignment must be based on what is practical and feasible from a technical and 

economic standpoint, rather than what is desirable from the standpoint of the agency (i.e, TxDOT).  

  

As a McKinney homeowner, I know a bypass will be required to support growth in the northern corridor. However, in 

selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do harm to a significant percentage of McKinney residents and will 

demonstrate significant fiscal irresponsibility. This decision is made more egregious with the existence of a viable lower 

impact alternative. It appears irrefutable that Segment B is the better alternative and that there are serious flaws in the 

conclusions reached by TxDOT and in the underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS).  

  

Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants that cause harm to humans and a 

rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current and future impacts. If TxDOT will not mitigate these harms, 

then TxDOT should at the very least do a rigorous analysis of these harms and explicitly note the opportunities we forgo 

with the current preferred alignment. The pollution appendices are missing critical analyses and portions are invalid as 

presented. This project should not proceed until those omissions and errors are corrected.  

  

My ask is that in order to ensure resolution and the creation of the best project possible, I request:  

•         TxDOT issue a second draft of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in the current draft EIS.  

•         Any Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) have a 90-day review period, with an official public 

comment period, and that the FEIS be unbundled from the Record of Decision 

  

The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A:  
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•         Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes 2 versus 5. However, segment A is one mile longer, has 6 

new interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential major utility conflicts versus just two for Segment B and 

displaces 15 businesses versus zero businesses for Segment B.  

•         Segment B would have less of an environmental impact. Segment A would encroach on twice the wetland 

acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and streams and more acreage of forests, prairies and grasslands 

than Segment B. Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged over 150 years. Finally, 

there would be no hazardous material sites impacted on Segment B and TXDOT has identified 2 with Segment A. 

•         Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to the taxpayers is that the 

estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M more than Segment B. 

•         Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 Highway increasing the risk of 

work zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic patterns. Additionally, the requirement to lower the existing 

grade in bedrock and cantilever local lanes in a restricted ROW width, while preferred for the longterm, will 

significantly increase the construction time, safety risk and disruption compared to route B. Priority has not 

been given to safety and the increased risk of fatal accidents, including those induced by a change in grade and, 

not one, but two 90 degree turns. 

•         TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned future residential homes. 

It appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of unidentified future residents, property investors or developers 

over the impact of existing McKinney residents. The voices of the current residents should be a priority over 

unidentified future residents. 

•         TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction 

west of Custer Road. Once again, this appears to accrue to the benefit of future residents or current investors, 

not the current residents of McKinney.  

•         TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the 

subject of substantial public concern”. In fact, there is no great “public concern” over MainGait. The facility does 

serve a noble purpose, but that purpose is nowhere near the public concern of the impact to the existing 

residents of Tucker Hill who include retired veterans, disabled residents (both young and old), seniors 55+ and 

countless children. More concerning to members of Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney community is 

that TxDOT calls out the impact of the ROW to the property belonging to the founder of MainGait. The founder 

of MainGait is no ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill Darling, a former real estate developer and home builder who 

stands to gain personally by the selection of Segment A over B. In particular, Bill Darling and/or other associates 

of the Darling company, leveraged ownership of 43 Tucker Hill lots to submit comments against Segment B in 

favor of Segment A – essentially impersonated residents of Tucker Hill. TxDOT’s own findings indicate that the 

continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and has stated Segment B “would not make the ManeGait 

inaccessible to persons with disabilities and would not violate the Americans with Disabilities Act.” Furthermore 

and perhaps most egregious is that ManeGait stated and TxDOT perpetuated the false claim that ManeGait 

provides “essential” services to protected citizens, which was a misrepresentation and may have swayed public 

opinion.  

  

In direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT still concluded Segment A was the preferred route option.  

  

TxDOT relied on the EIS to support their conclusion. Of critical concern to Tucker Hill and the greater McKinney 

community is what appears to be flaws in the underlying TxDOT analysis and interpretation of the EIS. I will attempt to 

detail each of my concerns individually. My comments however, are not meant to be a complete listing of the errors or 

omissions in the study, but simply those that this compressed timeframe has allowed me to identify.  

  

Noise Pollution  

Tucker Hill is a community about using people’s front porches.  This is not a neighborhood where you pull in your garage 

and never leave.  It’s an active outdoor focused neighborhood.  Additional noise from Segment A is detrimental to the 

entire point of our community.   
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The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased. The importance of this is underscored by the existing 

scientific literature showing the association between traffic and related noise on physical and mental health. The study 

evaluated only a single barrier south of the community. It appears the study was biased toward providing more data 

around MainGait, a facility with transient guests, then Tucker Hill, a community of over 380 homes with plans for over 

600. Additionally, it appears that there has been no regard taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous veteran residents, elderly 

residents or our residents with disabilities – collectively, who likely outnumber MainGait’s transient guests. In fact, 

Tucker Hill was classified, by TxDOT, as a standard residential area with an acceptable NAC level of 67 and precluded 

from participating in any future noise studies. This is both incorrect and unacceptable. Tucker Hill is a “front porch” 

community and every home is designed with a front porch that encourages outdoor activities and interactions between 

neighbors. Tucker Hill should be reclassified as Category A to preserve the essence of the neighborhood and the 

neighborhood should be included in any future noise abatement studies.  

  

The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise on the community. Yet, TxDOT, 

while proposing to surround the neighborhood on both the south and east side with a highway, believes the noise 

impact to be acceptable. TxDOT has not met their burden in any way, and moving forward with flawed data will cause 

irreparable harm to the residents of Tucker Hill, especially the young, elderly and disabled who do not regularly leave 

the neighborhood. A new noise study must be conducted with more receptors and sound barriers across both the south 

and east side of the neighborhood must be included in any Segment A option. Finally, it appears untenable that TxDOT 

could make any conclusion about the noise impact on Tucker Hill without fully understanding the impact of their 

proposed Segment A shift on the east side of the neighborhood.  

  

Community Impacts  

TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park and the Tucker Hill Community Center in their community impact 

study as the only community spaces without identifying the population they serve. First, Tucker Hill houses a community 

center, two town squares, two community parks, a community pool, a dog park, two fire pits, an amphitheater and a 

rooftop event space in the Harvard Park commercial area. The community spaces can be found filled with residents on 

almost any sunny day. Tucker Hill hosts many little league practices from Prosper and McKinney in our neighborhood 

parks and is a both a Christmas Holiday destination for people all across the region to visit our lighted homes as well as a 

photo op for every local high school homecoming and prom at our community fountain. Furthermore, the community 

has a long history of events supporting organizations like Ethan for Autism, 29 Acres and the Down Syndrome Guild of 

Dallas. TxDOT has not demonstrated that they have completed any research into the impacted population (including 

children of all ages, elderly, seniors 55+, veterans and residents with disabilities) of these facilities. Once again, this is an 

egregious omission and appears to show substantial bias for MainGait and other facilities that serve guests as opposed 

to residents.  As I mention in other parts of this letter, my elderly in-laws live with us and value their time spent with 

neighbors and friends.  This multi-generational living is enhanced by living in Tucker Hill where diverse neighbors in all 

phases of life serve to build community.  To place more value on transient populations than full-time residential impacts 

does a disservice to our community. 

  

Aesthetic Impacts  

TxDOT has not completed the required aesthetic impact analysis for the whole project.  

  

Traffic Analysis  

TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed. TxDOT’s original traffic projection methodology was deemed to be incomplete 

and inconsistent by the Texas A&M Transportation Institute (TTI) in September of 2020. In March 2021, TTI noted that 

they still had not been provided traffic data for the “No Build vs Build scenarios”. At that time, TTI deemed that the 

growth rates used in the revised study were acceptable for “short-term growth (from 2020 to the pivot year of 2040)”. 

Unfortunately, TxDOT has not addressed how their growth rate calculation using a linear regression could be acceptable 

if the baseline year for traffic growth is 2020. In every commercial or municipal environment, 2020 is seen as a data 
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anomaly because of the impact of the pandemic and an unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes of any kind. 

TxDOT’s traffic analysis continues to be flawed and incomplete.  

  

Two 90 degree curves  

More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a horizontal curve, and the average crash rate for horizontal 

curves is about three times that of other types of highway segments 

(https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/). In 2022 the United States Department of 

Transportation released their National Roadway Safety Strategy, which endorsed zero fatalities as the national goal and 

promotes building safety into the design of roads. TxDOT did not compare the safety risks including injury and fatality 

based on the highway designs of alternatives A and B. Segment A (the current preferred alignment) has two 90 degree 

curves. It also does not appear that TxDOT considered this safety risk in their decision.  

  

As such, TxDOT must include an analysis that compares alternatives A and B on the probability of accidents, injury, and 

fatalities. In addition, TxDOT must justify why they would choose a more dangerous alignment and one that goes against 

the US Department of Transportation’s strategy.  

  

Anyone who’s driven the DNT at Beltline knows a bend in the road serves to create traffic jams and accidents.  Why 

would you intentionally choose the bendier option when a straighter safer option is cheaper and less impactful?  That’s 

not a rhetorical question, I actually want someone to answer that. 

  

Community Cohesion  

TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to Tucker Hill with Segment A and that there 

appears to be existing cohesion between Whitley Place, Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper and Walnut Grove due to 

school districting once again is incorrect and appears to show a bias or, simply, a failure to conduct proper research.  

  

Segment A will effectively sever Tucker Hill on both the south and eastern sides of the neighborhood from McKinney. 

This is atypical and will leave Tucker Hill, established within the city limits of McKinney in 2008, as the only established 

subdivision completely blocked off from McKinney on two sides of the neighborhood. In fact, the highway will sever 

Tucker Hill from the districted school, Reeves Elementary in Auburn Hills. It will also impact and, possibly, imperil the 

plans to connect Tucker Hill to both the school and the hike and bike trail system already in the city’s plans. The City of 

McKinney has noted in their planning documents and as Mayor Fuller reiterated in his email to Ceason Clemons and 

TxDOT staff dated February 26th, 2023, Tucker Hill is a significant asset to the city.  

  

What may be most troubling, though, is TxDOT’s conclusion that somehow there is no cohesion impact when cutting 

Tucker Hill off from Reeves Elementary, but there appears to be an impact to the Prosper neighborhoods due to school 

zoning. However, the Walnut Grove neighborhood is not districted for Prosper ISD. The Mansions of Prosper 

neighborhood and the Luxe Prosper neighborhood are districted for different elementary and high schools than the 

Whitley Place neighborhood. In fact, Mansions of Prosper and Luxe Prosper share school zoning with Tucker Hill. The 

correct conclusion here should have been that given the shared school zoning between these neighborhoods (Mansions 

of Prosper, Luxe Prosper, Tucker Hill and Auburn Hills) and the fact that Tucker Hill would become the only established 

subdivision to be severed from McKinney by the highway on two sides, with respect to community cohesion, Segment B 

is clearly the better alternative.  

  

Construction and Noise Pollution  

TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to construction and noise pollution. According to the TxDOT 

handbook this is incorrect and TxDOT must also include:  

  

“Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This section of the EA must identify and explain any impacts 

associated with construction activities. This includes light pollution; impacts associated with physical 



5

construction activity, temporary lane, road or bridge closures (including detours); and other traffic disruptions. 

Include the expected duration of any construction impacts, and explain any BMPs or other strategies that will be 

used to mitigate such impacts.”  

  

TxDOT must outline and detail all potential impacts during construction for both proposed Segments A and B and 

appropriately evaluate those impacts as part of the study. Importantly, TxDOT should provide all impacts and mitigation 

strategies related to construction prior to proceeding. Critically, with respect to Tucker Hill and the surrounding 

neighborhoods, what are the plans for egress to the neighborhood during construction and how will those plans impact 

the response time of emergency vehicles to points within the neighborhood?  

  

Shift Closer to Tucker Hill  

TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the already flawed analysis that produced 

a preference for Segment A creates an unfair burden on the residents of Tucker Hill. Once again, TxDOT appears to be 

showing a callous bias toward ‘future development’ rather than a commitment to current residents. It is impossible to 

fully understand the additional noise pollution, air pollution and other effects without additional study. It’s important to 

note that even with this new shifted Segment A, the cost to construct Segment B would be $100M less than Segment A. 

TxDOT’s actions are placing the residents of Tucker Hill in an untenable position and are knowingly causing irreparable 

harm to the community in favor of future development. I strongly object to the proposed shift of the A 

alignment.  Pretty simple, we’re already here.  All decisions should favor the folks who’ve already put down roots as 

opposed to these magical future users. 

  

Air Pollution  

We’re a multi-generational home and my elderly in-laws enjoy sitting on the porch watching birds.  As cancer survivors 

with compromised immune systems the constant additional air pollution from segment A will be detrimental to their 

health, but to what degree isn’t known because TXDOT didn’t adequately study our neighborhood or the effects of air 

pollution on residents.  It boggles the mind TXDOT chooses to value a 2 hour visitor to MainGait more highly than my 

wife’s parents. 

  

Air pollution is a documented public health emergency, and can affect every organ in the body, including cognition. 

Children and the elderly are disproportionately vulnerable to air pollution, specifically PM2.5, and more so if they live in 

close proximity to a highway. Air pollution can cause a multitude of diseases in adults, including heart disease, and can 

breach the placental barrier during pregnancy, causing miscarriages and birth defects. These impacts are well 

documented and have been noted in academic studies for over a decade. TxDOT should not proceed with this project 

until they have conducted a full study of existing and future air pollution on this highway, both at the regional scale and 

immediately adjacent to the highway. TxDOT must be compliant with EPA’s health-based National Ambient Air Quality 

Standards.  

  

The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill neighborhood on the South and East sides. Winds in 

McKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-East meaning that for more days than not air pollution will be 

blown and settled on the residents of Tucker Hill.  

  

It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT utilized an airspeed of 1 MPH. The average wind 

speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the prevailing winds are from the south and south-east. It appears that 

additional study must be completed to correctly understand what the adverse effects of air pollution would be on the 

Tucker Hill population. Additionally, if Segment A is selected, monitoring devices must be installed to monitor air quality 

before, during and after construction.  

  

The DEIS fails to address air pollution from traffic beyond tailpipe emissions. A growing body of academic research cites 

brake wear and tire friction as primary pollutants from traffic. The DEIS has not addressed either of these sources of 
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pollutants, nor does it address benzene or Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs). We request that TxDOT complete 

detailed analyses of each of these pollutants, and compare pollutant levels on 380 (for each pollutant) to expected levels 

during and after construction Segment A.  

  

The DEIS notes in several places that expected proliferation of electric vehicles (EVs) should improve air pollution in this 

corridor. This is not only abdicating responsibility for mitigating air pollution, but a misrepresentation of electric vehicles 

and their environmental benefits. While EVs do reduce tailpipe emissions from internal combustion engines (ICEs), they 

do nothing to reduce pollution from non-tailpipe sources including brake dust and tire friction. Pollution from tire 

friction may worsen in EVs due to increases in vehicle weight from electric batteries. Further, Texas’ electric grid is far 

from clean, and EVs that source their energy from unclean sources are, therefore, unclean themselves.  

  

The Mobile Source Air Toxins analysis in the DEIS is lacking and includes only a qualitative analysis. The DEIS claims that 

MSAT will decrease with time because of improved federal standards. We argue that this is an outsourcing of 

responsibility to mitigate air pollution in the 380 corridor, and request that TxDOT complete a quantitative MSAT 

analysis and a health impact assessment for all criteria pollutants.  

  

Quality of Comments Collected  

As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in soliciting comments. In addition to 

submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill residents, comments were solicited via Facebook with no links to the 

underlying studies or segment alternatives. TxDOT must vet all of the comments collected during the scoping project 

fully and determine that they were legitimately provided by residents. If the comments were not legitimate, they should 

be stricken from the project record.  

  

NEPA  

Paraphrasing from The Council on Environmental Quality (2021), TxDOT is obligated to evaluate feasible alternatives in 

enough detail so that a reader can compare and contrast the environmental effects of the various alternatives. Of note, 

NEPA reasonable alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from the technical and economic standpoint, 

rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of TxDOT.  

“NEPA is About People and Places”  

  

"Impacts include ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health impacts, whether adverse or 

beneficial. It is important to note that human beings are part of the environment (indeed, that is why Congress used the 

phrase “human environment” in NEPA), so when an EIS is prepared and economic or social and natural or physical 

environmental effects are interrelated, the EIS should discuss all of these effects."  

  

It is clear that TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst, unsavory. I ask that TxDOT respond to 

each of the issues discussed. As it stands, if TxDOT proceeds with their preferred Segment A they will be irreparably 

harming the residents of Tucker Hill, unfairly seizing the residents’ ability to enjoy their neighborhood, severing them 

from their broader community and, potentially, justifying it with a fatally flawed Environmental Impact Study.  

  

Regards, 

  

  

Matt Lear 

2754 Majestic Ave 

McKinney, TX 75071 

 

--  

 



From: Matt Reynolds  

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 2:09 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: No to segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hello Stephen, 
 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of 
Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I 
understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax 
burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less 
overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens 
throughout McKinney. 
 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 
Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   
 

Sincerely,  
 

Thanks,  

 

Matt Reynolds  



From: Maureen Buckland 

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 4:29 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: No to segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

email: Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov 

 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

Sincerely, 

Maureen Buckland 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Maureen Dudley 

Sent: Friday, March 10, 2023 3:21 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: No to Segment A; Yes to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Enders: 

 

I am a homeowner in McKinney, Texas. I OPPOSE Segment A for the US 380 bypass. I 

believe TXDOT has better options (such as Segment B) that will have less impact on the 

surrounding neighborhoods and businesses. 

One of the reasons we chose to live in Stonebridge Ranch was the carefully planned 

master community. Currently, traffic flows well. The Segment A bypass, however, does 

not "bypass" McKinney but rather unfairly dumps traffic directly into our master-

planned neighborhood.  

 

Furthermore, the Segment A route does nothing to help McKinney residents to navigate 

through our own city, yet it burdens McKinney residents with 120+ million in new taxes. 

I find that an unjust scenario. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 

bypass. 

 

Thank you for your consideration. 

 

Maureen Dudley 

1509 Hackett Creek Drive 

McKinney, TX 75072 



From: Maureen Hinkley  

Sent: Tuesday, March 21, 2023 1:55 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US 380 Bypass NE McKinney 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Greetings Mr. Endres,  

 

I am writing to let you know I oppose, Segment C of the 380 bypass and prefer Segment D because 

D will impact fewer residents and not impact our bee hive. We harvest and use our honey for 

medicinal purposes (allergy relief for myself and several grandchildren), and we would not be allowed to 

move it to our own property due to bylaws of the housing development we live in. 

 

 

We would greatly appreciate your support for Segment D to be the pursued solution. 

 

Very best regards, Maureen Hinkley  



From: Maureen Macaulay

Sent: Saturday, March 25, 2023 10:25 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Maureen Macaulay 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: M McKenna  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 9:06 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Maureen McKenna 

1616 Berwick Drive 

McKinney TX 75072 



From: M Hero  

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 11:10 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Opposition to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Stephen,  

 

As a long- time resident of McKinney and Stonebridge Ranch, I want to formally voice opposition to 

Segment A.   I am fully aligned with the commentary from my HOA below. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A 

for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an 

existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, 

destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge 

Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from 

Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Maury Herod 



-----Original Message----- 

From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 8:56 AM 

To: McKenna Fant <fant.mckenna@gmail.com> 

Subject: RE: Txdot 380 Bypass 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

-----Original Message----- 

From: McKenna Fant <fant.mckenna@gmail.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 17, 2023 5:36 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Txdot 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organiza8on. Do not click links or open a:achments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

I am wri8ng to tell you that I oppose plan C and support plan D for the 380 bypass. It would destroy 

several proper8es of wonderful community members that I know. One in par8cular has a beau8ful 

property that serves as a community center, hos8ng many church, art and equestrian events. It would be 

a huge loss to the community. Thank you. 

McKenna Fant 

(573)308-5667 



From: Megan  

Sent: Friday, March 10, 2023 8:06 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 8:56 AM
To: Megan Lewis 
Subject: RE: 380 Bypass
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 
 

From: Megan Lewis 
Sent: Friday, February 17, 2023 3:51 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: 380 Bypass
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

As someone who lives out in the area, I strongly call for the committee to choose a route that most
of the residents want. Mckinney is exploding with growth and the residents' wants are being
overshadowed in many areas. I encourage moving forward with Route D over Route C. The
community needs these resources and local businesses. Plowing through a calm, rural area is awful
enough, please listen to those who are reaching out. Route C is more disruptive and destructive.
Route D might cost more, it might have difficulties to work around, but the residents that live out
there matter...and our collective voice needs to count for something. It's not about revenue or
convenience, it is about supporting Mckinney residents and doing what is right. Route D is our vote!
Thank you. 
 
--

Megan Duke Lewis
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mailto:unscripted634@gmail.com
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From: Megan Mossinger  

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 1:23 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO bypass in Prosper 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres,  

 

 

I am writing to you to share my STRONG opposition to the bypass and Option B running through 

Prosper. I am a resident of Whitley Place and have been for the last seven years and disagree with the 

bypass running through Prosper for the following reasons: 

 

• 12+ lanes going right through Prosper (8 lanes & 4+ access lanes on either side) with the magnitude 

equal to US 75, located just south of Founders Academy  

•US 380 Bypass Segment B options + approved Collin Outer Loop (4-6 lanes) just north would sandwich 

NE & SE Prosper in between 2 major highway thoroughfares  

•Directly affects and disruptive to numerous neighborhoods: Whitley Place, Whispering Farms, 

Brookhollow, Christie Farms, Rhea Mills, Gentle Creek, Amberwood, Ladera, etc.  

•Prosper properly planned for expansion (380 can be widened!). If other towns didn’t plan this can’t be 

put on Prosper  

•Directly impacts multiple schools in Prosper ISD: Cockrell Elementary | Rogers Middle School | Walnut 

Grove High School and Founders Classical Academy and student drivers 

•Increased Traffic and Noise  

•Materially impacts ManeGait and the wonderful therapy they provide to children, veterans, and our 

disabled community  

•Exorbitant costs of acquiring rights of way, adverse environmental impacts, wetland mitigation 

•This design does not make for an acceptable proposal nor effective use of taxpayer money  

•School buses having to go on a highway to take kids to school / young drivers for the high school having 

to deal with highways and high speeds 

•Significant environmental impact: pollution, emissions, & poor air quality 

•Safety of our citizens and students  

•Decreased home values and overall desire of area  

•Massive utility relocations that are critical to Prosper’s infrastructure  

•Substantial lost tax revenue to the Town and Prosper ISD 

 
In closing, I highly oppose Option B and want 380 to stay on 380 or Option A to be considered.  

Megan Mossinger 
4060 Chimney Rock Drive 
Prosper, Texas 75078 



From: Megan Roberts 

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 12:25 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, Texas, I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost LESS, REDUCE the tax 

BURDEN on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall 

disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

It’s been very disappointing to see the decisions being made regarding this matter and to see special 

interest and special treatment being given to particular people because of the money in their pockets 

and political connections. 

 

Thank you for your time! 

 

Make it a great day! 

Megan 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, February 22, 2023 1:36 PM
To: Melissa Hay 
Subject: RE: US 380 Expansion
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 
 

From: Melissa Hay  
Sent: Tuesday, February 21, 2023 6:44 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: US 380 Expansion
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Good evening,
 
I would like to provide you with feedback regarding the proposed "Blue Alternative"
US 380 expansion. I STRONGLY oppose this option for the following reasons:
 
1. Numerous citizens will be displaced and removed from their homes and
businesses will be lost.
2. Residents in homes adjacent to homes/businesses removed will experience a
substantial decrease in property value and will have their quality of life negatively
impacted.
3. As a taxpayer in McKinney, I will bear the burden of tax dollars utilized for
construction on an option we do not support. 
4. Other route options would not displace residents and force them to leave their
homes. 
5. The Blue Alternative is, to be quite blunt, an asinine route. If you are going to
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create a bypass, then create a bypass - not a road with a lot of turns. 
 
I understand that the residents of Prosper have more money, more time to protest,
and more political pull but no rational person would look at all of the proposed routes
and choose the Blue Alternative. I understand that the option that makes the most
sense would not allow Main Gait to expand. When I look at a business not expanding
vs people losing their homes and businesses, there is only one reasonable choice.
You must reconsider and find a different alternative to the route being proposed. 
 
Melissa Hay
Liberty Place
Stonebridge Ranch
 
Melissa Hay
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From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 8:51 AM
To: Mike and Melissa Wojnicki
Subject: RE: opposition to A for the expansion of 380, please reconsider
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 
 

From: Mike and Melissa Wojnicki  
Sent: Sunday, February 19, 2023 8:55 AM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: opposition to A for the expansion of 380, please reconsider
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Mr. Endres and The Texas Department of Transportation, 
 
I am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed expansion of 380 after Custer Road,
known as Option A. My primary concern is the staggering cost of this project, which is estimated to
be $100 million more than any other option. This is an unjustifiable expense for taxpayers, especially
when there are more cost-effective solutions available.

Furthermore, I am deeply troubled by the impact that Option A would have on existing businesses
and homes in the area. The expansion would require the demolition of numerous homes and
businesses, which would displace families and disrupt communities. This is unacceptable and
unnecessary, given that there are other options available that would only affect future homes and
developments.

In contrast, Option B would only affect future homes and Mane gate, which would have a much
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mailto:sbagwellrudy@burnsmcd.com
mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
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smaller impact on the local community and can be easily relocated. This option would also be much
more cost-effective, making it a much more reasonable and practical solution for all parties involved.

It is important to note that the local community strongly opposes Option A, and many residents and
business owners have expressed their concerns about the impact it would have on their homes and
livelihoods. As public servants, it is your duty to represent the interests of the community, and I urge
you to take these concerns into account when making your decision.

In conclusion, I urge you to reject Option A and instead explore more cost-effective and less
disruptive solutions, such as Option B. Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,
 
Melissa Shelton
972-839-3486

 
 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsafety%2Ftraffic-safety-campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7C535e15129db444e66c0e08db1352e710%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638125019001081916%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=ZaSu71FteiZWvZIpwERS05JhUbouyo36Or9j31bkIxw%3D&reserved=0


 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:40 PM 

To: Melody Nicholson 

Subject: RE: 380: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B  

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Melody Nicholson 

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 7:48 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Mr. Endres, 

 

With great respect, I ask that you consider my comments below regarding the 380 bypass. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827. 

 

Reasons to consider OPPOSING Segment A: 

Costs taxpayers $98.8 million more 

Impacts 57% more natural wetlands  & wildlife Negatively impacts Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch 

neighborhoods 

 

Reasons to SUPPORT Segment B: 

Requires 73% fewer business and residential displacements Avoids costly reconstruction of the 

intersection at U.S. 380 & Custer Road 14% shorter, saving time and money 



 

Thank you for your consideration, 

Melody Nicholson 

Resident of Ridgecrest - McKinney TX 

 

[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) 

message]<https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsa

fety%2Ftraffic-safety-

campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cb49abaaf16474c

0327b308db19e0f02d%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638132226118400033

%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6

Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=zqEFSIuiYIkDXsOXw2SdX%2Bd7wZGZGu2lA2qG1JB7x30%3D&res

erved=0> 



From: Meshell R Baker  

Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2023 2:28 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: ON THE ISSUE OF 380 BYPASS ROUTE C & D; PLEASE OPPOSE ROUTE C 100% 

!!! 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Here is why: 

  

• Severely damages one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin County 

• Destroy 71% more acres of forests and woodlands 

• Destroys 141% more acres of grassland and prairie 

• Disturbs the wetland that serve as refuge for wildlife including beavers, river otters, 

turtles, migratory and non-migratory water and forest birds, frogs, etc. 

• Eliminates a large area of suitable habitat for endangered/threatened species. 

• Affects and displaces 383% more of homes ( 29 versus 6) 

• Affects and displaces 300% more businesses ( 16 versus 4) 

• Affects and displaces more community resources 

• Strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife 

 

--  

 

Be Someone's Blessing Today ��� 



From: Mica Pryor  

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 10:30 AM 

To: Stephen Endres; ; 

 

Subject: Comments on 380 Bypass project  

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

I am writing to express my opposition to Route C on the TX-DOT Spur 399 extension project. 

 

Route C affects and displaces significantly more homes, businesses, and community resources than 

route D. It also divides the residential and farming/ranching communities that make this area of Collin 

County unique. Perhaps even more concerning, Route C severely damages one of the largest remaining 

forests in central Collin County. It destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodland and 141% more 

acres of grassland and prairie than Route D. Not surprisingly, Route C is also strongly opposed by Texas 

Parks and Wildlife. 

 

Route C will destroy an area that I have known and loved as a long-time resident of the area. If Route C 

is imposed, we will lose access to community riding arenas, wooded trails, and outdoor pursuits. 

 

While Route C may be the more economical option in the short-term, Route D will preserve more 

developable land for future growth in Collin County by making use of flood plain space that is otherwise 

unusable. 

 

Texas law requires all real estate licensees to provide the following information about broker services:  

Information About Broker Services Consumer Protection Notice  

  

No legal advice is intended or to be implied from this communication unless a written legal retainer 

agreement has been signed by both parties. Consult your attorney if legal advice is desired. 

  

The highest compliment our customers can give us is to recommend us to a friend. We appreciate your 

referrals!  

  

Mica Pryor, Vice President, Licensed Attorney, Sales Agent  

M&D Real Estate  

Office (Direct Line): 469.653.0485 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fdrive.google.com%2Ffile%2Fd%2F1eouYtByopwpBu1Ibft2W0tT5NRm_LY7f%2Fview%3Fusp%3Dsharing&data=05%7C01%7Cstephen.endres%40txdot.gov%7C9e52050f9b6f4a8906a408db256a26b4%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638144910362974869%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=iDKCrt%2BlYS6N15v2zsIat69WF9TSsaV4lIRKKcuH1Q0%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.dropbox.com%2Fs%2Fh0g32zg8lvbuyxt%2Fconsumer%2520protection%2520notice.pdf%3Fdl%3D0&data=05%7C01%7Cstephen.endres%40txdot.gov%7C9e52050f9b6f4a8906a408db256a26b4%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638144910363287321%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=SbeGW052WTdfGPY5xGIc1kgHyHcY0cXVh3H0SbgGO%2Fk%3D&reserved=0


From: Michael Aceves  

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 8:32 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: No to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Stephen, 
 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment 
A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an 
existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, 
destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge 
Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 
 
I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from 
Coit Road to FM 1827. 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Michael Aceves 



From: Michael Aceves  

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 6:05 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: No to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Stephen, 
 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment 
A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an 
existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, 
destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge 
Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 
 
I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from 
Coit Road to FM 1827. 
 
Sincerely, 
<Name> 



From: Michael Chandler  

Sent: Wednesday, March 29, 2023 9:10 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US380 Bypass - NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Michael Chandler 



From: Michael Payne

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 10:40 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US380 & Blue Alternative - Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Stephen,  

 

I just want to reiterate my support of TXDot choosing Segment A (Blue Alternative) as the primary 

selection for the 380 bypass. I feel the political winds of McKinney persons not agreeing with this are 

strong trying to put pressure on TXDot's choice and should not be allowed to influence your final 

decision. As a Prosper resident living in Whitley Place, I feel McKinney's lack of past planning has been 

correctly identified with the other items you clearly note as the better location to solve McKinney's 

traffic issues. I did a good amount of research before buying in Whiteley place and there was no talk of 

this being a possibility at that time but Segment A was in the discussion. 

 

As a side note I am additionally happy that Maingate and the new communities being built along Custer 

Rd will not be affected by the TXDot choice. 

 

Best of fortunes to you and thanks for picking logic over political wants.  

 

Best,  

Michael Payne  

Whiteley Place 



From: Michael Shutka  

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 12:29 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Michael Shutka 



From: Todd Woodruff  

Sent: Tuesday, March 21, 2023 2:43 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A,  YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

NO to Segment A 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on 

McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 

Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Michael Woodruff 

 





From: Michaela Roberts  

Sent: Friday, March 10, 2023 3:23 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX. who lives just south of Custer and 380, I strongly OPPOSE 

the construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on 

McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 

Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 

 

 I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Thank you for your attention, 

 

Michaela Roberts 



From: Michele Hunter  

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 6:33 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Endres,  

 

I am writing to voice my support for Route A. I am sure you are well versed in all of the reasons why this 

would be the ideal route. First I would like to quote TXDOT's own EIS report. 

 

1) It would require the least amount of new right of way. 

2) It would not displace any community facilities. For example, ManeGait, an organization of the utmost 

importance to the Collin county community which would unduly be impacted by the alternate B route. 

3) Results in the least number of noise receptors with substantial noise level increases. 

4) Be the least impactful on flood plains and regulatory floodways. 

5 )Minimize the conversion of farmland. 

6) Meet the project Purpose and Need. 

 

Additionally, Prosper has continued to develop as a master planned community with the idea that 

US380 would be a freeway, changing the route to cut through a significant portion of Prosper would 

disproportionately affect the Town of Prosper's commercial real estate, and new developments which 

support its tax base. This would in turn have other down stream effects on Town parks, schools, 

students, teachers, and residents. 

 

I implore you to make a final decision regarding this bypass and stick with the blue route as 

recommended by TXDOT's own EIS study. Continued delay and discussion has significantly and 

negatively affected the Collin County community. 

 

Thanks for reading! 

 

Sincerely, 

Michele A. Hunter 

420 Columbian Ct. 

Prosper, TX 75025 

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fgo.onelink.me%2F107872968%3Fpid%3DInProduct%26c%3DGlobal_Internal_YGrowth_AndroidEmailSig__AndroidUsers%26af_wl%3Dym%26af_sub1%3DInternal%26af_sub2%3DGlobal_YGrowth%26af_sub3%3DEmailSignature&data=05%7C01%7Cstephen.endres%40txdot.gov%7C7d01a41417e641eb561808db25ad973d%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638145199729386053%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Kt9cndQXiR%2FKZYJqijhMI4%2BBxS%2FkkqPk4H5hhYv5zUI%3D&reserved=0


From: Michele Lumley  

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 8:50 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A for the US 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr Stephen Endres, 
Texas Department of Transportation, 
4777 East Highway 80, 
Mesquite, TX 75150-6643 
 
 

Dear Mr Endres, 
 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I am strongly OPPOSED to the construction of 
Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
 

I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax 
burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall 
disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents as well as the thousands of citizens 
throughout McKinney. 
 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from 
Coit Road to FM 1827. 
 

Regards, 

 

Michele Lumley 



From: Michelle

Sent: Sunday, March 12, 2023 9:55 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from Michelle Gladden Snyder's iPhone 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 8:53 AM
To: M.Frances Gonzalez
Subject: RE: TDOT US380 EIS: focus area 3
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 
 

From: M.Frances Gonzalez
Sent: Saturday, February 18, 2023 6:16 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: TDOT US380 EIS: focus area 3
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hello, I hope this finds you well! I am writing to express my dismay over the consideration of segment C for focus area 3 of the US380 extension; attachment to ensure you know which I mean. Segment C would be devastating to many important
community resources, including the Block family therapeutic riding center that also serves as a community center, church and sanctuary for many in the community. In addition, segment C would unnecessarily destroy so many other businesses and
residences, displacing good people and businesses who are valued in the community.
 
I am in favor of Segment D, which minimizes the negative impact of what is a necessary highway expansion.
 
Thank you for your time and consideration!
Concerned citizen,
Michelle Gonzalez
407-924-9230 
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-----Original Message----- 

From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 8:48 AM 

To: Michelle Harp  

Subject: RE: 380 Bypass NE McKinney: Oppose C, Support D 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Michelle Harp  

Sent: Monday, February 27, 2023 2:40 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 Bypass NE McKinney: Oppose C, Support D 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Hello! 

 

I live in Collin county and I strongly oppose the C option for the 380 bypass in NE McKinney. 

 

I support option D. 

 

Thank you for your help in this! 

 

Thanks! 

 

Michelle Harp 

214-708-3936 

 



From: Michelle Payne

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 9:20 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Michelle Payne 

 

 

 



From: mbr  

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 2:48 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Subject line: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres, 

I am a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX and strongly OPPOSE the construction of 

Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. I understand TxDOT has an 

existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, 

destroy fewer businesses and homes and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge 

Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney.  

 

Since Segment A makes the most sense for McKinney and its residents, I strongly urge you to 

implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 

1827. 

Sincerely, 

Michelle Weston 

 



From: M A  

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 6:00 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Mike Artwick 

2516 Ariel Cove 

McKinney, TX 75072 



From: Mike Bell  

Sent: Friday, April 7, 2023 8:29 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Cc: Mike Bell 

Subject: US 380 from Coit Road to FM 1827 DEIS and Public Hearing Comment - 

Feedback 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Any consideration of releasing the US380 By-Pass traffic back on to 380 East of Custer 
Road is illogical, dangerous, and is a waste of taxpayers' money. The chosen route 
displaces more residences and businesses, cost more, and is much more dangerous to 
drivers. Even with the overpass suggested (which 3 years ago TXDOT said was not 
needed) Custer intersection will be even more overwhelmed. Please reconsider the 
current plans to dump traffic East of Custer and create a path that will accomplish the 
goal of congestion relief, improve traffic flows, reduce accidents, and support the needs 
of drivers of Collin County and Texas. Please consider logic in lieu of politics in your final 
decision. 
 
Regards, Mike Bell 
 
(214) 578-1703 
 
Mike Bell 
"Taking Care of Business" 
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From: Mike Bull

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 2:08 PM

To: Stephen Endres; Ceason Clemens

Subject: 380 expansion

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

To whom it may concern: 
 

As a McKinney homeowner, Segment A would be detrimental to me personally because of an 
ongoing battle with PTSD having to do with the events of 9/11 which I was present for at the time. 
The construction and noise would be detrimental to my mental and physical health. I have also listed 
other factors that should be considered. 
 
 

As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of Segment A over 
Segment B is fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150 million more, applies criteria to 
support their decision inconsistently, and provides numerous biased, false, and inconsistent findings 
in their environmental study. Furthermore, there is objective evidence of political maneuvering, 
campaigning, and rezoning efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed 
TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn these actions as unethical and improper. 
 

The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council on Environmental 
Quality  (CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021),  decisions on an alignment must be based on what is 
practical and feasible from a technical and economic standpoint, rather than what is desirable from 
the standpoint of the agency (i.e, TxDOT).   
 

As a McKinney homeowner, I believe a bypass may be required to support growth in the northern 
corridor.  However, in selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do harm to a significant 
percentage of McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant fiscal irresponsibility.  This 
decision is made more egregious with the existence of a viable lower impact alternative.   It appears 
irrefutable that Segment B is the better alternative and that there are serious flaws in the conclusions 
reached by TxDOT and in the underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS). 

Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants that cause harm to 
humans and a rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current and future impacts. If 
TxDOT will not mitigate these harms, then TxDOT should at the very least do a rigorous analysis of 
these harms and explicitly note the opportunities we forgo with the current preferred alignment. The 
pollution appendices are missing critical analyses and portions are invalid as presented. This project 
should not proceed until those egregious omissions and errors are corrected. 

In order to ensure resolution and the creation of the best project possible,  we request that: 

• TxDOT issue a second draft of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in the current draft 
EIS. 
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• Any Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) have a 90-day review period, with an official 
public comment period, and that the FEIS be unbundled from the Record of Decision 

 

  
The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A: 

  
• Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes 2 versus 5.  However, segment A is one mile 

longer, has 6 new interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential major utility conflicts 
versus just two for Segment B and displaces 15 businesses versus zero businesses for 
Segment B.  

• Segment B would have less of an environmental impact.  Segment A would encroach on twice 
the wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and streams and more acreage of 
forests, prairies and grasslands than Segment B.  Segment A impacts more than 30 
irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged over 150 years.  Finally, there would be no hazardous 
material sites impacted on Segment B and TXDOT has identified 2 with Segment A. 

• Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A.  Of real concern to the taxpayers is 
that the estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M more than Segment B.   

• Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 Highway increasing 
the risk of work zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic patterns. Additionally, the 
requirement to lower the existing grade in bedrock and cantilever local lanes in a restricted 
ROW width, while preferred for the longterm, will significantly increase the construction time, 
safety risk and disruption compared to route B.  Priority has not been given to safety and the 
increased risk of fatal accidents, including those induced by a change in grade and, not one, 
but two 90 degree turns. 

• TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned future 
residential homes.  It appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of unidentified future 
residents, property investors or developers over the impact of existing McKinney 
residents.  The voices of the current residents should be a priority over unidentified future 
residents. 

• TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under 
construction west of Custer Road.  Once again, this appears to accrue to the benefit of 
future residents or current investors, not the current residents of McKinney. 

• TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic Horsemanship 
property, the subject of substantial public concern”.  In fact, there is no great “public concern” 
over MainGait.  The facility does serve a noble purpose, but that purpose is nowhere near 
the public concern of the impact to the existing residents of Tucker Hill who include retired 
veterans, disabled residents (both young and old), seniors 55+ and countless children.  More 
concerning to members of Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney community is that 
TxDOT calls out the impact of the ROW to the property belonging to the founder of 
MainGait.  The founder of MainGait is no ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill Darling, a former 
real estate developer and home builder who stands to gain personally by the selection of 
Segment A over B.  In particular, Bill Darling and/or other associates of the Darling company, 
leveraged ownership of 43 Tucker Hill lots to submit comments against Segment B in favor 
of Segment A – essentially impersonated residents of Tucker Hill. TxDOT’s own findings 
indicate that the continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and has stated Segment 
B “would not make the ManeGait inaccessible to persons with disabilities and would not 
violate the Americans with Disabilities Act.”  Furthermore and perhaps most egregious is that 
ManeGait stated and TxDOT perpetuated the false claim that ManeGait provides “essential” 
services to protected citizens, which was a misrepresentation and may have swayed public 
opinion. 
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In direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT still concluded Segment A was the preferred route 
option.  
  
TxDOT relied on the EIS to support their conclusion.  Of critical concern to Tucker Hill and the greater 
McKinney community is what appears to be flaws in the underlying TxDOT analysis and interpretation 
of the EIS.  I will attempt to detail each of my concerns individually.  My comments however, are not 
meant to be a complete listing of the errors or omissions in the study, but simply those that this 
compressed timeframe has allowed me to identify. 
  
Noise Pollution 

The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased.  The importance of this is underscored 
by the existing scientific literature showing the association between traffic and related noise on 
physical and mental health.  The study evaluated only a single barrier south of the community.  It 
appears the study was biased toward providing more data around MainGait, a facility with transient 
guests, then Tucker Hill, a community of over 380 homes with plans for over 600.  Additionally, it 
appears that there has been no regard taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous veteran residents, elderly 
residents or our residents with disabilities – collectively, who likely outnumber MainGait’s transient 
guests.   In fact, Tucker Hill was classified, by TxDOT, as a standard residential area with an 
acceptable NAC level of 67 and precluded from participating in any future noise studies.  This is both 
incorrect and unacceptable.  Tucker Hill is a “front porch” community and every home is designed 
with a front porch that encourages outdoor activities and interactions between neighbors.  Tucker Hill 
should be reclassified as Category A to preserve the essence of the neighborhood and the 
neighborhood should be included in any future noise abatement studies.   
  
The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise on the 
community.  Yet, TxDOT, while proposing to surround the neighborhood on both the south and east 
side with a highway, believes the noise impact to be acceptable.  TxDOT has not met their burden in 
any way, and moving forward with flawed data will cause irreparable harm to the residents of Tucker 
Hill, especially the young, elderly and disabled who do not regularly leave the neighborhood.   A new 
noise study must be conducted with more receptors and sound barriers across both the south and 
east side of the neighborhood must be included in any Segment A option.  Finally, it appears 
untenable that TxDOT could make any conclusion about the noise impact on Tucker Hill without fully 
understanding the impact of their proposed Segment A shift on the east side of the neighborhood.  
  
Community Impacts 

TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park and the Tucker Hill Community Center in their 
community impact study as the only community spaces without identifying the population they 
serve.  First, Tucker Hill houses a community center, two town squares, two community parks, a 
community pool, a dog park, two fire pits, an amphitheater and a rooftop event space in the Harvard 
Park commercial area.  The community spaces can be found filled with residents on almost any 
sunny day.  Tucker Hill hosts many little league practices from Prosper and McKinney in our 
neighborhood parks and is a Christmas Holiday destination for people all across the region to visit our 
lighted homes.  Furthermore, the community has a long history of events supporting organizations 
like Ethan for Autism, 29 Acres and the Down Syndrome Guild of Dallas.  TxDOT has not 
demonstrated that they have completed any research into the impacted population (including children 
of all ages, elderly, seniors 55+, veterans and residents with disabilities) of these facilities.  Once 
again, this is an egregious omission and appears to show substantial bias for MainGait and other 
facilities that serve guests as opposed to residents. 
 

Aesthetic Impacts  
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TxDOT has not completed the required aesthetic impact analysis for the whole project.  
 

Traffic Analysis 

TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed.  TxDOT’s original traffic projection methodology was 
deemed to be incomplete and inconsistent by the Texas A&M Transportation Institute (TTI) in 
September of 2020.  In March 2021, TTI noted that they still had not been provided traffic data for the 
“No Build vs Build scenarios”.   At that time , TTI deemed that the growth rates used in the revised 
study were acceptable for “short-term growth (from 2020 to the pivot year of 2040)”.  Unfortunately, 
TxDOT has not addressed how their growth rate calculation using a linear regression could be 
acceptable if the baseline year for traffic growth is 2020.  In every commercial or municipal 
environment, 2020 is seen as a data anomaly because of the impact of the pandemic and an 
unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes of any kind.  TxDOT’s traffic analysis continues to 
be flawed and incomplete.  
  
Two 90 degree curves 

More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a horizontal curve, and the average crash 
rate for horizontal curves is about three times that of other types of highway segments 
(https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/).  In 2022 the United States 
Department of Transportation released their National Roadway Safety Strategy, which endorsed zero 
fatalities as the national goal and promotes building safety into the design of roads.  TxDOT did not 
compare the safety risks including injury and fatality based on the highway designs of alternatives A 
and B.  Segment A (the current preferred alignment) has two 90 degree curves.  It also does not 
appear that TxDOT considered this safety risk in their decision. 
  
As such, TxDOT must include an analysis that compares alternatives A and B on the probability of 
accidents, injury, and fatalities.  In addition, TxDOT must justify why they would choose a more 
dangerous alignment and one that goes against the US Department of Transportation’s strategy. 
 

Community Cohesion 

TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to Tucker Hill with 
Segment A and that there appears to be existing cohesion between Whitley Place, Mansions of 
Prosper, Luxe Prosper and Walnut Grove due to school districting once again is incorrect and 
appears to show a bias or, simply, a failure to conduct proper research. 
  
Segment A will effectively sever Tucker Hill on both the south and eastern sides of the neighborhood 
from McKinney.  This is atypical and will leave Tucker Hill, established within the city limits of 
McKinney in 2008, as the only established subdivision completely blocked off from McKinney on two 
sides of the neighborhood.  In fact, the highway will sever Tucker Hill from the districted school, 
Reeves Elementary in Auburn Hills. It will also impact and, possibly, imperil the plans to connect 
Tucker Hill to both the school and the hike and bike trail system already in the city’s plans. The City of 
McKinney has noted in their planning documents and as Mayor Fuller reiterated in his email to 
Ceason Clemons and TxDOT staff dated February 26th, 2023, Tucker Hill is a significant asset to the 
city. 
  
What may be most troubling, though, is TxDOT’s conclusion that somehow there is no cohesion 
impact when cutting Tucker Hill off from Reeves Elementary, but there appears to be an impact to the 
Prosper neighborhoods due to school zoning.  However, the Walnut Grove neighborhood is not 
districted for Prosper ISD.  The Mansions of Prosper neighborhood and the Luxe Prosper 
neighborhood are districted for different elementary and high schools than the Whitley Place 
neighborhood.  In fact, Mansions of Prosper and Luxe Prosper share school zoning with Tucker 
Hill.   The correct conclusion here should have been that given the shared school zoning between 
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these neighborhoods (Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper, Tucker Hill and Auburn Hills) and the fact 
that Tucker Hill would become the only established subdivision to be severed from McKinney by the 
highway on two sides, with respect to community cohesion, Segment B is clearly the better 
alternative. 
  
Construction and Noise Pollution 

TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to construction and noise pollution.  According 
to the TxDOT handbook this is incorrect and TxDOT must also include: 
  

“Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This section of the EA must identify and 
explain any impacts associated with construction activities. This includes light pollution; 
impacts associated with physical construction activity, temporary lane, road or bridge 
closures (including detours); and other traffic disruptions. Include the expected duration of 
any construction impacts, and explain any BMPs or other strategies that will be used to 
mitigate such impacts.” 

  
TxDOT must outline and detail all potential impacts during construction for both proposed Segments 
A and B and appropriately evaluate those impacts as part of the study.  Importantly, TxDOT should 
provide all impacts and mitigation strategies related to construction prior to proceeding.  Critically, 
with respect to Tucker Hill and the surrounding neighborhoods, what are the plans for egress to the 
neighborhood during construction and how will those plans impact the response time of emergency 
vehicles to points within the neighborhood?   
  
Shift Closer to Tucker Hill 
TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the already flawed 
analysis that produced a preference for Segment A creates an unfair burden on the residents of 
Tucker Hill.  Once again, TxDOT appears to be showing a callous bias toward ‘future development’ 
rather than a commitment to current residents.  It is impossible to fully understand the additional noise 
pollution, air pollution and other effects without additional study.  It’s important to note that even with 
this new shifted Segment A, the cost to construct Segment B would be $100M less than Segment 
A.  TxDOT’s actions are placing the residents of Tucker Hill in an untenable position and are 
knowingly causing irreparable harm to the community in favor of future development.  I strongly object 
to the proposed shift of the A alignment.  
  
Air Pollution 

Air pollution is a documented public health emergency, and can affect every organ in the body, 
including cognition. Children and the elderly are disproportionately vulnerable to air pollution, 
specifically PM2.5, and more so if they live in close proximity to a highway. Air pollution can cause a 
multitude of diseases in adults, including heart disease, and can breach the placental barrier during 
pregnancy, causing miscarriages and birth defects. These impacts are well documented and have 
been noted in academic studies for over a decade. TxDOT should not proceed with this project until 
they have conducted a full study of existing and future air pollution on this highway, both at the 
regional scale and immediately adjacent to the highway.  TxDOT must be compliant with  EPA’s 
health-based National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill neighborhood on the South and East 
sides.  Winds in McKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-East meaning that for more 
days than not air pollution will be blown and settled on the residents of Tucker Hill.     
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It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT utilized an airspeed of 1 
MPH.  The average wind speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the prevailing winds are from the 
south and south-east.  It appears that additional study must be completed to correctly understand 
what the adverse effects of air pollution would be on the Tucker Hill population.  Additionally, if 
Segment A is selected, monitoring devices must be installed to monitor air quality before, during and 
after construction. 
 

 The DEIS fails to address air pollution from traffic beyond tailpipe emissions. A growing body of 
academic research cites brake wear and tire friction as primary pollutants from traffic. The DEIS has 
not addressed either of these sources of pollutants, nor does it address benzene or Volatile Organic 
Compounds (VOCs). We request that TxDOT complete detailed analyses of each of these pollutants, 
and compare pollutant levels on 380  (for each pollutant) to expected levels during and after 
construction Segment A. The DEIS notes in several places that expected proliferation of electric 
vehicles (EVs) should improve air pollution in this corridor. This is not only abdicating responsibility for 
mitigating air pollution, but a misrepresentation of electric vehicles and their environmental benefits. 
While EVs do reduce tailpipe emissions from internal combustion engines (ICEs), they do nothing to 
reduce pollution from non-tailpipe sources including brake dust and tire friction. Pollution from tire 
friction may worsen in EVs due to increases in vehicle weight from electric batteries. Further, Texas’ 
electric grid is far from clean, and EVs that source their energy from unclean sources are, therefore, 
unclean themselves.  
 

The Mobile Source Air Toxins analysis in the DEIS is lacking and includes only a qualitative analysis. 
The DEIS claims that MSAT will decrease with time because of improved federal standards. We 
argue that this is an outsourcing of responsibility to mitigate air pollution in the 380 corridor, and 
request that TxDOT complete a quantitative MSAT analysis and a health impact assessment for all 
criteria pollutants. 

 

Quality of Comments Collected 

As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in soliciting 
comments.  In addition to submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill residents, comments were 
solicited via Facebook with no links to the underlying studies or segment alternatives.  TxDOT must 
vet all of the comments collected during the scoping project fully and determine that they were 
legitimately provided by residents.  If the comments were not legitimate, they should be stricken from 
the project record. 
 

NEPA  
Paraphrasing from The Council on Environmental Quality (2021), TxDOT is obligated to evaluate 
feasible alternatives in enough detail so that a reader can compare and contrast the environmental 
effects of the various alternatives. Of note, NEPA reasonable alternatives include those that are 
practical or feasible from the technical and economic standpoint, rather than simply desirable from the 
standpoint of TxDOT. 
 

“NEPA is About People and Places” 

 

"Impacts include ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health impacts, whether 
adverse or beneficial. It is important to note that human beings are part of the environment (indeed, 
that is why Congress used the phrase “human environment” in NEPA), so when an EIS is prepared 



7

and economic or social and natural or physical environmental effects are interrelated, the EIS should 
discuss all of these effects." 

  
  
It is clear that TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst, unsavory.  I ask 
that TxDOT respond to each of the issues discussed.  As it stands, if TxDOT proceeds with their 
preferred Segment A they will be irreparably harming the residents of Tucker Hill, unfairly seizing the 
residents’ ability to enjoy their neighborhood, severing them from their broader community and, 
potentially, justifying it with a fatally flawed Environmental Impact Study. 
  
  
Regards, 
 
 

Michael Bull 
 



From: Mike Bundick  

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 8:54 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 



From: Mike Grimes  

Sent: Wednesday, April 5, 2023 7:49 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: COMMENT: US 380 from Coit Road to FM 1827 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Sir, 

I write to express my position with regard to the TXDOT selection of Segment A over Segment B 

as their “preferred alignment “- 

Please get a grip. Not only does Segment A make much more sense in routing & drivability, 

Segment A reportedly displaces fewer private properties and is projected to cost some $150 

million dollars less than Segment B. 

I know you can not please everyone, but the choice of Segment A just makes one heck of a lot 

more sense. 

Thanks for offering this extension to the comment period.  

Regards, 

Mike Grimes 

5505 Port Vale Drive 

McKinney, TX 
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From: Mike Kohl 

Sent: Monday, April 17, 2023 6:01 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: Comment/Feedback on 380 Corrodor Expansion-  Option A 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

Mr Endres:    

 

 

I am writing you to provide feedback on TXDOT’s decision for Option A.   

 

Personally,  I don’t get it.  As a taxpayer and businessman,  why would the State choose an option which will cost AT 

LEAST $200M more than Option B. This is a direct cost to the taxpayers in a time economically is not prudent.  The 

disruption,  the safety factor of having a lack of access to normal entry/access as well as safety vehicles baffles me. 

Frankly, none of the options make sense in dealing with a traffic problem which is currently being generated and will 

substantially increase 4-5 miles west of the area. The bulk of the traffic that will be generated in the very near future 

(from the PGA,  Universal Studios and North Texas State) will need to be diverted long before drivers reach either 

option. 

 

Equally important is the increased sound impact to our neighborhood in Tucker Hill. A recent study was done by our 

neighbors showed that even with a suppressed bypass, the noise levels will exceed those which are considered 

reasonable. This was performed by one of our neighbors and shows the noise impact of a SIX lane suppressed highway 

and the noise impact created :  https://youtu.be/-YwQ9dAce4o.  This noise will only increase with the additional two 

lanes and will severely impact our ability to enjoy our neighborhood and our livelihood on our front porches,  which a 

number of neighbors use on a regular basis.  I personally will be impacted as I work from home and the substantially 

increased noise will negatively affect the way I am able to conduct my business.   

 

Again, NONE of the options make sense.  The issue need to be addressed by a true outer loop around McKinney and 

Prosper that truly and effectively takes the future traffic away from these areas.   

 

Respectfully, 

 

 

Mike Kohl 

2513 Pearl Street 

McKinney, TX 75071 

 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone without spellcheck 



From: Mike Mikula  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 7:00 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Mike Mikula 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Mike Paley  

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 5:52 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Mike Paley  

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 5:53 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 



380 Bypass comments

Option A should be pushed further to the west. There is unpopulated land just west of the proposed

option A. Doing this would ease noise and potential through traffic to the Wilmeth Ridge community. It

would also space this out from the Ridge Road / Wilmeth Road intersection which is likely to have

increased traffic and congestion as a result of it’s proximity to the option A route. Option B was my

preference, and a better compromise would be to push opt A further west.

I do not believe the planned bypass will ease congestion on the existing 380 corridor (University Drive) as

most of the traffic is local business traffic which is on the increase as a result of rapid business expansion

along with unchecked population growth and residential expansion in the area. Look at 380 through

Denton as an example. Rather than a bypass it seems a complete separate E-W route further north

where the expansion is occurring is needed along with E-W arteries that also supplement the Collin Co.

Outer Loop.

The lesson to be learned is that of proper city and urban planning which the county and surrounding

communities have failed to do. We are not properly managing the rapid population growth and as a

result we find ourselves with infrastructure challenges like we have with roads and traffic. Next up will be

water and sewage. We already have a challenged electric grid. Please get smart about managing growth

and put together a comprehensive plan for the county with proper city planning before allowing

developers to go hog wild building all over the place in a seemingly willy-nilly ad-hoc fashion with little

consideration to infrastructure and community bliss.





From: mindy west  

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 12:14 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Hello, 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Mindy B West 

(972) 804-3700 
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From: Monte Self

Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2023 8:24 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: Shift 380 From Section A to Section B

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

Stephen Endres,  
 
After reading the following comments I felt they were so deeply true that I had to send them for answers and to share my 
opinion as a Native of McKinney!! 
 

"As a McKinney homeowner, I believe in selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do harm to a significant 
percentage of McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant fiscal irresponsibility. This decision is made more egregious 
with the existence of a viable lower impact alternative. It appears irrefutable that Segment B is the better alternative and that 
there are serious flaws in the conclusions reached by TxDOT and in the underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS). 
  
First, the facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A: 

•     Segment A is one mile longer, has 6 new interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential major utility conflicts versus 
just two for Segment B and displaces 15 businesses versus zero businesses for Segment B.  

•     Segment A would encroach on twice the wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and streams and more 
acreage of forests, prairies and grasslands than Segment B. Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage 
trees, aged over 150 years. Finally, there would be no hazardous material sites impacted on Segment B and TXDOT 
has identified 2 with Segment A. 

•     Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to the taxpayers is that the estimated cost to 
construct Segment A is nearly $200M more than Segment B.   

•     Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 Highway increasing the risk of work zone 
accidents and disrupting existing traffic patterns. Additionally, priority has not been given to safety and the increased 
risk of fatal accidents, including those induced by a change in grade and, not one, but two 90 degree turns. 

•     TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned future residential homes. It appears 
that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of unidentified future residents, property investors or developers over the 
impact of existing McKinney residents. The voices of the current residents should be a priority over unidentified 
future residents. 

•     TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west of 
Custer Road. Once again, this appears to accrue to the benefit of future residents or current investors, not the current 
residents of McKinney. 

•     TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the subject of 
substantial public concern”. The facility does serve a noble purpose, but TxDOT has not factored in McKinney 
residents directly impacted who include retired veterans, disabled residents (both young and old), seniors 55+ and 
countless children. More concerning to members of the McKinney community is how Bill Darling leveraged his 
ownership of 43 Tucker Hill lots to submit comments against Segment B in favor of Segment A – essentially 
impersonated residents of Tucker Hill for his personal gain. TxDOT’s own findings indicate that the continued 
emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and has stated Segment B “would not make the ManeGait inaccessible to 
persons with disabilities and would not violate the Americans with Disabilities Act.”   

  
TxDOT selectively relied on the EIS to support their choosing of Segment A, when many flaws appear in the underlying 
analysis and interpretation of the EIS.  This in no way represents all the issues, but only a handful. 
  
Noise Pollution 

The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill, and surrounding communities, was flawed and biased as compared to ManeGait. The 
noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise on many communities. The study evaluated only 
a single barrier south of Tucker Hill (a community of over 380 homes with plans for 600) and lacks data for Heatherwood, 
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Stonebridge Ranch, and Timber Ridge, while providing ample data around MainGait, a facility with transient guests. 
Additionally, it appears that there has been no regard taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous veteran residents, elderly residents, or 
residents with disabilities – collectively, who likely outnumber MainGait’s transient guests.  
  
TxDOT proposes to surround the Tucker Hill neighborhood on both the south and east side with a highway and moving forward 
with flawed data will cause irreparable harm to the residents of Tucker Hill, especially the young, elderly and disabled who do 
not regularly leave the neighborhood. 
  
Traffic Analysis 
TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed.  TxDOT’s original traffic projection methodology was deemed to be incomplete and 
inconsistent by the Texas A&M Transportation Institute (TTI) in September of 2020. In March 2021, TTI noted that they still 
had not been provided traffic data for the “No Build vs Build scenarios”.  At that time, TTI deemed that the growth rates used in 
the revised study were acceptable for “short-term growth (from 2020 to the pivot year of 2040)”.  Furthermore, traffic 
projections were increased based on the rerouting of traffic to a wider highway, rather than the overall regional 
demand.  Unfortunately, TxDOT has not addressed how their growth rate calculation using a linear regression could be 
acceptable if the baseline year for traffic growth is 2020.  In every commercial or municipal environment, 2020 is seen as a data 
anomaly because of the impact of the pandemic and an unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes of any kind.  TxDOT’s 
traffic analysis continues to be flawed and incomplete.  
  
Community Cohesion 

TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to McKinney residents with Segment A in regards 
to school districting is once again incorrect and appears to show a bias or, simply, a failure to conduct proper research. With 
Segment A, neighborhoods of children will be cut off from their zoned elementary schools. 
  
Construction and Noise Pollution 

TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to construction and noise pollution.  According to the TxDOT handbook 
this is incorrect and TxDOT must also include: 
  
“Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This section of the EA must identify and explain any impacts associated with 
construction activities. This includes light pollution; impacts associated with physical construction activity, temporary lane, 
road or bridge closures (including detours); and other traffic disruptions. Include the expected duration of any construction 
impacts, and explain any BMPs or other strategies that will be used to mitigate such impacts.” 

  
TxDOT must outline and detail all potential impacts during construction for both proposed Segments A and B and appropriately 
evaluate those impacts as part of the study. Importantly, TxDOT should provide all impacts and mitigation strategies related to 
construction prior to proceeding. What are the plans for noise and vibration mitigation while lowering the existing grade in 
bedrock so close to homes in Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch?  What are the plans for egress to the impacted neighborhoods 
during construction and how will those plans impact the response time of emergency vehicles to points within the 
neighborhood?   
  
Air Pollution 

It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT utilized an airspeed of 1 MPH.  The average wind speed for 
North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the prevailing winds are from the south. It appears that additional study must be completed to 
correctly understand what the adverse effects of air pollution would be on the surrounding communities. 
  
Quality of Comments Collected 

As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in soliciting comments. In addition to submitting 
comments impersonating Tucker Hill residents, comments were solicited via Facebook with no links to the underlying studies 
or segment alternatives. TxDOT must vet all of the comments collected during the scoping project fully and determine that they 
were legitimately provided by residents. If the comments were not legitimate, they should be stricken from the project record. 
  
TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst, unsavory. I ask that TxDOT respond to each of 

these comments. As it stands, if TxDOT proceeds with their preferred Segment A they will be irreparably harming the 
residents of McKinney, unfairly seizing the residents’ ability to enjoy their neighborhoods safely, and justifying it with a fatally 
flawed Environmental Impact Study". 
 

Regards, 
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Monte 
 
Monte Self 
214-707-3223 Cell 
214-544-8536 Fax 

 
Dallas Income Properties, LLC 
REALTOR® 
TREC License # 0519925 
www.dallasincomeproperties.com 
 
  
Texas law requires all license holders to provide the Information About Brokerage Services form to prospective clients. 



From: Mounira Roberts  

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 2:47 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  



From: Myron Semrad  

Sent: Sunday, April 2, 2023 9:31 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US 380 Bypass - NE McKinney 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres, I strongly oppose Segment C of the subject bypass - and support 
Segment D.  Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Myron Semrad 
Richardson, TX 
 



From: Nancy  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 4:42 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Nancy 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 4:45 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Nancy Gerstner  

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 12:41 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Nancy Preston 

Sent: Tuesday, April 18, 2023 3:04 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>; Ceason Clemens <Ceason.Clemens@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Comments on Segment A vs segment B in Collin County-resubmission 

 

This email originated from outside of the organizaBon. Do not click links or open aCachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

To whom it may concern, 

I am resubmiDng my comments on the TXDOT’s recommendaBon of Segment A over segment B in light 

of new informaBon.  Is it true that either Bill Darling or associates of the Darling company used 43 empty 

lots in Tucker Hill to impersonate residents of Tucker Hill and misrepresent what those actually living in 

Tucker Hill desire?  It is quite concerning if your voice is mulBplied many Bmes over due to wealth. 

  Segment A appears to have 2 90 degree turns that segment B does not have. Is there any data 

supporBng increased safety issues when highways have 90 degree turns?  Did TXDOT consider this in 

their decision? 

Is it true that TXDOT shiIed Segment A closer to Tucker Hill to protect future development?  Are current 

residents not more important? 

Is it true that the air polluBon study did not take into account the average wind speeds for the area? 

I am appalled by the fiscal irresponsibility of choosing Segment A when there is an alternaBve that is 

significantly less expensive. Some of the pros and cons of Segment A vs Segment B can be subjecBve, but 

comparing the actual cost between the two is preCy objecBve and how to you jusBfy the cost? 

 

Thank you, 

Nancy Preston 

 



 

Sent from my iPad 

 

[A Texas Department of TransportaBon (TxDOT) 

message]<hCps://nam12.safelinks.protecBon.outlook.com/?url=hCps%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsaf

ety%2Ftraffic-safety-

campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C9a6660d056b44d

c3478508db47760449%7CbSb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638182344435460019

%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6

Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=PDTHTA%2F%2BRYzmd38SVnF%2Blh8wKWJIl9IeTppJ8tKBlpw%3

D&reserved=0> 





From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 8:59 AM
To: Nancy Spaans 
Subject: RE: 380 Bypass
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 
 

From: Nancy Spaans 
Sent: Friday, February 17, 2023 1:59 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: 380 Bypass
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Mr. Endres,
 
As a realtor, I will definitely benefit from the 380 bypass and it will save time and money when I am
doing business in that area in the future. I fear for my life every time I have to get on the existing 380
so will definitely save a lot of stress as well.
 
While I am completely in favor of the new bypass, in looking at the options, I would really prefer that
Option D is the choice for the road. This option displaces fewer people/animals/lifestyles and is the
better route. Option C disrupts the home and community resource of the Veloz family (in particular)
along with the bees which are a great environmental resource. It just makes sense to disrupt as little
as possible for as many as possible. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration.

mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
mailto:sbagwellrudy@burnsmcd.com
mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7C1b60e6f381444354e16d08db13573c06%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638125037601741663%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=tFUeXqYmaM%2BwiavLASYoH0k%2BT7OjFDsPqbDnryXFsRo%3D&reserved=0
mailto:nancyspaans@ebby.com
mailto:Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov


Note: Texas Law requires all real estate licensees give the following information about brokerage services 
https://media.ebby.com/iabs/?0597407
 

 
Regards,
 
Nancy Spaans
Ebby Halliday Realtors®
Cell: 214.850.3583

 

Your referral is the best compliment you could ever provide me!

Please leave me a testimonial...click here

Helpful Resources:
EBBY HALLIDAY, REALTORS NORTH TEXAS INFORMATION GUIDE
Military On The Move Video Presentation

The Ebby Experience
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https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.sunraydirect.com%2FDallas3%2FEbbyDFW%2F&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7C1b60e6f381444354e16d08db13573c06%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638125037601897879%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=SXWLbmK%2F3MgFeTxHCwjiDwF65LhPW2JJsanHqnt4rQ8%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fplayer.vimeo.com%2Fvideo%2F278056478%3Ftitle%3D0%26byline%3D0%26portrait%3D0&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7C1b60e6f381444354e16d08db13573c06%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638125037601897879%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=%2Bh7hMuxmXe75PvNgx4GKcPDQSeoKX24qBKuWFKFzRBI%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Febby.com%2Fexperience&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7C1b60e6f381444354e16d08db13573c06%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638125037601897879%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=PQB9Qgd%2FFYhsBpU9%2FWpce%2F%2BzqiSlCpSImDkthXSC%2BTg%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsafety%2Ftraffic-safety-campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7C1b60e6f381444354e16d08db13573c06%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638125037601897879%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=SPhm%2FuJuyVCup%2FqC%2FJYE6cSbatYwJ%2BgpeYT6oE%2F8JHA%3D&reserved=0


From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, February 16, 2023 1:59 PM
To
Subject: RE: Proposed US380 Bypass
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 

From:  
Sent: Thursday, February 16, 2023 1:29 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: Proposed US380 Bypass
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Stephen,
 
I am writing in opposition to the current alternative to the proposed road bypass for US 380 from
Coid Rd to 1827.  Specifically, the proposed "Blue Alternative", which includes segments A+E+C,
which will result in major disruption to residences, businesses and wildlife. 
 
Segment C should be avoided because it:

Causes more disruptions and displacements: Affects 29 residences, 15 businesses and 7
community resources; compared to 7 residences, 4 businesses, and 0 community resources
for Segment D
Destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodlands within one of the largest remaining
forests in central Collin County
Disturbs more wetland ecosystems that serve as a refuge for wildlife and are a suitable
habitat for several threatened species (as determined by TxDOT).
Opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife (prefers Segment D)

mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
mailto:sbagwellrudy@burnsmcd.com
mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7Cbcb3c4b46e9e488f930908db10fe3ed7%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638122456383400546%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=gJvXkfr0Du3i4oGIJwb801Z4RpitgA3%2BpeDJUmPfTMQ%3D&reserved=0
mailto:nstretcher@gmail.com
mailto:Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov


Worse traffic performance as expressed by lower traffic capacity, longer travel times, slower
travel speeds, and more elevation changes.

Thank you for your consideration,
   Nansi Stretcher

 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsafety%2Ftraffic-safety-campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7Cbcb3c4b46e9e488f930908db10fe3ed7%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638122456383400546%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=IBj1Le%2BzzG5BPUIUvf%2FL9cSxbHvxH0LpxBJ0%2FLIRkiY%3D&reserved=0


From: Narendra Morum > 

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 5:20 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of 
Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  
 
Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, 
reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and 
result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 
citizens throughout McKinney. 
 
I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass 
from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
 
Sincerely, 
Narendra Morum 



From: Natalia Abramyan  

Sent: Friday, March 10, 2023 11:25 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of 
Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   
Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, 
reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, 
and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and 
thousands of citizens throughout McKinney.   
I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 
Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
 
 
Natalia Abramyan 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 8:54 AM
To: natalie tramel 
Subject: RE: Route D for Collin County
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 
 

From: natalie tramel  
Sent: Friday, February 17, 2023 8:22 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: Route D for Collin County
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Hello,
 
Please consider Route D, and when doing so please consider what the forested area and open land
with trees and shrubbery does for the environment, the air quality, the ecosystem of the area. Do
not make the same mistakes other  counties have. Please consider Route D.
Regards, 
Natalie

 

mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
mailto:sbagwellrudy@burnsmcd.com
mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
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From: Nicholas Pitts  

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 8:50 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO To Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hello Stephen, 

 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

In Good Health, 

Nic Pitts 



From: Nicholas Pitts  

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 12:12 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 



From: Nicole Kietzke  

Sent: Friday, March 10, 2023 5:17 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Thank you , 

Nicole kietzke 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 

 



From: Nicole M  

Sent: Wednesday, April 5, 2023 1:09 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: no to 380 A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

No to 380 bypass on route A  

6236 Rocca Valle Dr, McKinney, TX 75071 

nicole MacFadden 



From: Nicole Rohrer  

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 11:48 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Nicole Rohrer 

214-208-7588 

 

 Sent from my iPhone 



From: Nikah Hart  

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 5:47 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Thank you, 

 

Nikah Hart 

Concerned Stonebridge La Cima Haven resident 



From: Noel Hernandez  

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 4:29 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Opposition to the proposed US 380 bypass, segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Dear Mr Endres, 

 

I have lived in the same home adjacent to HWY 380 for 17 years. Though I have embraced the change 

and growth, I do not welcome the added noise pollution and traffic the proposed segment A of the 380 

bypass. I feel that this route is taking advantage of the current and established neighborhoods while 

leaving less developed areas to the west unscathed. The effects on the quality of life as well as the 

reduction in property values of long term residents need to be considered. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Roadto FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely 

 

Noel Hernandez 

Cell: 214-837-8819 

 

 

 

 



From: Nola Miley  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 5:51 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

 

Nola Miley 

 

1701 Woodway Drive 

McKinney, Texas 76071 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 10:00 AM 

To: David Counts 

Subject: RE: Opposition to Segment A 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: David Counts   

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 2:48 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Opposition to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of 

Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   

 

Norm Counts 

8700 Grand Haven 

McKinney Texas 75071 

 

 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C3da8ed523fb54e1077e308db19a63fc6%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131974037755261%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=3n2KVBDVyMpCfUDK%2B8thVdS6JYFqCVGOSP8f3%2BAlf90%3D&reserved=0


From: Norwood Wilder 

Sent: Thursday, April 6, 2023 10:18 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Cc: 

Subject: Opposi/on to HWY380 Alternate Routes 

 

This email originated from outside of the organiza/on. Do not click links or open a(achments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Dear Mr. Endres, 

 

I am wri/ng regarding my opposi/on to HWY 380 Brown and Gold alterna/ve routes (Segment B) due to 

immediate and long-term impacts to the Town of Prosper. 

 

Therefore, I fully support the Prosper Council Resolu/on 2021-34 passed on July 13, 2021, 

 

"…CONTINUE SUPPORTING THE TXDOT RECOMMENDED ALIGNMENT AS PRESENTED ON MAY 6, 2019, 

FOR U.S. HIGHWAY 380 WITHIN THE CORPORATE LIMITS OF THE TOWN; STRONGLY OPPOSING ANY 

PROPOSED ALIGNMENT CHANGE, INCLUDING THE NEW PROPOSED GOLD OR BROWN ALTERNATIVE 

SEGMENT B ALIGNMENTS AS PRESENTED IN TXDOT' S US 380 EIS SCHEMATIC 30% DESIGN AND WITHIN 

THE CORPORATE LIMITS OF THE TOWN OF PROSPER; OPPOSING SAID ALIGNMENTS BECAUSE THEY ARE 

IN CONFLICT WITH EXISTING AND FUTURE DEVELOPMENT ALONG SAID ALTERNATIVES, AS MORE FULLY 

DESCRIBED IN THIS RESOLUTION; FINDING THAT SAID ALIGNMENTS ARE NOT CONSISTENT WITH THE 

TOWN' S THOROUGHFARE PLAN AND CURRENT ALIGNMENT OF SAID ROADWAY; MAKING FINDINGS; 

AND PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE." 

 

I request that you also fully support this Resolu/on by strongly opposing any proposed alignment 

changes, including the new Gold and Brown alterna/ve segment B alignments. 

 

Warmest Regards, 

 

Norwood Wilder 

2815 Majes/c Prince St 

Celina, TX 75009 

 

 

CC: 

 

Texas House Representa/ves: Sanford, Holland, and Pa(erson Texas State Senator Springer Prosper 

Ci/zen Group Prosper ISD Board Prosper Town Council 

 

 

Regards, Woody 

Sent from Woody's iPhone 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:30 PM 

To: Octavian Covaci  

Subject: RE: US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827, NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Octavian Covaci   

Sent: Friday, February 24, 2023 7:27 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827, NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction 
of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT 
for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   
 
Opposition to Segment A of the “Blue Alternative” is based on the following facts 
presented by TxDOT in their February 2023 Announcement: 

1. Segment A destroys 27 businesses, 12 displacements and 2 homes 
currently. It will likely be more than that by the time the project is 
constructed whereas Segment B destroys no business, 7 
displacements, and 5 homes. 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C945ef1e037894267d86908db19dc75ca%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638132206871355937%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=bszIuUyuktVBjGjYjsaTcKnxjqO8GMFRs1ozauwQk24%3D&reserved=0


2. The cost of Segment A right of way acquisition estimated today is $957.8 
million compared to $888.8 million for Segment B. It is likely to reach more 
than $1 billion by the time the project is constructed based on current 
construction projects which are not counted in the current TxDOT 
estimates. 

3. The proposed Blue Alternative which includes Segment A calls for $120 
million from the City of McKinney for right of way acquisition which will be 
an unplanned tax burden to McKinney taxpayers. The amount of that tax 
burden quite likely will increase as the cost of ROW acquisitions and 
related expenses increase.  

4. Segment A will have a significant detrimental impact on Stonebridge Ranch 
and Tucker Hill which border the proposed construction of Segment A. It 
will create major traffic disruption, increased noise, and increased health 
and environmental problems, not to mention the impact on schools, 
morning and afternoon traffic, and school zones divided by US380 
Segment A. 

 
In addition this will negatively impact my property value and my health due to the 
noise/air pollution which will dramatically increase since my property is located at the 
corner of Custer and US380.  
 
 Thank you for taking the time to consider this letter and my position. 
 
Sincerely 
Octavian Covaci 

  

 

 



From: oliver cromwell  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 5:29 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

The figures you presented at last years meeting showed Option A was millions of dollars less expensive 

than Option B. What has changed?  At the meeting no one could tell me how or why your figures 

changed. The only answers or reasons were, “its because of Main Gait" and that Option B went through 

the" Darling Homestead". These sir, are not reasons to spend millions more of tax payers money and 

disrupt hundreds more of households and businesses unnecessarily. 

SBR has over 9500 homes, which is the largest HOA in Texas and many of the residents are prepared to 

legally oppose this option. 

 

Thank You 



-----Original Message----- 

From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Tuesday, February 14, 2023 4:17 PM 

To: olivia Zhang <olivia.zhang.041410@gmail.com> 

Subject: RE: Opposed to route C 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

-----Original Message----- 

From: olivia Zhang <olivia.zhang.041410@gmail.com> 

Sent: Tuesday, February 14, 2023 3:45 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Opposed to route C 

 

This email originated from outside of the organiza3on. Do not click links or open a6achments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Building this new rode will affect so many things! My friends horse lives in a barn near and it will affect it 

so much we might need to find a new barn and are we not gonna talk about the oasis. I understand 

building the basic roads but this is unnecessary and is gonna cause a lot of damage. That’s why I am 

saying I am in favor of route D and opposed to route C 



 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 8:30 AM 

To: Pam Dyson  

Subject: RE: US 380 ByPass 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Pam Dyson  

Sent: Monday, March 6, 2023 5:34 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: US 380 ByPass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

I live in Willow Wood - 5217 Prospect Street Please reject option C. 

I’m voting for Option D 

 

Sent from my iPad 

 

[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) 

message]<https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsa

fety%2Ftraffic-safety-

campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Ccad0dac20fcb4a

3c512f08db1f1c4160%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638137978477794739%

7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn

0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=T0hXhco2SjutKyvCQxj1t6BcwQhd0s5YvsIc8IEKBwQ%3D&reserved=

0> 



From: Pam Smith  

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 6:48 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Pamela Wadsworth  

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 8:33 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Pamela Wadsworth 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 8:49 AM
To: Pamela Weslocky 
Subject: RE: Highway 380 Bypass Option D
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 
 

From: Pamela Weslocky  
Sent: Sunday, February 19, 2023 10:37 AM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: Highway 380 Bypass Option D
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

 
Greetings, 
 
I am writing to express my concern for the Highway 380 Bypass Route C option. It will be
catastrophic. Not only would this option destroy many, many beloved homes and businesses, but
human beings, livestock, and other domestic animals, not to mention the surrounding wildlife and
beautiful nature that the community enjoys so much. There are historic hundred year old peach,
pecan, and plum trees in this section. Hay is grown and cut here for rescue animals who live on
this land. We live in a fast-paced world, and it is so wonderful to have an escape as close as
McKinney to enjoy.
 
Folks from all over north Texas enjoy what McKinney and the McKinney countryside has to offer.
Route C will forever change this, and these communities will suffer, particularly in the areas of
Route C containing sections 416, 417, 418, 419, 420, and 421.  Many residents from McKinney

mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
mailto:sbagwellrudy@burnsmcd.com
mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7C007381b2eba64de3eeca08db13527bc3%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638125017197951491%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=YLf5TGZIBtp0SocoX3jAGBL%2Fmq64bzad8pJ1Yu1Fq3U%3D&reserved=0
mailto:pamela.weslocky@gmail.com
mailto:Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov


and other surrounding communities enjoy the ranch life, and families, at-risk youth, and church
ministries alike love to learn about nature, wildlife preservation, agriculture, biology, equine
management, and more in these areas. 
 
Please consider Route D as an alternative to Route C. The environmental impact assessments have
already been completed for Route D, which is no easy, quick, or cheap task.  There are also
substantially less homes and businesses which are affected through Route D.  Six community
recourses will be affected by Route C, whereas none will be affected by Route D.
 
I certainly hope the right decision will be made, trusting that you are smart, good stewards of the
trust and confidence that has been placed in you as representatives of the people, and that you
care deeply about the community of McKinney and its surrounding areas.
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. Remember - "C=CATASTROPHIC, D=DECENT."
 
Pamela Weslocky
Collin County Resident
913 Glen Rose Drive
Allen, TX  75013
 
 

 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsafety%2Ftraffic-safety-campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7C007381b2eba64de3eeca08db13527bc3%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638125017197951491%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=DKLwZ9UEo3xqECGSwaxmS2gAJIA%2FhzjZ3P%2FM5DyCfiI%3D&reserved=0


From: Pat Armstrong  

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 9:21 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 

 

Pat Armstrong 

Fathom Realty 

Cell- 214-551-0161 

 





From: Pat Norton  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 7:01 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Sent from Mail for Windows 

 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fgo.microsoft.com%2Ffwlink%2F%3FLinkId%3D550986&data=05%7C01%7Cstephen.endres%40txdot.gov%7C5dbf21ae38c44aa5603608db1f709ddb%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638138340785560112%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=hLpJwN%2FjeAt3V7%2F9NiBiLaepljVKYhLJl5FVS3zzYUE%3D&reserved=0


From: Pat Wykoff  

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 1:52 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: No to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

Sincerely, 

Pat WyKoff 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Patta Dietz  

Sent: Thursday, March 23, 2023 4:02 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: No bypass in Prosper 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Dear Mr. Endres, 

 

My husband and I have been residents of Prosper since 2012.  We love the Whitley Place neighborhood 

where we live and purposely chose the neighborhood because it was not adjacent to a major highway.  

We dismissed other neighborhoods because of their proximity to major roadways. We planned ahead 

and so did Prosper.  380 can be widened.  Prosper is a small town in square miles and a bypass through 

it would greatly diminish the town's appeal to potential residents as well as negatively affect our own 

property.  I oppose the bypass through Prosper because: 

 

- It will be very disruptive to our neighborhood as well as others in the area. 

- The environment will greatly be impacted by noise as well as the pollution associated with a major 

roadway. 

- Mane Gait therapeutic riding center will be negatively affected.  Horses, children with special needs, as 

well as veterans go to Mane Gait in part to get away from sensory overload like what is produced by a 

major highway. 

- Increased traffic will disrupt our neighborhood schools. 

- Prosper, which covers a relatively small area by city standards, would be divided by a busy, loud 

highway. 

 

Please keep 380 on 380 or consider Option A so our lovely community will be preserved. 

 

Thank you for you time and thoughtful consideration. 

 

Patricia Dietz 

4100 Chimney Rock Dr. 

Prosper, TX 75078 

 

Sent from my iPad 



From: patty.graham  

Sent: Monday, March 27, 2023 7:03 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Hwy 380 Comments: Option "A" Makes No Sense 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hello Mr. Endres, 
 
I am writing as a concerned community member at 2605 Addison St. in Tucker Hill.  I do not 
understand, logically speaking, why Option A was selected as the best solution for Hwy. 380.  The 
cost of Option A vs. Option B should make it prohibitive!  It seems McKinney's politicians were out 
maneuvered by Prosper's politicians, and Prosper was able to protect projects yet to be 
developed  As a result, the EXISTING neighborhood of Tucker Hill will be significantly impacted by 
the Hwy. 380 project!  I believe the fatal flaw in all of this is the acoustic study done as part of 
TXDOT's environmental study.  It does not truly reflect the amount of noise exposure the Tucker Hill 
neighborhood will be exposed to each day from 12 lanes of freeway traffic passing by at 70 mph or 
more!  
 
TXDOT's recommendation of Option A over Option B ignores the findings of the environmental 
study, applies criteria to support this decision (A over B) inconsistently from other sections of the 380 
project (C vs D), is fiscally irresponsible to Texas taxpayers, and places an unsupportable 
financial burden on the City of McKinney and its taxpayers. 
 
I implore TXDOT to reconsider the location of the 380 expansion.  If, however, Tucker Hill's fate is 
sealed, I think TXDOT should help bear the cost of moving our front entrance to Stonebridge Dr, by 
helping put in that road before any road work is started at the 380/Tremont entrance.  I also think 
Tucker Hill should be surrounded appropriately by sound barriers and appropriate landscaping which 
will protect the neighborhood from all the noise pollution produced by the new 380 freeway!   
 
 
Thank you, 
 
Patricia Graham 
 
 
Sent with Proton Mail secure email.  

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fproton.me%2F&data=05%7C01%7Cstephen.endres%40txdot.gov%7C9b1afbb579f2409d953508db2f1fda23%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638155586112993909%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=N%2FAUSf%2BBaWx2lNacjUe%2BLCEHczcoiqJz9VT1O0CSyHc%3D&reserved=0


From: patty.graham 

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 10:32 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 Expansion: Comments Against Option A 

Attachments: 380 Comment Letter.pdf 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hello Mr. Endres, 
 
Attached you will find a letter which addresses many reasons why selecting the Segment A option is 
so flawed.  I have made comments and questions throughout the document, and I am requesting a 
response to each of them from TXDOT. 
 
I think this project is a fatal option to the already established Tucker Hill neighborhood, of which I am 
a resident.  It will have a long term negative impact on my community.  I moved to this neighborhood 
after retiring, and spend a great deal of time at home.  I enjoy my backyard and walking my dogs 
daily.  These activities will be much less enjoyable with a freeway in my "backyard".  I implore 
TXDOT to abandon the Segment A option. 
 
Thank you in advance for your attention to my comments.  I also appreciate that you extended the 
380 comment period. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Patricia Graham 
2605 Addison St 
McKinney, TX 75071 
 
Sent with Proton Mail secure email.  

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fproton.me%2F&data=05%7C01%7Cstephen.endres%40txdot.gov%7C2bb71fba07024f5f690108db41b474e7%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638176018713533183%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=bKEGBl8DhcCMjHw7BjdeA82KxBLToFVCJb4rqqlZgAk%3D&reserved=0


From: Patrick Hernandez  

Sent: Monday, March 20, 2023 5:31 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: No to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Endres and/or Whom It May Concern,   

 

I am a homeowner in McKinney, and I strongly oppose the construction of Segment A for the 380 

project. I understand that something needs to be done, but don't understand how Segment A is the 

solution. Based on my understanding Segment A will affect far more households, especially in the 

subdivisions of Stonebridge and Tucker Hill, as well as several businesses and has a higher cost. 

 

I strongly support the alternate option of Segment B the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. It is 

the less expensive option for taxpayers, ultimately affects fewer households and businesses and allows 

for better traffic flow during construction.  

 

Sincerely,  

Patrick Hernandez 



From:  

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 2:09 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Stephen,  We appreciate what ya’ll do for N. Tx mobility!   

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A 

for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an 

existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, 

destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 

Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from 

Coit Road to FM 1827. 
 

 

‘YOUR’ Independent Tax Advantaged Health Care Financing Consultant! 

  #972-529-2929  P O Box6383   McKinney, TX 75071  

 
 

Confidentiality and Disclaimer: This email contains information intended for the recipient 

only.  Dissemination, publication, or copying of this email is prohibited.  The sender does not accept any 

responsibility for any loss, disruption, or damage to your data or computer system that may occur while 

using data contained in, or transmitted with this email.  If you have received this email in error, please 

notify us immediately by return email.  All email typically receive a return response within 24 

hours.  However, should you not received a response within this time frame, please call me. 

 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Monday, January 30, 2023 11:41 AM
To: Barada Paul 
Subject: RE: US380EIS: Segment B consideration request
 
Your comments will be included in public hearing summary.
 

From: Barada Paul 
Sent: Thursday, January 26, 2023 5:29 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: US380EIS: Segment B consideration request
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

 
Hi Mr. Stephen,
My name is Paul Barada and my company name is S. A. Paul Enterprise who owns the land NEC of US
Highway 380 and Walnut Grove. I see the Schematic or segment A passing through on my property.
If it happens then I would lose high quality tenants and I cannot afford to lose the valuable land. I
already designed the multi-tenant shopping center and I have multi-million dollars debt on this
property and cannot afford to lose my property.
Secondly, I see there are two Segments (alternative routes) like A and B. I think the city of McKinney
passed the resolution Segment B last year. I would suggest Segment B is the best option because it
will be less displacement for the businesses and residential. I oppose TXDOT’s decision if Txdot
decide to move Segment A option. Please consider the alternative option Segment B. You can reach
me anytime for my concern
Thanks Paul
214-9864538

 

 

mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
mailto:kmkenneally@burnsmcd.com
mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckmkenneally%40burnsmcd.com%7Ce32392a91c6242fe08c108db02ebc014%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638106983777881931%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=8VmOSUFndbHzjuFf4UxJs0vifw1mSuTqBdNLHultlp0%3D&reserved=0
mailto:paulbarada@gmail.com
mailto:Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fgo.microsoft.com%2Ffwlink%2F%3FLinkId%3D550986&data=05%7C01%7Ckmkenneally%40burnsmcd.com%7Ce32392a91c6242fe08c108db02ebc014%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638106983777881931%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=BX%2Brs%2BqxOpgMdU7qcGRoqMoa7oF4ew7pk9MYq5Est%2Bs%3D&reserved=0
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The development and delivery of a transportation project 
may take many years from conception to completion. 
Most projects move through several phases from the 
public involvement, environmental analysis, design, 
engineering, and right-of-way acquisition phases to the 
physical construction of projects. However, before the 
Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) can make 
any financial commitment to developing and delivering 
a project, available funds must be identified. A project’s 
eligible funding sources may vary depending on its 
scope and associated constitutional or statutory funding 
restrictions. 

For years, traditional funding from state and federal 
gas tax revenues sufficiently met the needs of the state 
highway system. Over time, however, these revenues 
failed to meet the transportation needs of the state’s 
growing population and the mobility needs of the traveling 
public. To address the increased demand on the state 
transportation system and the diminishing purchasing 
power of gas tax revenues, the Texas Legislature provided 
TxDOT with several financing instruments to advance 
projects more quickly, as opposed to paying for projects on 
a cash basis as the money became available. The available 
proceeds from using these bonding tools in the early 2000s 
[Proposition 14 State Highway Fund Bonds ($6 billion), 
Proposition 12 Highway Improvement General Obligation 
Bonds ($5 billion), and Texas Mobility Fund Bonds  
($7.4 billion)] were fully allocated to existing projects 

and have been spent. In the last session, however, 
the Texas Legislature passed House Bill 2219 (87th 
Legislature, Regular Session, 2021) to allow TxDOT to issue 
approximately $2 billion in Texas Mobility Fund Bonds until 
January 1, 2027. This estimate includes a revision in the 
revenue forecasts, and other factors are minimizing the 
capacity of these potential future bond issuances. 

In addition to bond programs provided in earlier legislative 
sessions, the Texas Legislature more recently, with voter 
approval, provided two constitutional, non-traditional 
sources of funding known as Proposition 1 (2014) 
and Proposition 7 (2015). Under Proposition 1, TxDOT 
receives a certain amount of the state’s oil and natural 
gas production (severance) tax revenue. Proposition 7 
funds are derived from state sales and use taxes as well as 
motor vehicle sales and rental taxes. These non-traditional 
funding sources are only available for the development, 
delivery, and maintenance of roadway projects, other than 
toll roads, on the state highway system.

This brochure explores the history and uses of these 
funds and financing tools as well as a summary of TxDOT’s 
Fiscal Year (FY) 2022-2023 budget. This edition of TxDOT’s 
Funding Brochure also examines the diminishing capacity 
of issuing Texas Mobility Fund Bonds and the increase in 
appropriations to fund local projects with TxDOT’s most 
flexible funding sources.

INTRODUCTION
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Figure 1 provides an illustration of TxDOT’s bill pattern in the FY 2022-2023 General Appropriations Act (87th Legislature, 
Regular Session, 2021). TxDOT’s budget includes a variety of funding sources on the left and the diagram shows the types 
of revenue sources that fund TxDOT’s projects and operations. 

SHF – State Revenue
Federal Funds
Proposition 7
Proposition 1

SHF – State Revenue
Federal Funds
Proposition 7
Proposition 1

SHF – State Revenue
Federal Funds
Proposition 7
Proposition 1

SHF – State Revenue
Federal Funds
Proposition 7

SHF – State Revenue

SHF – State Revenue
Federal Funds

TEXAS MOBILITY FUND

REGIONAL TOLL SUB-ACCOUNT

STATE HIGHWAY FUND (SHF)

STATE HIGHWAY FUND (SHF)

GENERAL REVENUE & OTHER

TxDOT SB 1, General Appropriations Act, 
87th Legislature (Regular Session, 2021)

Fiscal Years 2022-23 FUNDING USES

 Total
$30,242,485,172 

- Percentages may not sum due to rounding.

Administration & Support
$568,556,974 (2%) 

Maintain & Replace
$12,815,165,151 (42%) 

Project Delivery
$8,509,045,346 (28%) 

Project Development
$4,774,002,047 (16%) 

Pay Back Borrowed Funds
$2,218,643,000 (7%) 

Other Modes & Services
$629,072,654 (2%) 

Regional Project Sub-Accounts   
$728,000,000 (2%) 

Toll Revenue/Concession Fees
 $728,000,000  (2%)

NON-TRADITIONAL

TRADITIONAL

OTHER

TEXAS MOBILITY FUND

TOLL

General Revenue
$3,876,554 (<1%)

Interagency Contracts
$9,000,000 (<1%)

FUNDING SOURCES

SHF–State Revenue
$8,334,290,874 (28%)

SHF - Debt Service
$793,940,000 (3%)

Federal Funds
$9,839,344,682 (33%)

Proposition 7 - Revenue
 $4,514,990,000 (15%)

Proposition 7 - Debt Service
 $546,296,000 (2%)

Proposition 1
 $4,534,350,631 (15%)

TMF - Debt Service
$755,117,000 (2%)

TMF -Taxes and Fees
$183,279,431 (1%)

Figure 1
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GAS TAX 
$ PER GALLON

State Gas Tax 20¢

38.4¢ Total

5¢ 
Available School Fund

15¢
State Highway Fund

18.4¢ 
Federal Government

Figure 2

The State Highway Fund 
The State Highway Fund, or “Fund 6,” is TxDOT’s primary 
funding source and receives revenues from taxes and 
fees. Most of these revenues (motor fuel and lubricant 
taxes and motor vehicle registration fees) are dedicated 
by Section 7-a, Article VIII, Texas Constitution, to fund 
the acquisition of state right of way, construction, and 
maintenance of public roadways. Funds constitutionally-
dedicated for the purpose of supporting public roadways 
may not be spent on other modes of transportation such 
as rail projects, public transportation, aviation services, or 
Gulf Intracoastal Waterway improvements. 

The State Highway Fund also contains subaccounts for 
Propositions 1 and 7 funds, State Infrastructure Bank 
(SIB) funds, regional subaccounts with toll and concession 
revenue from Comprehensive Development Agreements 
(CDAs). State law requires toll and concession revenues 
only to be used on projects within the region of the project 
generating the funds.
 
The State Highway Fund main account receives the 
following revenues: 
•  State Motor Vehicle Fuels Tax [20 cents per gallon total, 

25 percent (5 cents) goes to Available School Fund]* 
   (see Figure 2) 

•  Federal highway* and other agency reimbursements 
(includes federal fuel tax) (see Figure 2) 

• Vehicle Registration Fees* 

•  Other, smaller revenues such as lubricant sales  
taxes,* permit fees for special vehicles, fees, and 
interest* on certain funds 

• Local project participation funds 

State Highway Fund subaccounts hold the following: 
• Proposition 1 funds* 

• Proposition 7 funds* 

• SIB loan repayments and interest 

• Regional toll revenue and revenue from CDAs 

* Indicates revenues that are dedicated by the Texas 
Constitution and state law to public roads on the state 
highway system.

Federal Funds 
Federal funds, which comprise roughly one-third of 
TxDOT’s two-year budget, are deposited in the State 
Highway Fund. The state’s General Appropriations 
Act (GAA) includes federal funds in TxDOT’s budget as 
estimated reimbursements for payments on projects that 
meet certain federal requirements. In other words, the 
state budget appropriates federal funds after the projects 
have been built, paid for, and reimbursed back to TxDOT. 

At the federal level, revenue collected from the federal tax 
on gasoline and diesel is deposited in the Highway Trust 
Fund. Highway Trust Fund dollars are then distributed to 
states in amounts primarily determined by highway and 
transit formulas, in addition to discretionary allocations. 
For decades, federal aid for highways was supported solely 
by tax and fee revenue deposited in the Highway Trust 
Fund. Since 1993, the federal motor fuels tax rate has 
remained at 18.4 cents per gallon of gasoline (see Figure 2) 
and 24.4 cents per gallon of diesel fuel. These collections 
have not kept up with the rising demands on the nation’s 
transportation system. Therefore, since 2008, Congress 
has supplemented the Highway Trust Fund with federal 
general revenue to add to federal gas tax collections.

TxDOT recently received federal funding from the 
Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic Security (CARES) Act 
(2020), the Coronavirus Response and Relief Supplemental 
Appropriations Act (CRRSAA) (2021), and the American 
Rescue Plan Act (ARPA) (2021) to help offset lost revenue 
as a result of COVID-19 by providing funding for the 
Highway Infrastructure Program, transit and ferry services, 
and aviation grants.

The Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA) was 
enacted on November 15, 2021. The IIJA provides a 
five-year reauthorization of federal highway, highway 
safety, transit, and rail programs for federal fiscal years 
2022 through 2026. Please visit the TxDOT Federal Affairs 
website for more information on the Infrastructure 
Investment and Jobs Act.                                                                                                                                    
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In November 2014, 80 percent of Texas voters approved a 
ballot measure known as Proposition 1, which authorized a 
constitutional amendment for transportation funding. The 
amendment directs a portion of existing oil and natural 
gas production taxes (also known as severance taxes) to 
be divided evenly between the Economic Stabilization 
Fund and the State Highway Fund. Under Section 49-g(c), 
Article III, Texas Constitution, the funds deposited to the 
State Highway Fund may only be used for constructing, 
maintaining, and acquiring rights-of-way for public 
roadways other than toll roads. 

Figure 3 illustrates the method of calculating Proposition 
1 transfers to the State Highway Fund. It begins with a 
preset collection threshold consisting of the net amount 
of FY 1987 oil and natural gas production tax levels. Oil 
production tax revenues in FY 1987 were $531.9 million 
and natural gas production tax revenues in the same year 
were $599.8 million, resulting in a net amount of $1.13 
billion. One-quarter of total severance tax collections 
above the 1987 threshold are deposited in the state’s 
General Revenue Fund. Since the passage of Proposition 
1, the remaining 75 percent of severance taxes has been 
evenly divided between the Economic Stabilization Fund 
and the State Highway Fund. 

Currently, state law requires the Texas Comptroller of 
Public Accounts (comptroller) to determine the sufficient 

balance threshold of the Economic Stabilization Fund 
by calculating seven percent of certified, general 
revenue-related appropriations made for the fiscal 
biennium. If the amount in the Economic Stabilization 
Fund is less than seven percent of the general revenue 
related appropriations made in the fiscal biennium, the 
comptroller must reduce the allocation to the State 
Highway Fund and increase the allocation to the Economic 
Stabilization Fund, in an equal amount, until the balance 
in the Economic Stabilization Fund reaches the required 
threshold.

Since FY 2015, a total of $9.69 billion of Proposition 1 
funds has been deposited into a subaccount within the 
State Highway Fund. In  November 2021 (FY 2022), the 
State Highway Fund received a Proposition 1 deposit 
of $1.46 billion. The comptroller estimates TxDOT will 
receive a Proposition 1 deposit of $2.43 billion in FY 2023. 
A $2.08 billion transfer is projected in FY 2024 based 
on the FY 2023 oil and natural gas production revenue 
levels estimated by the comptroller. Beyond FY 2024, for 
planning purposes, TxDOT estimates a 10-year average.

Proposition 1 deposits to the State Highway Fund will 
expire in 2034, and the last transfer will occur in FY 2035, 
unless a future legislature votes to extend it. 

Proposition 1: Texas Oil & Gas Production Taxes Above Threshold
Proposition 1 funds transfers are set to expire after the Fiscal Year 2035 transfer (December 31, 2034), unless a future 
legislature votes to extend them.

1. Actual amounts deposited in the State Highway Fund may vary based on the sufficient balance of the Economic Stabilization Fund determined by the Texas 
Comptroller of Public Accounts. The sufficient balance threshold of the Economic Stabilization Fund is to be set at an amount equal to seven percent of the 
certified general revenue-related appropriations made for the state fiscal biennium.
2. The Economic Stabilization Fund is also known as the Rainy Day Fund.
3. Preset collection threshold is set at 1987 oil and natural gas production tax levels: $531.9 million in oil production tax revenues and $599.8 million in natural 
gas production tax revenues.

Updated 9/1/2021

1. Actual amounts deposited in the State Highway Fund may vary based on the sufficient balance of the Economic Stabiliza�on Fund 
determined by the Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts. The sufficient balance threshold of the Economic Stabiliza�on Fund is to be set at 
an amount equal to seven percent of the cer�fied general revenue-related appropria�ons made for the state fiscal biennium.
2. The Economic Stabiliza�on Fund is also known as the Rainy Day Fund.
3. Preset collec�on threshold is set at 1987 oil and natural gas produc�on tax levels: $531.9 million in oil produc�on tax revenues and 
$599.8 million in natural gas produc�on tax revenues.

PROPOSITION 1 
Texas Oil & Gas Production Taxes Above Threshold
Proposition 1 funds transfers are set to expire after the Fiscal Year 2035 transfer 
(December 31, 2034), unless a future legislature votes to extend them.

25% of amount above threshold 
goes to General Revenue25%

75%
75% split evenly between the 
Economic Stabiliza�on Fund 

and State Highway Fund

State 
Highway 

Fund1

Economic 
Stabiliza�on 

Fund2

General 
Revenue Fund

Preset Collec�on Threshold3

50% 50%

Figure 3

Proposition 1
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Proposition 7: Sales & Use Tax; Motor Vehicle Sales & Rental Tax
Proposition 7 funds (Sales & Use Tax) are set to expire August 31, 2032. Proposition 7 funds (Motor Vehicle Sales 
& Rental Tax) are set to expire August 31, 2029 unless a future legislature votes to extend or eliminate the dates.

1. This transfer of funds to the State Highway Fund took effect September 1, 2017 (FY 2018).
2. This transfer of funds to the State Highway Fund became eligible to take effect beginning with the state fiscal year starting on September 1, 2019 (FY 2020).

Updated 12/16/19

PROPOSITION 7 
Sales & Use Tax; Motor Vehicle Sales & Rental Tax
Proposition 7  funds (Sales & Use Tax) are set to expire August 31, 2032; and  Proposition 7  
funds (Motor Vehicle Sales & Rental Tax) are set to expire August 31, 2029 unless a future 
legislature votes to extend them.

RECEIPT

1. This transfer of funds to the State Highway Fund took effect September 1, 2017 (FY 2018).
2. This transfer of funds to the State Highway Fund became eligible to take effect beginning with the 
state fiscal year star�ng on September 1, 2019 (FY 2020). 

Next $2.5B 1

State
Highway 

Fund

Amount above $5B

First $5B of 
Motor Vehicle 

Sales and 
Rental Tax

(General Revenue Fund)

35% 2

(General Revenue 
Fund)

RECEIPT

Remainder 
of Sales & 

Use Tax
(General Revenue Fund)

First $28B of 
Sales and 
Use Tax

(General Revenue Fund)

Figure 4

Proposition 7, a constitutional amendment passed by 83 
percent of voters in 2015, authorized increased funding 
for the state highway system. Under the amendment, 
a portion of sales and use taxes as well as a smaller 
portion of motor vehicle sales and rental taxes may only 
be used pursuant to Section 7-c, Article VIII of the Texas 
Constitution, to (1) construct, maintain, or acquire rights-
of-way for public roadways other than toll roads and 2) the 
legislature may appropriate Proposition 7 funds to pay for 
the debt service on Proposition 12 Highway Improvement 
General Obligation Bonds. 

As illustrated in Figure 4, Proposition 7  has two 
components. The first component requires the comptroller 
to deposit into the State Highway Fund up to $2.5 billion 
of the net revenue from state sales and use tax that 
exceeds the first $28 billion of revenue coming into the 
state treasury every fiscal year. The second component 
of Proposition 7 dictates that when state motor vehicle 
sales and rental tax revenues exceed $5 billion in each 
fiscal year, the comptroller must transfer 35 percent of the 
revenue above the first $5 billion collected to the State 
Highway Fund. 

Proposition 7 has features to allow for both the extension 
and the retention of fund transfers to the State Highway 
Fund. For instance, the state constitution allows the 
legislature, by a record vote of a majority of the members 
of each chamber, to extend either of the expiration dates 
of the two Proposition 7 provisions relating to the transfer 
of 1) state sales and use taxes and 2) motor vehicle sales 
and rental taxes for 10-year increments. Additionally, the 

constitution allows the legislature, by a record vote of 
two-thirds of the members of each chamber, to reduce the 
revenue deposited in the State Highway Fund under either 
provision (with the reduction made in the state fiscal year 
in which the legislature’s resolution is adopted or in either 
of the following two state fiscal years), provided that the 
reduction is not more than 50 percent of the amount 
that would otherwise be deposited in the State Highway 
Fund in the affected state fiscal year. The ability of the 
legislature to reduce Proposition 7 fund transfers creates 
some uncertainty in planning long-term construction 
projects. 

The State Highway Fund has received deposits totaling 
$10 billion in Proposition 7 funds from state sales and use 
tax revenues. The comptroller estimates that a total of $5 
billion of Proposition 7 funding from state sales and use 
tax will be available for new transportation projects in the 
FY 2022-2023 biennium ($2.5 billion each fiscal year). 

In the summer of 2021, the comptroller deposited 
$237 million in state motor vehicle sales and rental tax 
revenue into the State Highway Fund for the first time. The 
comptroller estimates a $297.4 million deposit of motor 
vehicle sales and rental tax revenue in FY 2022 and 
$337.8 million in FY 2023 to the State Highway Fund will 
occur during the FY 2022-2023 biennium. 

The first component of Proposition 7 (sales and use tax) 
expires August 31, 2032, and the second component 
(motor vehicle sales and rental tax) took effect on 
September 1, 2019 (FY 2020) and expires August 31, 2029. 

Proposition 7
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FUNDING 
SOURCE

PROJECT TYPE
Highways 

(Non − Tolled)

Highways 

(Tolled)

Rail

(Passenger)

Rail 

(Freight)

Transit

(Public)

Aviation

(Public)

Ports

(Outside Gates)

Ports

(Inside Gates)

Proposition 1 Funds i

Proposition 7 Funds i
State Highway Fund 

(Dedicated)1 i i

Texas Mobility Fund2 i i i i i
State Highway Fund 

(Non-Dedicated)3 i i i i i i i

General Revenue4 i i i i i i i i
  

TxDOT created the following chart to assist with identifying some of the limitations and available uses 
of its multiple funding sources.

Non-constitutionally dedicated State Highway Fund revenues are fully committed and unavailable for new purposes 
without impacting the current uses noted above.

STATUTORILY AUTHORIZED USES OF FUNDING STREAMS

Figure 5

1.  State Highway Fund (Dedicated) includes traditional 
sources of funding dedicated by the Texas Constitution 
and consists of state motor fuel and lubricant taxes, 
motor vehicle registration fees, and interest earned 
on dedicated deposits. It also includes federal 
reimbursements that are not reflected in the above grid, 
as a small amount of these federal funds may at times 
be used for other modes of transportation.

2.  The Texas Constitution allows for the use of Texas 
Mobility Fund revenues and bond proceeds to develop 
and construct state highways and other public 
transportation projects. 

3.  State Highway Fund (Non-Dedicated) includes very 
limited revenue sources that are designated by statute 
but not the Texas Constitution. These limited revenue 
sources are further constrained by an annual, statutorily 
required transfer of approximately $150 million, which 
backfills the Texas Mobility Fund’s loss of Certificate of 
Title Fees. Many multimodal transportation services 
have received level funding for decades because of the 
limited availability of non-constitutionally dedicated 
funds.

4.  State general revenue can be used on all forms 
of multimodal transportation in order to pay for 
exceptional items or legislative directives where other 
revenues are unavailable due to restrictions or have 
already been fully obligated.
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The development and delivery of transportation projects 
requires long-term planning and the careful fiscal 
management of revenues and expenditures for TxDOT to 
make progress payments on construction projects that 
last over several years. For this reason, TxDOT staff must 
carefully plan projects to ensure future funds will support 
both the progress payments on existing projects while still 
maximizing funding to support as many new projects as 
possible and the development of future projects based on 
state and local needs. This section of the funding brochure 
reviews some near-term challenges that TxDOT anticipates 
will need to be addressed to maintain its current level of 
operation. 

Proposition 1 and 7 Sunset Dates 
While Proposition 1 and 7 funds contribute to the funding 
of Texas roadway projects, predicting their contributions 
over time presents challenges in forecasting long-term 
construction projects. Therefore, near-term construction 
contract letting will require close attention to ensure the 
appropriate funds are available for progress payments on 
projects as invoices become due.

In 2019, the 86th Legislature extended the expiration date 
of Proposition 1 funds from FY 2024 to FY 2034, which 
gave TxDOT a wider window of time in which to plan 
projects at near-current funding levels. This window of 
time is important because it fully covers TxDOT’s current 
10-year planning document, the Unified Transportation 
Program (UTP). Additionally, Proposition 1 funds are more 
volatile and difficult to estimate within a short time frame 
than other funding sources.

Proposition 7 has two revenue components, each with its 
sunset date. They include 1) funds from state sales and 
use taxes, which expire at the end of FY 2032 and 2) funds 
from motor vehicle sales and rental taxes, which expire 
at the end of FY 2029. Although TxDOT was first eligible 
to receive motor vehicle sales and rental tax revenue in 
FY 2020, due to the loss or delay of revenues from the 
pandemic, TxDOT did not receive its first deposit until 
FY2021.

While these expiration dates are several years out, 
assessing the need for an extended expiration time 
frame remains critical as the opportunities to change the 
dates occur only biennially based on when the legislature 
convenes. Further, TxDOT only began receiving motor 
vehicle sales and rental tax revenue in the past year 
as sales have just recently met the threshold after two 
years of eligibility. The extension of Proposition 1 and 7 
expiration dates would maximize fiscal predictability as 
well as maintain a trajectory of consistent planning and 
programming.

Alternatively-Fueled Vehicles and Road 
User Fees
Alternatively-fueled vehicles use sources of energy other 
than gasoline or diesel and may include electric vehicles 
or hybrid gas and electric vehicles. As more Texans 
purchase alternatively-fueled vehicles, the expectation 
is that the state will experience a decline in the amount 
of revenue generated from its most reliable and stable 
source of revenue: revenue derived from state and federal 
motor fuels taxes. The number of alternatively-fueled 
vehicles registered in Texas has not yet reached a point to 
accurately project lost motor fuel taxes, according to the 
state’s December 2020 publication, “Study on Imposing 
Fees on Alternatively Fueled Vehicles.”1 State and federal 
motor fuels taxes are considered fees in exchange for 
using the roadway and contribute to the maintenance of 
the roads and are sometimes referred to as “road user 
fees.” Even though gas tax rates have not been raised 
since the early 1990s, gas tax still plays a prominent role 
in TxDOT’s budget. Funds from the state gas tax are also 
deposited into the State Highway Fund on a monthly 
basis and in a predictable fashion, which allows TxDOT to 
make immediate payments and reliable funding forecasts. 
Alternatively-fueled vehicle users, however, either pay 
significantly less or no gas taxes to use the roads by the 
nature of their vehicles’ use of non-gas energy sources. 
Currently, alternatively-fueled vehicle users do not pay 
any other form of a road user fee to make up for this 
discrepancy between alternatively-fueled vehicles and 
traditional gas and diesel vehicles. The decline in gas tax 
revenues caused by increased use of alternatively-fueled 
vehicles, as well as the diminishing purchasing power of 
motor fuel taxes as a result of not raising the gas tax to 
accommodate inflation, threatens one of the state’s most 
stable  sources of transportation revenue.

FUNDING CHALLENGES AHEAD

1.  “Study on Imposing Fees on Alternatively Fueled Vehicles,” prepared by the 
Texas Department of Motor Vehicles, et al. (in accordance with Senate Bill 
604 of the 86th Legislature, Regular Session), (Austin, TX, 2020).
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Cost Drivers to Non-Dedicated State 
Highway Fund and the Texas Mobility Fund
As mentioned earlier, this edition of TxDOT’s Funding 
Brochure examines the diminishing capacity of 
issuing Texas Mobility Fund Bonds and the increase in 
appropriations to fund local projects with TxDOT’s most 
flexible funding sources, which are both Texas Mobility 
Fund and non-dedicated State Highway Fund dollars.

Non-dedicated State Highway Fund dollars are TxDOT’s 
most flexible source of state funding. These dollars 
make up less than 2 percent of TxDOT’s biennial 
appropriations. TxDOT must rely on a certain level of 
flexible funding sources in order to secure matching funds 
for federal dollars, which allow local government entities 
(mostly rural) to obtain federal funding for multi-modal 
transportation services, including certain types of public 
transportation resources, aviation services, rail projects, 
and Gulf of Mexico waterway activities. Non-dedicated 
State Highway Fund dollars have traditionally supported 
these activities. Many of these projects and services have 
maintained the same level of funding over decades. This 
shortage of flexible funding requires TxDOT to ask the 
legislature for general revenue to support these additional 
items.

Non-dedicated State Highway Fund sources consist 
of special vehicle permit fees, the sale of magazine 
publications, motor vehicle certificates, land sales, legal 
judgments and settlements, certain reimbursements, and 
other fees, which totals approximately $200 million each 
fiscal year. While these revenues gradually increase over 
time, so do the expenses. 

The most significant impact to non-dedicated State 
Highway Fund dollars involves replenishing the Texas 
Mobility Fund. Constitutional and statutory requirements 
compel TxDOT to replace revenues from Certificate of Title 
Fees previously deposited directly into the Texas Mobility 
Fund and now deposited in the Texas Emissions Reduction 
Plan (TERP) Fund. House Bill 4472 (87th Legislature, Regular 
Session, 2021) remits a portion of these funds back to 
TxDOT for the purpose of congestion mitigation and air 
quality improvement projects in nonattainment areas 
and affected counties, but these remitted funds are not 
always eligible for multi-modal transportation services. 
The replenishment of these fees to the Texas Mobility 
Fund amounts to a loss of approximately $150 million per 
year of non-dedicated State Highway Funds, the most 
flexible source of transportation funding. Texas Mobility 
Fund dollars are generally more flexible than most other 
revenue sources, but they are still not as flexible as non-
dedicated State Highway Funds. 

In recent legislative sessions, the legislature appropriated 
or statutorily required the expenditure of certain funds 
for projects that do not qualify for TxDOT’s largest funding 
sources in the State Highway Fund. Therefore, TxDOT has 
used Texas Mobility Fund dollars to support the non-
dedicated roadway requirements for miscellaneous public 
transportation expenditures. 

Examples of these appropriations include, but are not 
limited to the following:
•  $125 million – Funding for county roads, which are not 

on the state highway system, that have been impacted 
by oil and gas production. While appropriations allow 
TxDOT to use available revenue to provide grants to 
counties, the Texas Mobility Fund is the only available 
source of funds that can provide these grants.

•  $32 million – Funding for the construction of specific, 
legislatively directed intelligent transportation systems 
on international bridges.

•  Up to $20 million per year – Funding for access to ports, 
which are outside the gates of the ports but may not be 
located on the state highway system.

•  Various appropriations of $5 - $15 million – Funding for 
specific, legislatively-directed airport projects, including 
runways.

Many of these appropriations add new funding 
requirements that have reduced the flexible funding 
sources of the state and diminished the capacity of funds 
in the Texas Mobility Fund that may be used to issue 
more bonds. TxDOT and the state may need these bond 
proceeds to keep projects on schedule in years or biennia 
when revenues are less dependable than they are now.
  
Conclusion
In conclusion, the Texas Legislature has provided TxDOT 
with a variety of funding sources over the years, and the 
funding supports its current transportation priorities. 
However, as Texas’ population continues its dramatic 
growth, funding sources with greater flexibility are needed 
to address both existing as well as changing transportation 
needs.  



10 TEXAS TRANSPORTATION FUNDING: FISCAL YEARS 2022-2023
www.txdot.gov • Government Affairs Division

MISSION
Connecting you with Texas. 

VALUES
People
People are the Department’s most important customer, asset, and resource. The well-being, safety, and quality of life 
for Texans and the traveling public are of the utmost concern to the Department. We focus on relationship building, 
customer service, and partnerships.

Accountability
We accept responsibility for our actions and promote open communication and transparency at all times.

Trust
We strive to earn and maintain confidence through reliable and ethical decision-making.

Honesty
We conduct ourselves with the highest degree of integrity, respect, and truthfulness.

VISION
A forward thinking leader delivering mobility, enabling economic opportunity, and enhancing quality of life for all Texans.
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GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
Deliver the Right Projects 
Implement effective planning and forecasting processes 
that deliver the right projects on-time and on-budget.
•  Use scenario-based forecasting, budgeting, and resource 

management practices to plan and program projects.
•  Align plans and programs with strategic goals.
•  Adhere to planned budgets and schedules.
•  Provide post-delivery project and program analysis.

Focus on the Customer
People are at the center of everything we do.
•  Be transparent, open, and forthright in agency 

communications.
•  Strengthen our key partnerships and relationships with a 

customer service focus.
•  Incorporate customer feedback and comments into 

agency practices, project development, and policies.
• Emphasize customer service in all TxDOT operations.

Foster Stewardship 
Ensure efficient use of state resources. 
• Use fiscal resources responsibly.
• Protect our natural resources.
• Operate efficiently and manage risk.

Optimize System Performance 
Develop and operate an integrated transportation system 
that provides reliable and accessible mobility, and enables 
economic growth.
• Mitigate congestion.
• Enhance connectivity and mobility.
• Improve the reliability of our transportation system.
•  Facilitate the movement of freight and international 

trade.
•  Foster economic competitiveness through infrastructure 

investments.

Preserve our Assets
Deliver preventive maintenance for TxDOT’s system and 
capital assets to protect our investments.
•  Maintain and preserve system infrastructure to achieve a 

state of good repair and avoid asset deterioration.
•  Procure, secure, and maintain equipment, technology, 

and buildings to achieve a state of good repair and 
prolong life cycle and utilization.

Promote Safety
Champion a culture of safety.
•  Reduce crashes and fatalities by continuously improving 

guidelines and innovations along with increased targeted 
awareness and education.

• Reduce employee incidents.

Value our Employees
Respect and care for the well-being and development of 
our employees.
•  Emphasize internal communications.
•  Support and facilitate the development of a successful 

and skilled workforce through recruitment, training and 
mentoring programs, succession planning, trust, and 
empowerment.

•  Encourage a healthy work environment through wellness 
programs and work-life balance.
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From: Paul Bland  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 12:58 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US 380 from Coit Road to FM 1827  CSJs: 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053 and 

0135-15-002 Collin County, Texas  

Attachments: funding-brochure-2022.pdf 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr Endres,  

 

I have a question two questions regarding the above: 

1. What is the estimated cost of options A & B? 

2. According to TXDOTs explanation of funding (see below) “before the Texas Department of 

Transportation (TxDOT) can make any financial commitment to developing and delivering 

a project, available funds must be identified“. Can you please confirm that these available funds are in 

place and where they are coming from?” 

 

 

  https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/fin/funding-brochure-2022.pdf 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Paul Bland 

Sent: Friday, April 14, 2023 12:56 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Cc: Ceason Clemens

Subject: Re: 380 bypass

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr Endres,  

 

Thank you for extending the comment period. The DEIS is an incredibly long and technical document and laid out in a 

manner with is difficult for a layman like me to absorb. This puts me at a disadvantage so extending the time is 

appreciated and in line with TXDOTs states goal and objective to be transparent, open, and forthright in agency 

communications.  

 

I have re-read the DEIS materials. If there are additional materials I should be referring to as an impacted McKinney 

resident can you please transparently share what those are and where I can get access.   

Aside from my strong opposition to Segment A, I do not believe the case for this extension has been transparently 

made or that alternatives have been considered.  

 

I still cannot find anything in the DEIS that provides a build v no build analysis.  On the contrary in the last few pages of 

the traffic section (Appendix I) you seem to be challenging something called the “TPP Corridor Analysis Package” and its 

projections about projected traffic increases. What is the TPP package?  Where is the TPP package? 

 

On page 5 of the executive summary of the traffic analysis (which is unhelpfully buried at the end of the 296 pages in a 

way that is not exactly transparent) it also says that traffic volumes for the build v no build case were not provided. 

Again the focus being on this TPP document.    

 

The DEIS appears to do its own analysis of traffic volumes and projections but does not actually spell out a build v no 

build analysis. So in short, what is the case for build v not build?  We seem to be leaping into a huge expense and 

disruption which increases noise and pollution at my home with no clear articulation of why the build option is so 

necessary versus a non build option.  

 

Furthermore nor does the DEIS appear to consider, present or evaluate any alternative approaches to address the 

projected traffic growth the DEIS estimates  For example, there is absolutely nothing in it which considers greener public 

transport options.  Why has that not been considered  I oppose accepting the implied assumption that the only way to 

address increased road traffic is to increase road capacity. Fait a compli.    

 

All the analysis in the DEIS is about road options, with no broader traffic options. In my opinion this evidences a huge 

bias towards road building and lack of consideration to other transportation alternatives that would not be as damaging 

to the environment. Furthermore I believe there are flaws in the study regarding noise and air pollution and 

inappropriate mitigations to these.    This narrow proposal is disappointing from TXDOT and its publicly  stated mission 

of being “A forward thinking leader delivering mobility” and “enhancing quality of life for all Texans” 

 

TXDOTs goals and objectives also publicly describe “Develop and operate an integrated transport system”. I think Texas 

residents and Taxpayers deserve that to be the case. An integrated transport system that considers and integrates 
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various transport approaches or using TXDOTs goals and objectives is focused on Mobility. The approach to date does 

not demonstrate that. It is more akin to a “Texas Department of Roads”.  

 

As a resident of Tucker Hill, I thoroughly object to having the environment in which I live bulldozed and my life subjected 

to the impacts of increased noise and air pollution with no evident consideration of how to mitigate these impacts with 

other transportation options or investments in greener energy like increased charging stations to promote electric 

vehicle use which would mitigate these environmental impacts.  

 

I apologize if my remarks seem critical but the proposal impacts my health and well being. As such I intend opposing this 

proposal with NEPA which requires that you consider the effects your proposed action may have on the environment, 

and the related social impacts. I do not agree you have not met that Standard.  

 

In relation to your requirement to satisfy NEPA that you have considered the economic impacts, I do not agree that your 

proposal adequately meets that standard based on the significant extra expense associated with Segment A, versus B 

and the 15 existing businesses it displaces versus none in B.  

 

Thank you for your time and inclusion of these public comments.  

 

Paul Bland 

2809 Majestic Avenue 

McKinney  

 

 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 

 

 

On Apr 3, 2023, at 6:35 PM, Paul Bland  wrote: 

  

  

I am writing to request an additional extension of time to submit comments for the EIS as our 
lives, our homes, our health, and our safety will be potentially impacted daily by the actions of 
TxDOT. Our neighborhood leaders were waiting for a meeting with TxDOT engineers and 
experts to clarify some of our outstanding questions to help with our comments and after a 
month of waiting were told by TxDOT the meeting would no longer be an option. This has left us 
trying to sort out our study-related questions and hundreds of pages of analysis on our own over 
the past ten days. We have an outstanding list of questions regarding the noise and air pollution 
studies, mitigation, community impacts, traffic data, and the overall process. The city of 
McKinney has agreed to meet with our neighborhood leaders to help with our mitigation 
concerns, but that critical meeting, in order for us to submit proper comments, is pending a date 
that will likely not occur until after April 5.  
Our comments over the past 7 years have largely been shaped by what we learn from the 
TxDOT engineers and experts. According to the NEPA process, we know that once the 
comments have been collected, those comments are what help to shape the next steps of the 
FEIS and ROD. While a meeting with TxDOT would still be our preference, if we are left to 
continue to sort this out independently, we need more time. We were only given notice that our 
questions would not be answered on March 20, 2023. As the regulation allows for a longer 
comment period if deemed necessary to ensure the public and other stakeholders have 
sufficient time to review and provide meaningful input on complex or contentious projects, I 
hope we as homeowners and taxpayers can be afforded this patience and grace as we aim to 
learn more, respond thoughtfully, and protect our families and communities. 
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TxDOT Public Comment – Paul Borchard 

 

A lot of confusion and frustration has been caused by TxDOT’s process 

for choosing the location of the 380 bypass around McKinney (Coit-FM 

1827). The A-E-D (purple) alignment was recommended following the 

feasibility study. Without adequate explanation or revealing any 

new/unknown information the A-E-C (blue) alignment has now been 

chosen as the preferred alternative.  

The video and slides do not explain why different segments received 

different criteria for being selected. In the selection of segment A as part 

of the preferred alternative, the reasons include impacting fewer homes 

than the alternative segment, utilizing more of the existing US 380 

alignment, and public concern. If these same criteria were used in the 

decision between segments C & D, then D would have to be the preferred 

segment. There are fewer homes on segment D than segment C. Segment 

D utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment. D is also preferred by 

public comment. According to the TxDOT segment analysis matrix of 

those that commented on the east side segments (C & D) 70.0% opposed 

segment C (41.1+28.9) and of those who expressed a preference 

between segments C & D 60.6% preferred segment D over segment C 

[41.1/(41.1+26.5)]. 

In the selection of segment C as part of the preferred alternative the 

reasons listed are: “Expected to draw traffic off FM 1827 by providing 

better connections to local roadways, impacts fewer major utilities, total 

segment cost is less than Segment D to construct, Minimizes impacts to 

100-year floodplains and regulatory floodways.” There is not a single 

overlapping reason or value which makes it difficult to understand what 

values are used to make these determinations between segments. 

Drawing traffic off FM 1827 is not within the purpose of the 380 project 

which makes it difficult to understand why it becomes the 1st reason for 

changing from segment D to C. The cost and floodplain challenges of 



 pg. 2/5 TxDOT Pulbic Comment  Paul Borchard 

segment D are not new and were known at the time of the feasibility 

study. I fail to see the compelling reason for this shift. 

Segment C not only greatly affects our family farm by destroying the 

peaceful setting but it affects us most by destroying the homes of several 

of our neighbors and disrupting the community of neighbors. Many of 

our neighbors will be forced to move and others will be on the opposite 

side of a freeway. Not only does segment C destroy and disrupt our 

community on County Road 338 but also destroys and disrupts a couple 

of communities along FM 2933. Segment D in comparison affects one 

community on Woodlawn Road and does not put neighbors on opposite 

sides of the freeway. If Segment D were moved just a few hundred feet to 

the east it could avoid destroying any homes along Woodlawn Road. 

Even without any adjustments Segment D has far fewer disruptions and 

displacements of both residences and businesses. (See map at bottom of 

document). I oppose Segment C. I support Segment D with a preference 

for a modified Segment D to avoid displacing residences along 

Woodlawn Road (unless that community would prefer an unmodified 

Segment D). 

I attended both public meetings and tried to learn as much as possible 

and asked lots of questions etc. I pointed out a few errors and 

discrepancies in the Segment Analysis Matrix. Those at the public 

meeting specifically requested that I point out exact errors rather than 

just complain about vague errors. I will do this below. However, first I 

want to point out that while many of the errors are not deal breakers it 

leaves a very bad feeling about how much due diligence was made before 

shifting segments. This is especially true when this shift means the 

destruction of my neighbor’s homes and our community. 

Here are 3 errors I found after just one read through of the Segment 

Analysis Matrix:  

1st Error: 

2nd Page Engineering Category Total Segment length along Centerline 

(miles) line: Lists segment C as 4.7 miles and segment D as 4.9 miles, 
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then under key takeaways says, “Segment C is 0.2 miles longer than 

Segment D.” 

Comment on the 1st Error:  

I expect that 0.2 miles is not a big deal in the grand scheme of the project 

but it is such an easy error to point out that I used this to reference my 

dissatisfaction with the quality of the work. When I directed attention to 

this error at the public meeting, I got at least 2 different replies including 

“well obviously the takeaway is wrong” and “well they just inverted the 

numbers on the columns” Either of these would be easy mistakes but 

getting 2 different explanations means that at least one of them doesn’t 

actually know but is willing to make a quick conclusion that is not 

consistent with reality. Unfortunately, this is exactly the attitude that 

makes it feel that the quality of the research is lacking considering the 

gravity of the decision.  

 

2nd Error: 

3rd Page Displacements and Right-of-Way Requirements Category 

Amount of New Right-of-Way (ROW) Required (acres) line 

Segment C without Spur 399 Ext. interchange 209.6 acres $114.2M 

(quick math $544,847.33/acre) 

Segment D without Spur 399 Ext. interchange 228 acres $118.9M (quick 

math $521,491.23/acre) 

Key Takeaways: “A major component of the estimates for ROW costs 

would be what TxDOT would need to pay for displaced residences and 

businesses. That is why you see when comparing Segments A to B and C 

to D, that Segments B and D would have greater acquisition costs for 

fewer acres of land.” 

Comment on the 2nd Error:  

This takeaway does not add up as Segment D has greater cost for more 

(not “fewer”) acres of land but has a lower (not “greater”) cost per acre. I 
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assume the greater cost per acre in segment C is due to having to pay for 

the greater number of displaced residences and businesses on Segment 

C. 

 

3rd Error: 

4th Page Environment and Natural Resources Protected Species and 

their Potential Habitats line 

Key Takeaways: “Segment C is less impactful than Segment D as the area 

near Segment D includes floodplains where more forested and wetland 

habitats are located.” 

Comment on the 3rd Error:  

Anyone actually familiar with the area would expect to see more forest 

and wetland wildlife in the forests and wetlands surrounding Clemons 

Creek along segment C than the often-flooded pieces of cultivated land 

that make up much of the floodplain in segment D.  

The large amount of floodplain in segment D is undeniable by anyone 

familiar with the area. The cultivated farm land surrounding 

Woodlawn/CR331 and McIntyre/CR274 within segment D are often 

flooded following heavy rain and occasionally an alternate route is 

required because the roads are flooded in this area. This does not 

translate into wildlife or habitats for wildlife. The difference is cultivated 

farm land vs. the natural land that surrounds Segment C which actually 

has more forested area (100 acres vs. 58 if you still trust the segment 

analysis matrix). 
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Map below was prepared by JD Eubank (a neighbor) shows the impact of 

Segments C and D on residences, businesses, etc. Notice how many more 

residences are impacted by Segment C than Segment D. 
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From: Debra Campbell

Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2023 11:10 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: 380

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

 
 As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find 
that TXDOT’s recommendation of Segment A over 
Segment B is fiscally irresponsible to the 
taxpayers costing over $150 million more, applies 
criteria to support their decision inconsistently, 
and provides numerous biased, false, and 
inconsistent findings in their environmental 
study.  
Furthermore, there is objective evidence of 
political maneuvering, campaigning, and rezoning 
efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that 
ostensibly has swayed TxDOT’s position, and I 
publicly condemn these actions as 
unethical.  Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT 
will do harm to a significant percentage of 
McKinney residents and will demonstrate 
significant fiscal irresponsibility. This decision is 
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made more egregious with the existence of a 
viable lower impact.  This does not make sense. 
Please do not proceed with this project without a 
rigorous study of all pollutants that cause harm to 
humans and a rigorous health impact analysis to 
understand both current and future.  The 
pollution appendices are missing critical analyses 
and portions are invalid as presented. This project 
should not proceed until those egregious 
omissions and errors are corrected.  
Tucker Hill is a very unique front porch 
community.  We spend a lot of time on our 
porches and walking the neighborhood. 
I am 74 and have had numerous health problems 
since returning from my service in the Air Force in 
Viet Nam.  The worst problem is my lungs 
probably due to exposure to agent orange.  I've 
had numerous episodes of pneumonia and try and 
protect my lungs and upper respiratory tract at all 
cost.  Tucker Hill was suppose to be my last 
home.   
Can u guarantee that 380 will Not be detrimental 
to my health and well being after construction and 
during construction due to the excessive 
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environmental pollution?  Have you researched 
the correlation between noise and mental and 
physical health?  This can be very stressful and 
detrimental to everyone’s health and well being. 
I’m also concerned about emergency vehicle 
access to Tucker Hill.  Can you guarantee that 
Stonebridge will be completed before any 
construction on 380 
Is started in front of Tucker Hill? 
Why can’t the outer loop be used as a solution? 
Wouldn’t it make more sense to connect to NDT 
and 35??? 
If the 380 segment A is selected and all the studies 
regarding our health are completed you must 
promise a depressed 380 in front of Tucker hill 
with large sound barriers.  I can’t even imagine 
how loud the noise will be.  Why are we the only 
neighborhood that will be affected on 2 sides by 
380 
Bypass and flood plains on the north side with no 
way to exit the neighborhood I’m the rear.  
Thanks in advance for your consideration to all 
my questions. 

Paul Campbell 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 9:43 AM 

To: Paul champagne  

Subject: RE: EIS 380 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Paul champagne   

Sent: Monday, February 27, 2023 12:05 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: EIS 380 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres, I'm confused with the decision to proceed with the route (blue) selected for this 

project.  Specifically, I have lived in McKinney for 17 years and travel US 380 daily in my work commute 

from Stonebridge Ranch to the DNT.  The amount of growth and increasing congestion that is occurring 

west of Custer Rd is massive and with all of the growth directly north as well as the surrounding areas 

south and southwest it will only continue.  Projects such as the new PGA HQ and the recently 

announced Fields/Universal developments will bring this section of US380 to a crawl.  Starting this 

project as far east as Ridge road does not address that growth and is akin to kicking the can.  TXDOT will 

have no choice but to conduct another costly study and project in 5-10 years to address that segment of 

US380 and by then there will be less options to bypass that area due to the growth.  Why haven't you 

instead considered a route that starts at or near the DNT where it intersects US380 and addresses the 

growth now instead of creating a band aid solution to just a portion of the route?  Thanks in advance for 

your consideration.  

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C2a9768b16b194d0bc01608db19a5e55b%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131972521775937%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=x4IokXiQ9vlstU63r%2FWEQ%2FA4iBLHhyfsRp4xBGA5UX0%3D&reserved=0


From:  

Sent: Tuesday, March 21, 2023 11:25 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: opposition to segment C on the Blue and Brown alternatives of the 380 

Bypass routes 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Endres, 

 

I oppose the segment C on the Blue and Brown alternatives of the 380 Bypass routes. I do however 

support segment D on the purple and gold routes. This segment appears to displace fewer 

homes. http://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/0135-02-

065%20etc_US380_Roll%20Plot%201.15.2021.pdf. Can you please use your legislative authority to help 

make this change? 

 

Thank you 

 

Paul Staffan 

McKinney, TX 75071 
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Segment A is a disaster for us.  It is a 12-lane highway which will wrap around our home on the East, 

South, and North.  TxDOT study facts support a cheaper, less costly and less disrup#ve alterna#ve – 

Segment B.  Please re-consider.  

We are elderly.  We moved to Tucker Hill because we needed to get away from noisier alterna#ve 

neighborhoods.  In 2008 when we moved into our home on Grassmere Lane 380 was a 4-lane road.  

TxDOT expanded it to 6 lanes.  That increased the noise level from traffic, air pollu#on, and dust 

tremendously.  I suffer from high blood pressure, am recovering from open heart surgery and severe 

allergies. TxDOT now proposes building a 12-lane expressway that will wrap around 3 sides of our home  

East, South and North.  My nerves can’t take this and we haven’t the ability to move.  You are ruining this 

neighborhood. 

There is an alterna#ve to this - Segment B.  I’ve read about the alterna#ves and the Environmental 

Survey.  Nothing in these documents factually jus#fies selec#ng A over B – nothing.  What I do not 

understand are the following: 

NOISE:   How can TxDOT jus#fy no noise monitoring anywhere on the eastern, northern and southern 

sides of Tucker Hill for decibel increases plus the extended amount of #me the noise will now prevail.  No 

monitors can be found in the EIS study for our homes on Grassmere for either the southern, eastern or 

northern sides.  In fact the 12-lane por#on of 380 on the east and northern side of our homes is above 

grade making the noise impact even greater.  We will be exposed to tremendous noise on 3 sides of our 

homes as a result.  The environmental study ignores this completely.  Our home is only 1,628 feet from 

an above grade 12-lane expressway on the east and north and 928 feet from 12 lanes the southern side.  

How can an environmental study ignore that.   How can TxDOT claim no noise impact. 

POLLUTION:  How can the EIS project pollu#on, dust, and dirt using only a 1 to 2 mph wind speed 

assump#on as stated in the study.  The wind blows most days and the average speed for Texas is well 

above that especially from the south and the east.  Where’s that study?  How is TxDOT preparing to 

control that both during construc#on and on-going.   

Selec#on of A over B:  how can TxDOT jus#fy A when these facts support B  

• Segment A costs taxpayers $200 million dollars more Segment B 

• Segment A requires 6 new interchanges rather than 5 in Segment B,  

• Segment A has seven poten#al major u#lity conflicts versus just 2 for Segment B  

• Segment A displaces 15 businesses versus zero businesses for Segment B.  

• Segment A encroaches on 2X the wetland acreage than Segment B.  Men#on that to the EPA. 

• No hazardous material sites are impacted on Segment B. TxDOT has iden#fied 2 with Segment A. 

• Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to the taxpayers is that 

the es#mated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M more than Segment B.  This includes 

the Segment A requirement of REBUILDING 3.8 miles of exis#ng 380.  Not so for Segment B.  

• TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower impacts to planned future residen#al homes. 

Said another way - open land in Segment B has been priori#zed for uniden#fied future residents, 

property investors, and developers over exis#ng residents in Tucker Hill, Timber Ridge, etc. 



Current residents should be a priority over uniden#fied future residents and undeveloped land 

in Segment B. 

In conclusion I believe your data and tes#ng does not support Segment A over B and would like it 

revisited to make a more factual decision.  It appears other influences are at play considering the 

specifics stated in the study which support Segment B.   

RespecFully, Peggy Djurdjulov, 2320 Grassmere Lane, Tucker Hill, McKinney, TX 75071 
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From: P Djurdjulov

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 12:00 AM

To: Stephen Endres

Cc: B Djurdjulov

Subject: 380 Input for TxDOT

Attachments: 4.19.2023 380 Input for Seg B.docx

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

We have submitted additional comments on the Segment A selection vs B now 
that we know how much and how close this 12-land expressway will be to 
us.  We are elderly and have health issues.  We moved here to be in a 
quiet neighborhood (when we arrived in 2008 380 was only 4 lanes)  Now it 
will be 12 and will surround our home on 3 sides. 
 
I hope TxDOT reconsiders segment B and based on the facts it should. 
 
We appreciate your support.  I've attached what I sent.   
 
Respectfully, 
Peg Djurdjulov 
2320 Grassmere Lane, Tucker Hill 



From: P Djurdjulov  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 1:17 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Cc: B Djurdjulov; Peggy Ebert Djurdjulov 

Subject: 2320  Grassmere Lane and Route A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

We live on 2320 Grassmere Lane, McKinney.  We understand Route A 
is now the preferred route although route B was always a better 
alternative from a cost and impact perspective.  Having said 
that we'd like to know the following: 
 
How many feet will it be from our home to route A on the north 
east side.  Will the route that passes here be a raised highway 
or ground level. 
 
Is it accurate that money was paid (from and to Billingsley and 
Southern Land) to move this route 900' closer to Tucker Hill on 
the eastern side.  Who approved that?  It's much more 
detrimental to the homes on Grassmere Lane and 900' makes it 
worse. 
 
What is the specific environmental impact of increased decibels 
and pollution on the homes closest to the Route A 
proposal.  We'd like to see how this was conducted and 
estimated. We understand there is opposition from TxDOT for 
sound barriers to protect Tucker Hill on all sides - why.   
 
Importantly how will TxDOT remunerate individual homeowners for 
required soundproofing and pollution mitigation required during 
both the construction and ongoing traffic this will create. 
 
Why weren't alternative sites pursued to move ManeGait to open 
up route B as an alternative. How does TxDOT resolve what 
appears to be a conflict of interest between the Darling 
ownership of ManeGait and their interest in buildable land for 
Darling homes. 
 
How was the purported "overwhelming" input for route A from 
Prosper residents audited?  Why wasn't this input announced as 
an actual "vote" for route A or B.  We went to the meetings and 
provided our input for route B immediately.  How sure are you 
Prosper's inputs were not bots versus verified resident 
input.  Further a straw vote is not the way a project of this 
magnitude should be made. 
 
We are very concerned about the impact of the decisions and how 
they were made.  So far we have not gotten full disclosure on 
specifics.  This appears right now to be just "tough luck" for 



Tucker Hill residents.  We hope this will change before the 
first shovel appears. 
 
We look forward to the answers for our concerns.   
 
Peggy & Bogdan Djurdjulov 
2320 Grassmere Lane, McKinney 
 
 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 1:39 PM 

To: P Djurdjulov 

Subject: RE: Noise Abatement Grassmere Lane 

 

https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS 

https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/APPENDIX%20R%20-

%20Traffic%20Noise_0.pdf 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: P Djurdjulov  

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 12:01 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Noise Abatement Grassmere Lane 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Thanks for explaining some of the factors affecting decisions on noise. 

 

Please send the link for the noise analysis covering our homes on Grassmere which will now have an 

above ground 380 segment near our homes where none existed before. 

 

Thank you. 

Peggy & Bogdan Djurdjulov 

2320 Grassmere Lane 

Tucker Hill 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 1:40 PM 

To: 

 

Subject: FW: Noise Abatement Grassmere Lane 

 

 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: P Djurdjulov  

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 12:01 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Noise Abatement Grassmere Lane 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Thanks for explaining some of the factors affecting decisions on noise. 

 

Please send the link for the noise analysis covering our homes on Grassmere which will now have an 

above ground 380 segment near our homes where none existed before. 

 

Thank you. 

Peggy & Bogdan Djurdjulov 

2320 Grassmere Lane 

Tucker Hill 

 

Sent from my iPhone 

 

[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) 

message]<https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsa

fety%2Ftraffic-safety-

campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cadddda36685f4c

ac9a9908db24d6f4df%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638144277865773913%

7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn



 

-----Original Message----- 

From: P Djurdjulov  

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 12:01 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Noise Abatement Grassmere Lane 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open 

attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Thanks for explaining some of the factors affecting decisions on noise. 

 

Please send the link for the noise analysis covering our homes on Grassmere which will 

now have an above ground 380 segment near our homes where none existed before. 

 

Thank you. 

Peggy & Bogdan Djurdjulov 

2320 Grassmere Lane 

Tucker Hill 

 

Sent from my iPhone 

 

[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) 

message]<https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww

.txdot.gov%2Fsafety%2Ftraffic-safety-

campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Cchsmith%40burnsmcd.com%7C



From: Stephen Endres  

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 1:39 PM 

To: P Djurdjulov 

Subject: RE: Noise Abatement Grassmere Lane 

 

https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS 

https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/APPENDIX%20R%20-

%20Traffic%20Noise_0.pdf 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: P Djurdjulov  

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 12:01 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Noise Abatement Grassmere Lane 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Thanks for explaining some of the factors affecting decisions on noise. 

 

Please send the link for the noise analysis covering our homes on Grassmere which will now have an 

above ground 380 segment near our homes where none existed before. 

 

Thank you. 

Peggy & Bogdan Djurdjulov 

2320 Grassmere Lane 

Tucker Hill 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 8:52 AM
To: 
Subject: RE: McKinney Bypass Project
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 
 

From: Peggy Brown  
Sent: Saturday, February 18, 2023 8:32 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: McKinney Bypass Project
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

 

mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
mailto:sbagwellrudy@burnsmcd.com
mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7Cbe9429de2eed4872f72208db1352e7f9%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638125019015779264%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=2lJBPAqXyr%2FFugjw8YGRVG%2BJ7Hk1gnEpudwvy9n%2B2Hc%3D&reserved=0
mailto:maakir@hotmail.com
mailto:Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov


From: Peggy Click  

Sent: Sunday, March 12, 2023 4:46 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Peggy Click 

7604 Harbor Town Drive, McKinney 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



Segment A is a disaster for us. It is a 12-lane highway which will wrap around our home on the East,

South, and North. TxDOT study facts support a cheaper, less costly and less disruptive alternative –

Segment B. Please re-consider.

We are elderly. We moved to Tucker Hill because we needed to get away from noisier alternative

neighborhoods. In 2008 when we moved into our home on Grassmere Lane 380 was a 4-lane road.

TxDOT expanded it to 6 lanes. That increased the noise level from traffic, air pollution, and dust

tremendously. I suffer from high blood pressure, am recovering from open heart surgery and severe

allergies. TxDOT now proposes building a 12-lane expressway that will wrap around 3 sides of our home

East, South and North. My nerves can’t take this and we haven’t the ability to move. You are ruining this

neighborhood.

There is an alternative to this - Segment B. I’ve read about the alternatives and the Environmental

Survey. Nothing in these documents factually justifies selecting A over B – nothing. What I do not

understand are the following:

NOISE: How can TxDOT justify no noise monitoring anywhere on the eastern, northern and southern

sides of Tucker Hill for decibel increases plus the extended amount of time the noise will now prevail. No

monitors can be found in the EIS study for our homes on Grassmere for either the southern, eastern or

northern sides. In fact the 12-lane portion of 380 on the east and northern side of our homes is above

grade making the noise impact even greater. We will be exposed to tremendous noise on 3 sides of our

homes as a result. The environmental study ignores this completely. Our home is only 1,628 feet from

an above grade 12-lane expressway on the east and north and 928 feet from 12 lanes the southern side.

How can an environmental study ignore that. How can TxDOT claim no noise impact.

POLLUTION: How can the EIS project pollution, dust, and dirt using only a 1 to 2 mph wind speed

assumption as stated in the study. The wind blows most days and the average speed for Texas is well

above that especially from the south and the east. Where’s that study? How is TxDOT preparing to

control that both during construction and on-going.

Selection of A over B: how can TxDOT justify A when these facts support B

● Segment A costs taxpayers $200 million dollars more Segment B

● Segment A requires 6 new interchanges rather than 5 in Segment B,

● Segment A has seven potential major utility conflicts versus just 2 for Segment B

● Segment A displaces 15 businesses versus zero businesses for Segment B. 

● Segment A encroaches on 2X the wetland acreage than Segment B. Mention that to the EPA.

● No hazardous material sites are impacted on Segment B. TxDOT has identified 2 with Segment A.

● Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to the taxpayers is that

the estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M more than Segment B. This includes

the Segment A requirement of REBUILDING 3.8 miles of existing 380. Not so for Segment B. 

● TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower impacts to planned future residential homes.

Said another way - open land in Segment B has been prioritized for unidentified future residents,

property investors, and developers over existing residents in Tucker Hill, Timber Ridge, etc.



Current residents should be a priority over unidentified future residents and undeveloped land

in Segment B.

In conclusion I believe your data and testing does not support Segment A over B and would like it

revisited to make a more factual decision. It appears other influences are at play considering the

specifics stated in the study which support Segment B.

Respectfully, Peggy Djurdjulov, 2320 Grassmere Lane, Tucker Hill, McKinney, TX 75071



From:  

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 10:20 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Endres, 

 

I hope you are doing well. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of 

Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I 

understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax 

burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less 

overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens 

throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 

option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Thanks for your assistance. 

 

Pete Carrell 

972.742.5302 

 

 

 

Virus-free.www.avast.com 
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Preparing Alternatives Analysis 

Under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 

Fort Worth District – Regulatory Division 

November 2014 

 

In its evaluation of permit applications to discharge dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S. 

(WOUS), including wetlands, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is required to analyze 

alternatives to the proposed project that achieve its purpose.  USACE conducts this analysis 

pursuant to two main requirements – the 404(b)(1) Guidelines (Guidelines)
1 

and the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
2
. USACE also considers alternatives as part of its public 

interest review evaluation
3
.  This document is intended to assist permit applicants in formatting 

information into an “Alternatives Analysis” that includes the key items that must be evaluated for 

permit decisions. It is by no means all inclusive of the scenarios that can occur with an 

Alternatives Analysis but captures many of the most common topics. 

USACE must evaluate alternatives that are practicable and reasonable. In accordance with the 

Guidelines at 40 CFR 230.10(a), a permit cannot be issued if a practicable alternative exists 

that would have less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem (known as the Least 

Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative [LEDPA]), provided that the LEDPA  does not 

have other significant adverse environmental consequences to other natural ecosystem 

components. Reasonable alternatives must be considered to satisfy NEPA. However, there are no 

requirements with reasonable alternatives relative to USACE’s permit decision similar to the 

Guidelines. Evaluations to address the Guidelines and NEPA normally satisfy the requirements of 

the public interest review. 

The Guidelines include two rebuttable presumptions for projects with discharges into WOTUS which 

involve special aquatic sites (defined at 40 CFR 240.40-45 and include wetlands, riffle pool 

complexes, and other specific aquatic resources), that do not require access to or siting within the 

special aquatic site(s) to achieve their basic essence (basic project purpose).  The first presumption 

states that alternatives that do not affect special aquatic sites are presumed to be available.  The 

second presumption states that practicable alternatives located in non-special aquatic sites (e.g., 

other waters, uplands, etc.) have less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem.  It is the 

applicant's responsibility to clearly demonstrate to the USACE that both of these 

presumptions have been rebutted in order to pass the alternatives portion of the 

Guidelines. 

 

                                                           
1 40 CFR Part 230 
2 33 CFR Part 325 Appendix B and 40 CFR 1508  
3
 33 CFR 320.4(a)(2)ii  
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The amount and detail of information in an alternatives analysis and the level of scrutiny required 

by the Guidelines is commensurate with the severity of the environmental impact (as determined 

by the functions of the aquatic resource and the nature of the proposed activity) and the 

scope/cost of the project
4
.  Analysis of projects proposing greater adverse environmental effects 

need to be more detailed and explore a wider range of alternatives than projects proposing lesser 

effects. 

The extent to which an alternatives analysis incorporates these principles and details, can have 

substantial effects on the amount of time necessary for the USACE to evaluate a permit 

application. Below are r e c o m m e n d e d  steps to follow in providing the necessary 

information for the USACE to consider in an alternatives analysis: 

Step 1:   Describe Need and Define Purpose 

Need and purpose are inter-dependent terms which are critical to the alternative analysis. They 

should be articulated individually since the project’s purpose is framed in relation to addressing a 

need. 

Need is typically the problem or opportunity that the applicant is proposing to meet with their 

project. It can normally be quantified or measured. Information collected or developed relative to 

project need is important in the framing of the project purpose. The evaluation of need will vary 

based on the type of project and will be commensurate with the magnitude of  impacts and scope 

of the proposal. Examples can include: 

• Road/highway project – safety issues/needs such as accident rates, congestion levels, 

regional traffic flow, level of service, etc. 

• Commercial/Housing Development – market demands 

• Energy project – projected increases in power use 

USACE normally does not require an assessment and documentation associated with economic 

evaluations for private enterprise and assumes the applicant has undertaken adequate analysis. 

However, USACE may require documentation and assessment of the need on a case by case 

basis.5 USACE can also conclude a project is speculative in relation to the need assessment and 

make a negative finding concerning a permit application. 

Based upon the need, the applicant should develop their project purpose and clearly state it.  The 

project purpose statement should be carefully considered and developed, as it will define and 

drive the complexity of the alternatives analysis,   including constraints and practicability 

considerations. The purpose should not be defined in such a restrictive manner to unduly restrict 

or preclude other alternatives, nor should it be so broad that a reasonable search of options 

cannot be accomplished. The applicant is to define the project purpose from their perspective. 

Inclusion of a geographic limit within the purpose statement is normally justified but subject to the 

same limits relative to unduly restricting the range of alternatives. This does not mean that site-

specific projects do not occur.  Additionally, USACE must develop its own project purpose 

                                                           
4 August 23, 1993 EPA/USACE Memorandum to the Field concerning the Appropriate Level of Analysis 

Required for Evaluating Compliance with the Section 404(b0(1) Guideline Alternatives Requirements 
5 33 CFR 3204(q) 
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statement while considering the applicant’s as well as the public’s perspective. While at times, 

projects may legitimately be multi-use in nature, statements that are multi-purpose add substantial 

complexity to the alternatives analysis and can exponentially increase the number of alternatives 

that will need to be evaluated to capture the full range of practicable alternatives. Below are two 

examples of defining project purpose: 

Example 1 

• To build a profitable 225-lot single-family residential development with 2 Olympic-sized 
swimming pools, 3 recreational centers and 5 sports fields at the southwest 
intersection of Interstate 35W and Keller-Hicks Road. 
 

This example is too restrictive because there are no alternative sites to consider. It 

also unnecessarily details the exact number of lots and pools and other facilities, which 

unduly reduces the number of practicable and reasonable alternatives. Additionally, 

the profitability of the project is an inherent aspect of the project but not necessarily 

germane to the analysis USACE has to undertake. 

 
• To provide residential development in Northeast Texas. 

For the type of action being proposed, this example is too broad in scope if the 

applicant is focusing on a certain city or county to locate the project. This would also 

create such a large number of alternatives that evaluating them would be unwieldy. 

• To provide a medium-sized single-family residential development with associated 
support facilities near Interstate 35W in Fort Worth, Texas, to meet local demand. 

This is an appropriate overall project purpose. It clearly defines what the project 

involves, single-family residences, rather than “housing” which could include multi-

family features such as townhouses or apartments, reflects the need to be located near 

a targeted major transportation corridor (which would need to be explained and 

supported in the needs analysis), and it defines the geographic scope to a reasonable 

and justified size addressing the applicant’s target area of Fort Worth, TX while 

reflecting the public demand. 

Example 2 

• To build an economically viable 1.75-million square foot furniture warehouse facility 
with a 150-car parking lot and 2-acre aesthetic reflecting pond, at the Southeast 
corner side of I-20 in Duncanville. 
 

As with the first example, this example is too restrictive because there are no 

alternative sites to consider. It also unnecessarily details the exact square footage of 

the building, the number of parking spaces, and includes a water feature.  It is unclear 

why the proposed water feature would be an essential component of this project.  An 

applicant would have to attempt to justify in the need analysis why such a feature is 

relevant and needed for the commercial project. Additionally, as with the first example, 
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the economic viability of the project is an inherent aspect of the project but not 

necessarily germane to the analysis USACE has to undertake. 

 
• To provide light industrial/commercial development in the North Central Texas. 

Although the applicant may have a legitimate need to locate the project in a certain 

region, this example is likely too broad in scope and would also create such a large 

number of alternatives that evaluating them would be unwieldy. 

• To provide large commercial warehouse space with access to Interstate Highway and 
rail line in the South Dallas area to meet regional demands. 

This is an appropriate overall project purpose. It clearly defines what the project 

involves, commercial warehouse space, rather than the broader scope of light 

industrial/commercial development. The statement also specifies a legitimate need for 

access to both Interstate Highway and rail for transportation of goods and targets a 

reasonable and justifiable geographic target area of South Dallas county.  The needs 

analysis that supports this statement will provide further details on the building size, 

the need for warehouse space in this growing area and will describe the specific 

transportation needs that drive project constraints relative to siting near both Interstate 

Highway and rail line to serve regional demands. 

The applicant’s proposed overall project purpose will be carefully considered, but if the USACE 

cannot concur with it as submitted, the USACE is required to modify it.  If the applicant has 

submitted an alternative analysis using a project purpose the USACE cannot concur with, (e.g., it 

is too restrictive, contains multiple purposes but treated as one, etc.), the analysis most likely will 

need to be revised to appropriately include the proper range of practicable and reasonable 

alternatives and/or revised alternatives screening. The applicant would be notified of the change to 

the definition.   

Additional information about the proposed overall project purpose and applicant desires may also 

be provided, including details about the area, location, history, and other factors that influence or 

constrain the intended nature, size, level of quality, price class, or other characteristics of the 

project.  Information that further describes why particular geographic boundaries were chosen 

also will assist the USACE in its review. 

 

Step 2: Identify Alternatives 

The applicant should list all alternatives that were initially considered (the “universe” of options) 

that could meet the overall project purpose. A brief description of each alternative should also be 

included.  The maximum number of alternatives to study will vary and depends on the nature and 

scope of the proposed project.  The number evaluated should typically be greater for projects 

involving greater impacts. The list, at a minimum, should be broken into the categories noted 

below:  

• According to 33 CFR Part 320.1(a)(4) and 325 Appendix B, the USACE is neither an 
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opponent nor a proponent of the applicant's proposal; therefore, the applicant's final 
proposal will be identified as the applicant's preferred alternative‖ 

 

• The No Action Alternative(s) – this includes an alternative that would involve no 

discharges of dredged or fill material into WOUS (not involve a discharge of dredged or 

fill material into WOUS, which could involve reconfiguring the project to avoid all 

wetlands on the site or siting the project entirely in uplands offsite) or permit denial. It 

can also include alternatives that are beyond the control of the applicant. Although the No 

Action alternative might not seem reasonable initially, it must always be included in the 

analysis and can serve several purposes. It is a reasonable alternative, especially for 

situations where the project does not comply with the regulations and consideration 

and disclosure of the consequences of a permit denial is warranted. It may also be a 

reasonable alternative for situations where impacts are great and the need is relatively 

minor. It can also be used in some circumstances as a benchmark – usually for ongoing 

actions - enabling decision makers to compare the magnitude of the environmental 

effects of the action alternatives. 

 

• Offsite locations, including those that might involve less adverse impact to WOUS, or 

less impact to special aquatic sites or less impact to higher quality aquatic resources.  

 

• Onsite alternatives, particularly those that would involve less adverse impact to WOUS. 

These include modifications to the alignments, site layouts, or design options in the 

physical layout and operation of the project to reduce the amount of impacts to WOUS. 

On-site options can be identified as sub-options. 

 

Step 3: Describe and Analyze Alternatives for Practicability 

(NOTE: It may be more efficient to demonstrate that some alternatives will have greater impact on the aquatic 

ecosystem compared to the applicant’s preferred option than determining their practicability.  If it can be 

easily documented, and clearly described within the narrative and matrix described below, then step 4 can be 

included in step 3.  This is only appropriate for alternatives where this distinction is clear.) 

There may be differing levels of alternatives screening that occur with permit applications. Some 

applications may require several levels of screening (larger impacting and more complex 

proposals including multi-purpose projects) while others may have a single level (normal 

individual permit actions). For multiple level screening scenarios, coarser screens are typically 

applied at the outset to eliminate clearly impracticable and unreasonable alternatives while the 

sophistication and refinement of screens increases as the range/list of alternatives narrows.  

Single level alternatives analyses will normally not include coarse level screens but will have 

comparable degree screens for all alternatives. Regardless of the type of alternatives analysis, 

the criteria used to establish screens and how an alternative passes or fails the screen need to be 

clearly elucidated and supported. 

It is important to note that while the terms practicable and reasonable are used and may be 

synonymous at times, the factors to determine practicability for the Guidelines and reasonability 
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for NEPA can and typically do differ. Practicable is defined as meaning the alternative is 

available, and capable of being done after taking into consideration cost, existing technology, 

and/or logistics in light of the overall project purpose(s).6 Reasonable is based on consideration of 

the project purpose as well as technology, economics and common sense.7 The Guidelines may 

require more substantive effort to demonstrate compliance compared to NEPA,8 as well as 

involve limitations relative to how they can be applied to determine practicability.  This is further 

underscored by the rebuttable presumptions previously discussed requiring it be clearly 

demonstrated by the applicant that the alternatives are not practicable (and not less damaging – 

see step 4) compared to the applicant’s proposed project. 

When preparing an alternative analysis, there are potential opportunities to reduce effort and time 

as noted above relative to impacts to the aquatic ecosystem. This can also occur with alternatives 

that are not available or obviously impracticable. Such options can be identified and evaluated 

first and eliminated based on limited screening efforts.  For example, attempts to obtain alternate 

sites but were not available or turned down for purchase, lease, or management can normally be 

eliminated from further consideration with limited information. Sites that are obviously too small to 

accommodate the project or that lie substantially outside the geographic boundaries identified in 

the overall project purpose are not practicable, and therefore unreasonable, and can be 

eliminated with little information.  Any alternatives that are eliminated from further study because 

the applicant concluded they failed this first coarse round of screening still require certain 

descriptive information be provided. However, the level of information should be less than other 

options that will be subjected to more refined screen efforts. It is imperative the applicant describes 

why any alternative is eliminated from further analysis so USACE can independently review and 

verify the information and each step in the applicant’s alternative analysis.  The USACE will verify 

that the criteria used for screening at all levels are objective and comply with regulations, policy, 

and implementing guidance and ensure they are not so restrictive that they eliminate practicable, 

which includes reasonable, alternatives.  

Alternatives should be clearly listed and numbered for ease of reference and comparison.  At a 
minimum, the following information for each alternative site examined should be provided: 

1.  General site information: 

a.  specific parcel information including, but not limited to; parcel ID numbers, aerial 

photos, location maps, and GPS coordinates; 

b.  presence, quantity and quality or function of wetlands and/or other WOUS (If 

demonstrating that a site has more impact than other options, including the 

applicant’s preferred, include potential direct and indirect  impacts associated with these 

improvements in lieu of practicability information); 

c.  County/City zoning designation; 

d*.  the presence of any federally-listed threatened or endangered species or their critical 

                                                           
6 40 CFR 230.3(q) 
7 Council on Environmental Quality Guidance 40 Most Asked Questions #2A 
8 40 CFR 230.10(a)(4) 
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habitat, state listed species, or other natural or regionally important ecosystem resource 

factors that may be significantly impacted; and, 

e*.  site infrastructure and other components for a single and complete project (will the site 

require new access roads/infrastructure, etc.?). 

(* - Items d and e may not be needed for those alternatives eliminated in the 

earliest coarse screens.) 

2.  The practicability of each alternative: 

a.  Practicability: As previously stated, alternatives that are practicable are those that are 

available and capable of being done by the applicant after considering the following (in 

light of the project purpose). An alternative needs to fail only one practicability factor to 

be eliminated during the screening process: 

• Costs - Cost is analyzed in the context of the overall scope/cost of the 

project and whether it is unreasonably expensive. This determination is typically 

made in relation to comparable costs for similar actions in the region or analogous 

markets9. If costs of an alternative are clearly exorbitant compared to those similar 

actions, and possibly the applicant’s proposed action, they can be eliminated 

without the need to establish a cost threshold for practicability determinations.  Cost 

is to be based on an objective, industry-neutral inquiry that does not consider an 

individual applicant’s financial standing. The data used for any cost must be 

current with respect to the time of the alternatives analysis.  For example, the costs 

associated with various infrastructure components such as roadways or utilities, 

including upgrades to existing infrastructure components or the need to establish 

new infrastructure components, may affect the viability of a particular alternative.  

A location far from all existing infrastructure (roads, water, sewer, and/or electricity) 

might not be practicable based on the costs associated with upgrading/establishing 

the infrastructure necessary to use that site.  However, just because one alternative 

costs more than another does not mean that the more expensive alternative is 

impracticable.  It is important to note that in the context of this definition, cost does 

not include economics.  Economic considerations, such as job loss or creation, 

effects to the local tax base, or other effects a project is anticipated to have on the 

local economy are not part of the cost analysis; 

• Existing Technology - The alternatives examined should consider the 

limitations of existing technology yet incorporate the most efficient/least-impacting 

construction methods currently available. For example, alternatives to a proposed 

highway that occur in unstable or dynamic soils may not be practicable due to a 

lack of technology to ensure the road will not crumble or collapse. Implementation 

of state of the art technologies might be available and should be considered if 

applicable. Engineered retaining walls and cantilevered road ways can also be 

incorporated into an alternative that substantially minimizes wetland or water 

                                                           
9 National Policy Guidance Old Cutler Bay Associates 404(q) Permit Elevation, 13 Sep 1990. 
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impacts by eliminating fill slopes. However, it is recognized that such actions may 

result in the alternative being determined as impracticable due to costs; and, 

• Logistics - The alternatives evaluated may incorporate an examination of 

various logistics associated with the project, i.e., placement of facilities within a 

specified distance to major thoroughfares, utilization of existing storage or staging 

areas, and/or safety concerns that cannot be overcome. Examples of alternatives 

that may not be practicable considering logistics are: no access to a major 

interstate or rail for manufactured goods; a piece of property is land-locked and 

cannot be accessed by public roads or utilities and applicant does not have 

condemnation authority; water supply is needed within a certain time frame and 

option cannot be implemented within it. 

b.  Availability:  The Guidelines state that if it is otherwise a practicable alternative, an area 

not presently owned by the applicant that could reasonably be obtained, utilized, 

expanded, or managed in order to fulfill the overall purpose of the proposed activity can 

still be considered a practicable alternative.  In other words, the fact that an applicant does 

not own an alternative parcel, does not preclude that parcel from being considered as a 

practicable alternative.  This factor is normally a consideration as a logistics and possibly 

cost limitation. The applicant should consider and anticipate alternatives available 

during the timeframe that the USACE conducts its alternatives analysis. In some 

circumstances, consideration of the timeframe when property was obtained by the 

applicant may influence the analysis. 

3.  Presentation of alternatives information: 

An alternatives comparison matrix (see example on next page) is an effective way to present and 

compare the main parameters that were considered during the evaluation. To allow for an 

objective evaluation, the comparison of the plan(s) for the proposed and alternative sites should 

be framed for “yes” or “no” determinations.  A narrative needs to accompany the matrix defining 

the practicability factors chosen, the data used to support the limitations of the factor or criteria, 

and explanation of any “no” determinations. Practicability  of  the  No Action  alternative  also  

must  be  addressed  in  this narrative and, if applicable, also included in the matrix.  The 

information should explain the consequences on the applicant and the public if the project is 

denied, if an alternative can be implemented that does not involve discharges into WOUS, or is an 

option that is outside the capability of the applicant.  Any remaining alternatives that are found to 

be practicable will move on to the next and final step. 
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Example Alternative Comparison Matrix for Practicability 

 

Practicability 
Category 

Factor Alternative 1 
Applicant’s 
Preferred 

Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5 Alternative 6 

Available Available for 
Acquisition 

YES 
 
Applicant owns 
the parcel 

YES 
 
Listed in multi-
list 

YES 
 
Listed in multi-
list 

NO 
 
Applicant does 
not have 
condemnation 
authority 

YES 
 
Listed in multi-
list 

YES 
 
Listed in multi-
list 

Logistics Sufficient 
Parcel 
Size 

YES 

 
800 acres 

YES 

 
870 acres 

YES 

 
770 acres 

N/A – failed 
availability screen 
 

YES 
 
900 acres 

 
 

NO 
 
600 – did not 
provide 
adequate space 
for size range 
of  project 

 Existing Zoning 
Appropriate & 
Potential for 
Zoning Change 

YES 

 
Zoned for this 
project type 

YES 

 
Zoned for this 
project type 

YES 

 
Zoned for 
agriculture, City 
has not denied 
zone change 

N/A YES 

 
Zoned for this 
project type 

N/A – failed 
sufficient parcel 
size screen 

 Availability of 
Utilities 

YES 
 
Adjacent to site 

YES 
 
0.5 miles to 
existing water, 
sewer and 
power. 

YES 
 
Adjacent to site 

N/A 
 

YES 
 
6 miles to 
existing water, 
sewer and 
power 

N/A 

 Availability for 
Access 

YES 

 
County ROW 
on east property 
boundary 

YES 

 
County ROW to 
northwest 
property corner 

NO 

 
Landlocked by 
private parcels, 
request for 
easement 
denied, 
applicant does 
not have 
condemnation 
authority 

N/A 
 
 

YES 
 
County ROW to 
northwest 
property corner 

N/A 

Existing 
Technology 

Topography 
and other Site 
Conditions 
Feasible for 
Construction of 
Project 

YES YES 

 
With use of 
engineered 
retaining walls 
and drainage 
systems 

N/A – failed 
access screen 

N/A YES 
 
With use of 
engineered 
retaining walls,  
drainage 
systems and 
bridges 

N/A 

Cost 
 
(No cost 
threshold 
established) 

Reasonable 
Acquisition 
Costs (non-
exorbitant) 

YES 

 
Applicant owns 
the parcel 

YES 
 
Within market 
normal costs for 
similar 
properties 

N/A N/A 
 
 

NO 
 
Exorbitant - 
costs are 10X 
normal costs for 
similar land 
 

N/A 
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Step 4:  Identify the Least Environmentally Damaging Alternative 

All alternatives making it to this step are practicable. Therefore, a comparison and determination 

of which is the least damaging is required. The Guidelines require that only the LEDPA can be 

authorized. It is also important to recognize that determining the least environmental damaging 

alternative cannot include any aspect of compensatory mitigation.10 

Using the same numbering system from the step above, identify the impacts to the aquatic 

ecosystem for each remaining practicable alternate site and option.  Because the Guidelines 

include the consideration as to whether the LEPDA results in “other significant adverse 

environmental consequences” to other natural ecosystem components, those other natural 

environmental factors and the significant effects to them can also be discussed as well. For each 

remaining site, the narrative should include the following information: 

a. describe the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts (beneficial or adverse) to the 

aquatic ecosystem (WOUS) associated with each of the remaining alternatives; 

b.  identify, specify and quantify the impacts to the aquatic ecosystem. Rather than stating 

that "Alternative A would result in a large impact to low quality wetlands and ditches that 

are sparsely vegetated and impact some wildlife” use "Alternative A would result in the 

discharge of fill material into 2.1 acres of modified riverine wet meadow wetland and 

realignment and filling of 1.2 acres of channelized intermittent stream that contains 

scattered emergent wetland vegetation." 

c. describe the significant adverse environmental impacts associated with each of the 

remaining alternatives on other natural ecosystem features and how the determination of 

significant was made. 

d. in order to ensure an appropriate and meaningful comparison of alternatives in relation 

to their proposed and predicted impacts, equivalent methods and level of detail are 

required for all alternatives11 at similar levels in the screening process.  For example, if 

detailed studies on hydrologic effects are presented for one the alternatives carried 

forward in an analysis, but not others, the analysis would to be supplemented with the 

same type and level of data and information for the other options. 

2.  If multiple practicable alternatives remain, and/or many natural environmental factors are 

involved that would be significantly impacted, another matrix that contains only environmental 

parameters (e.g., wetland functional units; Federal and/or state listed species; high 

functioning/value upland habitat, floodplains, and plant communities; air quality) can be used to 

assist in illustrating the proposed LEDPA. Emphasis should be placed on impacts to the aquatic 

environment through acreage and functional unit loss of wetlands or other WOTUS that would be 

affected or eliminated by each alternative. An example matrix is below. 

                                                           
10 40 CFR 230.5 and February 6, 1990 Memorandum of Agreement Between the Environmental Protection 

Agency and the Department of the Army Concerning the Determination of Mitigation Under the Clean Water 
Act Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines 
11 40 CFR 1502.14 and CEQ’s 40 Most Asked Questions 5b 
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Example Environmental Factor Matrix 

Environmental Factors Alternative 1 

Applicant’s 

Preferred 

Alternative 

Alternative 2 

Wetland Impacts (Acres) 

TXRAM Units 

2.0 

11.4 

6.0 

31.9 

Open Water Impacts (Acres) 

 

5.0 2.0 

Impacts to Federally Listed 

T & E Upland Species 

Yes – not a 

significant loss 

No 

Floodplain Upland Impacts (Acres) 0.0 5 acres - not a 

significant loss 

LEDPA Yes No 

 

Step 5: Determination of LEDPA 

Conclude the alternatives analysis with a description of the alternative proposed to be the 

LEDPA, reiterating the rationale for this determination. It is noted that if the remaining alternatives 

have similar impacts to the aquatic ecosystem as the applicant’s preferred, USACE can conclude 

the applicant’s proposal is the LEDPA.12  It is reiterated that no aspect of compensatory mitigation 

can be utilized in making this determination. In other words, an applicant cannot use 

compensatory mitigation to “buy down” an alternative in order to meet the LEDPA. 

 

 

                                                           
12 August 23, 1993 EPA/USACE Memorandum to the Field concerning the Appropriate Level of Analysis 

Required for Evaluating Compliance with the Section 404(b0(1) Guideline Alternatives Requirements 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Friday, March 24, 2023 9:44 AM 

To: Peter, Chandler J CIV USARMY CESWF (USA)  

Subject: RE: Comments US 380 Coit Rd to FM 1827 Draft Environmental Impact Statement  

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Peter, Chandler J CIV USARMY CESWF (USA)   

Sent: Thursday, March 23, 2023 4:48 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: RE: Comments US 380 Coit Rd to FM 1827 Draft Environmental Impact Statement  

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

I neglected to attach the referenced white paper. Please find it attached. 

 

From: Peter, Chandler J CIV USARMY CESWF (USA)  

Sent: Thursday, March 23, 2023 4:46 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Comments US 380 Coit Rd to FM 1827 Draft Environmental Impact Statement  

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C00776edd1f30468fbd9a08db2c7803f4%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638152666198724530%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=QwZ2D%2Bg%2B%2BLHDJ7Tp3hbCX0JoA4tkVUKWGRSTr0C5PXU%3D&reserved=0


Mr. Endres, 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the US 380 

McKinney Coit Road to FM 1827 project developed to comply with the National Environmental Policy 

Act (NEPA). These comments are provided under the provisions of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 

with the Corps acting as a cooperating agency. I misread the deadline for comments thinking it was 

today but wanted to make sure you received these since they are critical to the permitting path of the 

proposed action. 

 

The EIS and appendices indicate that all impacts to waters of the United States qualify for authorization 

under the provisions of Nationwide Permit (NWP) 14. There is inadequate detail to allow a confirmation 

of that conclusion. Concern exists relative to: 

• The amount of impacts reflected in the document primarily associated with a target area of 

Segment C near and between stations 1880+00 thru 1940+00 (East Fork Trinity River and 

Clemons Creek - delineation polygons generally 287 thru 299). There is conflicting information 

between the delineation report in the DEIS Appendix N maps (i.e., Figure 8-18 which shows no 

wetlands surrounding Clemons Ck - delineation ID # 293) and the 60% schematic sheet (Roll 15 

of 42) from Appendix B which reflects a large wetland feature for the same area. 

• An in-office review of the delineation information for this area reveals that there appear to be 

multiple wetland polygons not identified which brings into question the accuracy of impacts to 

occur with this section of the project. 

• The DEIS does not specify how the impact to more than 4+ acres of forested wetlands in this 

reach (as well other areas) are classified as temporary rather than permanent. 

• Although not a defined concern, the DEIS does not indicate whether the proposed project will 

implement a design-build approach to development. Such an approach can generate additional 

concerns and issues relative to impacts and permit type applicability. 

These items require more explanation and clarification to support the conclusion that the overall project 

qualifies for NWP coverage. A site visit is needed to confirm the accuracy of the delineation for this 

reach, as well as other sites, associated with the corridor. Initial coordination with TXDOT staff has 

occurred on this but was being held until evaluation of the DEIS was completed. Scheduling of a site visit 

will occur shortly.  

 

Given the above, it is believed that the project will require a Standard Individual Permit (IP). The 

following comments are provided in light of that view to ensure that Corps concerns are identified 

during the allotted comment period on the DEIS. As details are refined and if it is demonstrated that 

only NWPs are required, the comments related to an appendix, the need and purpose, and the 

alternatives analysis would become inapplicable. 

 

Specific Comments 

To adequately address the 404 permit process and not interfere with the format of the EIS, it is 

recommended that the development of a 404(b)(1) Appendix be accomplished since substantial 

additional information is needed to address these regulations. Such an appendix is a common strategy 

that eliminates interference with the format and flow of the lead agency’s EIS by avoiding the conflict 

that can arise between the 404(b)(1)s limitations and NEPA evaluations. It also provides an efficient and 

targeted review for those entities interested in 404 resources and issues.  

 



 

Need and Purpose 

Section 1.4 – For an IP evaluation, the purpose statement on page 1-7 is considered to be too general in 

relation to the proposal needing a permit. It appears to portray the overarching objective of the US 380 

Collin County Feasibility Study (CCFS) as well as the “Study Area” of that effort rather than the particular 

portion of the 380 corridor, between Coit Road and FM 1827, which is the subject of the DEIS. This issue 

was generally noted in the Corps’ December 16, 2022 comments on the Spur 399 Extension DEIS. The 

CCFS evaluation is a “high-level” effort conducted to “identify a recommended corridor and appropriate 

roadway type” that “would need to accommodate the projected east-west travel demand and provide a 

safe and accessible facility to support east-west mobility across Collin County in the year 2045 and 

beyond.” The CCFS addresses broader considerations and geographic areas than what the current 

proposal is focused on. This can create incongruities in the application or straight transference of the 

CCFS purpose to the current project in light of the 404(b)(1) guidelines and the evaluation of alternatives 

under an IP. The Corps is unaware of a programmatic or broader NEPA document that accompanies the 

CCFS which would allow for tiering (40 CFR 1502.20 and 28) to the current proposal.    

The Corps, for evaluation of the permit action under the 404(b)(1) guidelines, would define the overall 

project purpose as “To safely accommodate current and projected traffic volumes on US 380 between 

Coit Rd and Farm to Mark (FM) Road 1827.”  While some of the data and information in the CCFS would 

be used to support this definition, its use is not an all-embracing acceptance of the CCFS for our permit 

evaluation purposes because the CCFS includes considerations beyond the needs associated with the 

target reach and it was not formulated to ensure compliance with the 404(b)(1)s.  

 

Alternatives 

Section 2.0, page 2-1 – The analysis of alternatives is not adequate to address the requirements of the 

404(b)(1) guidelines. The CCFS, which the DEIS relies upon to identify and reduce initial options to the 

recommended alignments in the DEIS, as well as the screening of alternatives in the DEIS, do not contain 

adequate detail supporting the referenced screens, do not specify how alternatives were eliminated in 

light of said screens, and incorporate factors/screens or determinations that do not comport with the 

404(b)(1) guidelines. This prohibits the determination under the 404(b)(1)s that the proposed action 

(Blue Alternative) is the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA). Additionally, 

the information displayed in the DEIS final alternatives comparison of impacts to waters of the US 

(Figures 2-15 and 3-46) demonstrates that the preferred alternative is not the LEDPA. It is noted that 

comments were not provided on the previous information concerning alternatives screening efforts 

because the Corps was anticipating the project would only involve NWPs based on statements 

previously provided to us. 

It is recommended that to most efficiently address the 404(b)(1) screening process to identify the LEDPA 

is to focus on impacts to waters of the US rather than practicability screening, starting with the original 

universe of options in the CCFS and continuing through the DEIS options (Figure 2-1). The attached white 

paper outlines the evaluation process and the ability to consider either prong (waters impacts OR 

practicability) in the screening of options. It is noted that practicability screens and determinations do 

not include factors such as economics (compared to costs) and noise. Statements such as “best meet” 

are also problematic in satisfying the LEDPA analysis in determining practicability. Additionally, many of 

the factors listed in Figure 2-13 also do not affect the practicability of alternatives or the Least 

Environmentally Damaging requirement. Lastly, if effects/impacts to other natural resource factors are 

proposed to be used as part of the alternatives analysis for 404(b)(1) compliance, those can be effective 

if they rise to the level of significance and are applied and considered normally after the identification of 

the LEDPA.  

A couple of examples of statements in the CCFS that lack adequate support or detail include: 



 

• For the “Initial Alignments” in section 5.1, there is no specific information included to support 

the reduction in options. Just a bulletized list exists and a statement relative to the options “did 

not address the problems identified in Section 3.0 if they were deemed too negatively 

impactful.” 

• For the “Viable Alignments” and their refinement (Sections 5.2 and 5.3), specific information is 

needed based on the TDM runs (section 5.1.1 - Figure 5-2) as well as the “Other Analysis” 

(section 5.1.1.1) efforts. The results of the modeling with an explanation of the distances away 

from the existing alignment that were determined to be “too far” needs to be included. How did 

each alignment address any established screening criteria to determine they were not 

practicable or resulted in greater or comparable impacts to water features? 

 

It is re-emphasized that for the purposes of the 404(b)(1) analysis, if an alternative is practicable in light 

of the overall project purpose, then it needs to be carried forward in the evaluation, unless it would 

have greater impacts to waters of the United States. This requirement of evaluating options in light of 

the overall project purpose creates some concern relative to the difference in the purposes between the 

CCFS and the current project as alluded to in the previous comments concerning Need and Purpose. It is 

recommended for the 404(b)(1) analysis that the options contained in the CCFS be evaluated in light of 

the more general CCFS purpose (as supported by the objective of that document) and then those 

remaining alternatives carried from the CCFS screening be evaluated in light of the more refined 

purpose identified above for the Coit Rd – FM 1827 overall purpose. 

 

Section 2.3.2, page 2-32, top of page (Figure 3-43, page 3-133, and other locations in the DEIS) – If an IP 

is required for the project, references to NWP 14 should be scrubbed from the document and 

appendices. 

 

Section 2.4, page 2-38 states: The Blue Alternative (A+E+C) is recommended as the Preferred Alternative 

and has been developed to a higher level of detail than the other reasonable alternatives to facilitate the 

development of mitigation measures and concurrent compliance with other applicable laws. Please 

describe how and where the impacts of the preferred alternative were refined in contrast to the other 

options. Impacts are shown in Figures 2-15, 3-46 and a Table in Appendix N. Page 3-133 states that an 

initial impact assessment was completed and refers to the Table in Appendix N. (It is noted that page 3-

84 lists impacts to water features and refers to Figure 3-46 yet the numbers in the text do not match 

what is in the Figure. This figure cites the Impact Table in Appendix N but has higher totals than what is 

in Figure 2-15). Impact totals in Figure 2-15 are lower than those reflected in Figure 3-46 which indicates 

that all alternatives may have been refined. However, that does not comport with the above statement 

on page 2-38. Please specifically identify in the DEIS what the additional refinement of the Blue 

Alternative involved, where in relation to the alternatives analysis the refinement occurred, and what 

the total impacts are anticipated to be. It is urged that a compilation table of the impacts to waters were 

at the varying levels of analysis be provided rather than having to look at 3 locations in the EIS with 

differing totals. It is important for the alternatives analysis screening process, based on impacts to 

waters, to use the same methods and degrees of refinement at each level and that consideration of 

more refined data not be utilized at coarser level screens. It also noted that based on the summary 

numbers in Figures 2-15 and/or 3-46, the preferred alternative is not the LEDPA.  

 

Impacts, Mitigation and Other Items 

 



Please provide a refined description as to how the acreage and linear feet of impacts to wetlands and 

waters were calculated and what activities are involved in the assessment. This also needs to be 

accomplished for the classification of the impacts being temporary vs. permanent for each feature as 

reflected in Figures 2-15 and 3-46 and broken out in Appendix N. Areas of permanent vs. temporary 

effects should be shown on plans that have been provided and thoroughly described. Any avoidance and 

minimization actions taken with the alignments also need to be detailed. As described in the DEIS, the 

identification of waters was accomplished in the environmental footprint with a narrower Project 

Area/ROW. Therefore, alignment shifts, incorporation of differing project designs, and other actions 

taken to reduce impacts in relation to specific impact areas and water feature polygons need to be 

described (similar to what is described at the top of page 2-32). 

Page 1-135. The listing of mitigation being required for various reasons needs to be deleted from the 

DEIS if an IP is required and reference to the mitigation rule (33 CFR 332 and 40 CFR 230.90 thru 98) 

added. If the project qualifies for NWP coverage then the listing should remain except for item 3) which 

needs to be removed. There is no numerical limitation set relative to a minimum acreage level for 

mitigation. 

 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) Compliance – The Corps fully recognizes 

TxDOT as the lead Federal agency to ensure compliance with this statutory responsibility. Due to current 

personnel limitations and workload, the DEIS for this specific resource area has not been reviewed 

relative to this statutory responsibility. It is our intention to defer as much as possible to the efforts of 

TxDOT. No comments are provided relative to information concerning the Endangered Species Act (ESA) 

contained in the DEIS. 

The DEIS does not identify or include the source area for materials associated with the project. This is a 

required item associated with a permit application as required at 33 CFR 325.1(d) which states: 

 

• All activities which the applicant plans to undertake which are reasonably related to the same 

project and for which a DA permit would be required should be included in the same permit 

application. 

• If the activity would include the discharge of dredged or fill material into the waters of the 

United States or the transportation of dredged material for the purpose of disposing of it in 

ocean waters the application must include the source of the material. 

 

Source material sites can involve ESA and Section 106 of the NHPA compliance responsibilities as well as 

other requirements. Because TxDOT is the lead agency for the project and applicable statutes, the Corps 

wants to avoid having to potentially undertake workload for such responsibilities. It is recommended 

that a proposed source area be identified and evaluated in the DEIS. If the source site location changes 

as the project develops then such changes can be addressed by the lead agency. 

 

The Corps appreciates the opportunity provide comments on the DEIS, please contact me if there are 

questions concerning these comments and the 404 regulatory process. 

 

 

 

 

Chandler J. Peter 

Regulatory Technical Specialist 

Regulatory Division, Fort Worth District 

817-886-1736 
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From: Peter Nugent 

Sent: Monday, April 17, 2023 7:44 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: NO to Segment A

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass 

from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, 

reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption 

to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to 

implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  



US 380 EIS Project

Coit Road to FM 1827

TXDOT has unfortunately selected the Blue alternative for the highway 380 expansion/bypass
project. To my understanding, it seems TXDOT has made the illogical choice due to a variety of
reasons. The blue alternative, specifically segment A of such alternative, is more costly than
segment B by approximately $200 million, is more environmentally impactful than segment B,
affects more homes and businesses, future and existing developments(some of which TXDOT
fails to consider), and decreases the quality of life for the 36,000 homeowners in Stonebridge
Ranch by increasing noise in park available to all Stonebridge Residents, residents of Tucker
Hill, and the future residents of the Chase at Wilson Creek Multi Family homes which TXDOT
fails to recognize broke ground before the new year and will displace ALL of those residents .
Therefore, TXDOT must reconsider choosing an alternative with Segment B, choose the No
build alternative, or modify segment A so that from Custer to the neighborhood of Tucker Hill it
will go below grade.
The Blue Alternative has consistently been one of the more costly options as TXDOT has gone
through the various phases of evaluating the project alternatives.  Based on the Draft
Environmental Impact Study, the Blue Alternative costs approximately $200 million more than
the Brown alternative.  Far more than alternatives that include segment A. TXDOT has a
fiduciary duty to be fiscally responsible when evaluating project alternatives.
According to the environmental draft study, the Blue alternative is more environmentally
impactful as it runs adjacent to the LaCima pond and Park which currently flows directly across
US 380 into a reservoir on the other side of the Highway. Construction would permanently affect
the flow of water between the
LaCima pond and the reservoir on the other side of 380. This could have significant impacts on
the wildlife that inhabit LaCima pond and park, as well as reduce the number of fish in the pond,
which would also reduce the quality of fishing in the pond which happens frequently. In addition,
the elevated highway would increase noise by 2-3 decibels by the pond which is above
TXDOT’s threshold for a sound barrier, but TXDOT states that it will not install a sound barrier to
prevent noise in the park, thus negatively impacting the park. TXDOT cites that the reason the
park is not of higher consideration is because it is a private park. While this is true, the park is
open to the 36000 residents of Stonebridge Ranch, which is a greater number of people than
the neighboring town of Prosper. In addition there is no security measure stopping the public
from entering the park, and the homeowners association does not stop the public from utilizing
the park. In fact, the park is a popular spot for people to take pictures. The 8 lane highway
would negatively impact the entire community as it would ruin pictures, and thus get rid of a spot
where the public takes pictures.
According to TXDOT the blue alternative will displace more businesses, particularly around the
intersection of Custer and 380. Segment A displaces 14 more businesses than segment B not



including future developments. This will reduce the number of retailers and restaurants that
residents have access to, and put people out of employment. In addition TXDOT says that
segment A impacts less future residential development. This could not be farther from the truth.
TXDOT fails recognize the new multi family development called the Chase at Wilson Creek,
which segment A will completely destroy. This project got approval from the city council back in
September of 2022, and began clearing land in December or January. The project is set to be
completed in may of 2024, which is before TXDOT anticipates to begin construction on the
proposed alternative, meaning that the alternative will displace all of the residents on the 27
acre multi family property. Most likely, the development will serve lower income families,
something that is lacking in this area at the moment. Therefore TXDOT is misinforming the
residents by not including up to date information on the status of the project, and thus gives
deference to the future single family development in Prosper which serves wealthier residents,
while displacing lower income residents in the Chase at Wilson Creek.



From: Phil Mitchell  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 4:46 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Endres, 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 

construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 

1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, 

that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 

fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 

Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 

McKinney.  

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sincerely,  

Philip and Pamela Mitchell 

608 Rosebury Circle 

McKinney, TX 75071 



From: Philip Charles  

Sent: Saturday, March 11, 2023 4:42 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Endres: 
 
I will not iterate the arguments for and against the two proposals advanced for the 380 
Bypass, as you have been inundated with same.  However, I appreciate the opportunity 
to add my opinion to those supporting Option B. 
 
Thank you for your favorable consideration of Option B as both meeting the needs and 
alleviating the concerns of the Stonebridge Ranch citizenry. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Philip Charles     
2548 Dunbar Drive 
McKinney, TX 75072 

 





From: Phillip Falk  

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 10:02 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Public Hearing Comment Form 

A�achments: HPSCAN_20230309155156393_2023-03-09_155243606.pdf 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Stephen 

 

My Public Hearing Comments Form 

 

 

 

Phillip Falk 

Tucker Hill Homeowner 

2751 Majestic Avenue 

McKinney, TX. 75071  

 

 



From: Phillip Falk   

Sent: Monday, March 6, 2023 12:48 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>

Subject: Public Hearing Comment Form 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Stephen 

  

Public Hearing Comment Form 

  

2751 Majestic Avenue 

McKinney, TX. 75071 

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C694607669bfd4c29f00208db1e861c4f%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638137334543473185%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=K8GakgHeSfKAjkAVzWIqLAW3YwKZraQjQ7yiWh%2BmrYY%3D&reserved=0




From: Phillip Jaubert 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 9:10 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: implement Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Enders. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX, I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing 

option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 

fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents 

and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney.  

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 
 

Sincerely, 

Phillip Jaubert 

972-523-2666 

 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.linkedin.com%2Fin%2Fphillipjaubert%2F&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7Cbcbdc7d09f064340e8ee08db1f82a10c%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638138418148369944%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=5niGzckuTn%2BZwLi5HiIuWhh3rkCkSzR3I%2FO8tTnnnos%3D&reserved=0


From: Quan Nguyen 

Sent: Sunday, March 26, 2023 8:46 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 

construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will 

cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer 

businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 

Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 

380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Quan and Susie Nguyen 





To whom it may concern:

I am a homeowner in Tucker Hill. I live in one of the houses that backs up to 380. I can see 380

from my dining room and hear 380’s traffic from every room in my house. I am extremely

concerned about the noise and air pollution and the fact that there is no sound wall/pollution

barrier in the plan for Tucker Hill with the preferred selection of Segment A. I have a 2 year old

daughter who currently refuses to go outside into our backyard during rush hour because of the

traffic noise. TXDOT’s own analysis even concludes that my house and my neighbor’s houses will

suffer from increased noise pollution. Further, with the destruction of the trees in front of Tucker

Hill, there will be even less protection from the noise and pollution than we currently have.

As detailed below, I do not believe that a sufficient analysis has been performed regarding the

health and safety of residents during construction and afterwards if Segment A is chosen.

In addition, once my daughter is school-aged, she will be zoned to Prosper ISD. I am extremely

concerned about the community cohesion between Tucker Hill and Auburn Hills. Tucker Hill will

be truly isolated. The need to walk over an 8 lane highway just to access the rest of my city

makes that apparent.

As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of Segment A

over Segment B is fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150 million more, applies

criteria to support their decision inconsistently, and provides numerous biased, false, and

inconsistent findings in their environmental study.

Did TxDOT analyze the impact of traffic flow in Tucker Hill and Stonebridge if there is an accident

on the bypass? Did TxDOT analyze the safety for drivers on a segment with two 90-degree turns?

Furthermore, there is objective evidence of political maneuvering, campaigning, and rezoning

efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed TxDOT’s position, and I

publicly condemn these actions as unethical and improper.

The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council on

Environmental Quality (CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021), decisions on an alignment must be

based on what is practical and feasible from a technical and economic standpoint, rather than

what is desirable from the standpoint of the agency (i.e, TxDOT).

As a McKinney homeowner, I believe a bypass may be required to support growth in the

northern corridor. However, in selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do harm to a

significant percentage of McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant fiscal

irresponsibility. This decision is made more egregious with the existence of a viable lower

impact alternative. It appears irrefutable that Segment B is the better alternative and that there

are serious flaws in the conclusions reached by TxDOT and in the underlying Environmental

Impact Study (EIS).



Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants that cause harm

to humans and a rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current and future impacts.

If TxDOT will not mitigate these harms, then TxDOT should at the very least do a rigorous analysis

of these harms and explicitly note the opportunities we forgo with the current preferred

alignment. The pollution appendices are missing critical analyses and portions are invalid as

presented. This project should not proceed until those egregious omissions and errors are

corrected.

In order to ensure resolution and the creation of the best project possible, I request that:

● TxDOT issue a second draft of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in the current

draft EIS.

● Any Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) have a 90-day review period, with an

official public comment period, and that the FEIS be unbundled from the Record of

Decision

● Include a tall pollution and noise barrier along the south side of Tucker Hill for the

protection of the houses that TXDOT’s study already show will be negatively impacted



The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A:

● Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes 2 versus 5. However, segment A is one

mile longer, has 6 new interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential major utility

conflicts versus just two for Segment B and displaces 15 businesses versus zero

businesses for Segment B.

● Segment B would have less of an environmental impact. Segment A would encroach on

twice the wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and streams and more

acreage of forests, prairies and grasslands than Segment B. Segment A impacts more

than 30 irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged over 150 years. Finally, there would be no

hazardous material sites impacted on Segment B and TXDOT has identified 2 with

Segment A.

● Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to the

taxpayers is that the estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M more than

Segment B.

● Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 Highway

increasing the risk of work zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic patterns.

Additionally, the requirement to lower the existing grade in bedrock and cantilever

local lanes in a restricted ROW width, while preferred for the longterm, will

significantly increase the construction time, safety risk and disruption compared to

route B. Priority has not been given to safety and the increased risk of fatal accidents,

including those induced by a change in grade and, not one, but two 90 degree turns.

● TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned future

residential homes. It appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of unidentified future

residents, property investors or developers over the impact of existing McKinney

residents. The voices of the current residents should be a priority over unidentified

future residents.

● TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed residences

under construction west of Custer Road. Once again, this appears to accrue to the

benefit of future residents or current investors, not the current residents of McKinney.

● TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic

Horsemanship property, the subject of substantial public concern”. In fact, there is no

great “public concern” over MainGait. The facility does serve a noble purpose, but that

purpose is nowhere near the public concern of the impact to the existing residents of

Tucker Hill who include retired veterans, disabled residents (both young and old), seniors

55+ and countless children. More concerning to



members of Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney community is that TxDOT calls

out the impact of the ROW to the property belonging to the founder of MainGait. The

founder of MainGait is no ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill Darling, a former real estate

developer and home builder who stands to gain personally by the selection of Segment

A over B. In particular, Bill Darling and/or other associates of the Darling company,

leveraged ownership of 43 Tucker Hill lots to submit comments against Segment B in

favor of Segment A – essentially impersonated residents of Tucker Hill. TxDOT’s own

findings indicate that the continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and has

stated Segment B “would not make the ManeGait inaccessible to persons with

disabilities and would not violate the Americans with Disabilities Act.” Furthermore and

perhaps most egregious is that ManeGait stated and TxDOT perpetuated the false claim

that ManeGait provides “essential” services to protected citizens, which was a

misrepresentation and may have swayed public opinion.

In direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT still concluded Segment A was the preferred

route option.

TxDOT relied on the EIS to support their conclusion. Of critical concern to Tucker Hill and the

greater McKinney community is what appears to be flaws in the underlying TxDOT analysis and

interpretation of the EIS. I will attempt to detail each of my concerns individually. My comments

however, are not meant to be a complete listing of the errors or omissions in the study, but

simply those that this compressed timeframe has allowed me to identify.

Noise Pollution

The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased. The importance of this is

underscored by the existing scientific literature showing the association between traffic and

related noise on physical and mental health. The study evaluated only a single barrier south of

the community. It appears the study was biased toward providing more data around MainGait,

a facility with transient guests, then Tucker Hill, a community of over 380 homes with plans for

over 600. Additionally, it appears that there has been no regard taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous

veteran residents, elderly residents or our residents with disabilities – collectively, who likely

outnumber MainGait’s transient guests. In fact, Tucker Hill was classified, by TxDOT, as a

standard residential area with an acceptable NAC level of 67 and precluded from participating

in any future noise studies. This is both incorrect and unacceptable.

Tucker Hill is a “front porch” community and every home is designed with a front porch that

encourages outdoor activities and interactions between neighbors. Tucker Hill



should be reclassified as Category A to preserve the essence of the neighborhood and the

neighborhood should be included in any future noise abatement studies.

The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise on the

community. Yet, TxDOT, while proposing to surround the neighborhood on both the south and

east side with a highway, believes the noise impact to be acceptable. TxDOT has not met their

burden in any way, and moving forward with flawed data will cause irreparable harm to the

residents of Tucker Hill, especially the young, elderly and disabled who do not regularly leave

the neighborhood. A new noise study must be conducted with more receptors and sound

barriers across both the south and east side of the neighborhood must be included in any

Segment A option. Finally, it appears untenable that TxDOT could make any conclusion about

the noise impact on Tucker Hill without fully understanding the impact of their proposed

Segment A shift on the east side of the neighborhood.

Community Impacts

TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park and the Tucker Hill Community Center in

their community impact study as the only community spaces without identifying the

population they serve. First, Tucker Hill houses a community center, two town squares, two

community parks, a community pool, a dog park, two fire pits, an amphitheater and a rooftop

event space in the Harvard Park commercial area. The community spaces can be found filled

with residents on almost any sunny day. Tucker Hill hosts many little league practices from

Prosper and McKinney in our neighborhood parks and is a Christmas Holiday destination for

people all across the region to visit our lighted homes. Furthermore, the community has a long

history of events supporting organizations like Ethan for Autism, 29 Acres and the Down

Syndrome Guild of Dallas. TxDOT has not demonstrated that they have completed any research

into the impacted population (including children of all ages, elderly, seniors 55+, veterans and

residents with disabilities) of these facilities. Once again, this is an egregious omission and

appears to show substantial bias for MainGait and other facilities that serve guests as opposed

to residents.

Aesthetic Impacts

TxDOT has not completed the required aesthetic impact analysis for the whole project.

Traffic Analysis

TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed. TxDOT’s original traffic projection methodology was

deemed to be incomplete and inconsistent by the Texas A&M Transportation Institute (TTI) in

September of 2020. In March 2021, TTI noted that they still had not been provided traffic data

for the “No Build vs Build scenarios”. At that time



, TTI deemed that the growth rates used in the revised study were acceptable for

“short-term growth (from 2020 to the pivot year of 2040)”. Unfortunately, TxDOT has not

addressed how their growth rate calculation using a linear regression could be acceptable if the

baseline year for traffic growth is 2020. In every commercial or municipal environment, 2020 is

seen as a data anomaly because of the impact of the pandemic and an unacceptable baseline

for comparative purposes of any kind.

TxDOT’s traffic analysis continues to be flawed and incomplete.

Two 90 degree curves

More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a horizontal curve, and the average

crash rate for horizontal curves is about three times that of other types of highway segments

(https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/). In 2022 the United

States Department of Transportation released their National Roadway Safety Strategy, which

endorsed zero fatalities as the national goal and promotes building safety into the design of

roads. TxDOT did not compare the safety risks including injury and fatality based on the

highway designs of alternatives A and B. Segment A (the current preferred alignment) has two

90 degree curves. It also does not appear that TxDOT considered this safety risk in their

decision.

As such, TxDOT must include an analysis that compares alternatives A and B on the probability

of accidents, injury, and fatalities. In addition, TxDOT must justify why they would choose a

more dangerous alignment and one that goes against the US Department of Transportation’s

strategy.

Community Cohesion

TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to Tucker Hill with

Segment A and that there appears to be existing cohesion between Whitley Place, Mansions of

Prosper, Luxe Prosper and Walnut Grove due to school districting once again is incorrect and

appears to show a bias or, simply, a failure to conduct proper research.

Segment A will effectively sever Tucker Hill on both the south and eastern sides of the

neighborhood from McKinney. This is atypical and will leave Tucker Hill, established within the

city limits of McKinney in 2008, as the only established subdivision completely blocked off from

McKinney on two sides of the neighborhood. In fact, the highway will sever Tucker Hill from the

districted school, Reeves Elementary in Auburn Hills. It will also impact and, possibly, imperil

the plans to connect Tucker Hill to both the school and the hike and bike trail system already in

the city’s plans. The City of McKinney has noted in their planning documents and as Mayor

Fuller reiterated in his email to Ceason

https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/


Clemons and TxDOT staff dated February 26th, 2023, Tucker Hill is a significant asset to the city.

What may be most troubling, though, is TxDOT’s conclusion that somehow there is no cohesion

impact when cutting Tucker Hill off from Reeves Elementary, but there appears to be an impact

to the Prosper neighborhoods due to school zoning. However, the Walnut Grove neighborhood

is not districted for Prosper ISD. The Mansions of Prosper neighborhood and the Luxe Prosper

neighborhood are districted for different elementary and high schools than the Whitley Place

neighborhood. In fact, Mansions of Prosper and Luxe Prosper share school zoning with Tucker

Hill. The correct conclusion here should have been that given the shared school zoning

between these neighborhoods (Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper, Tucker Hill and Auburn Hills)

and the fact that Tucker Hill would become the only established subdivision to be severed from

McKinney by the highway on two sides, with respect to community cohesion, Segment B is

clearly the better alternative.

Construction and Noise Pollution

TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to construction and noise pollution.

According to the TxDOT handbook this is incorrect and TxDOT must also include:

“Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This section of the EA must identify

and explain any impacts associated with construction activities. This includes light

pollution; impacts associated with physical construction activity, temporary lane, road

or bridge closures (including detours); and other traffic disruptions. Include the

expected duration of any construction impacts, and explain any BMPs or other

strategies that will be used to mitigate such impacts.”

TxDOT must outline and detail all potential impacts during construction for both proposed

Segments A and B and appropriately evaluate those impacts as part of the study. Importantly,

TxDOT should provide all impacts and mitigation strategies related to construction prior to

proceeding. Critically, with respect to Tucker Hill and the surrounding neighborhoods, what are

the plans for egress to the neighborhood during construction and how will those plans impact

the response time of emergency vehicles to points within the neighborhood?

Shift Closer to Tucker Hill

TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the already

flawed analysis that produced a preference for Segment A creates an unfair



burden on the residents of Tucker Hill. Once again, TxDOT appears to be showing a callous bias

toward ‘future development’ rather than a commitment to current residents. It is impossible to

fully understand the additional noise pollution, air pollution and other effects without

additional study. It’s important to note that even with this new shifted Segment A, the cost to

construct Segment B would be $100M less than Segment A. TxDOT’s actions are placing the

residents of Tucker Hill in an untenable position and are knowingly causing irreparable harm to

the community in favor of future development. I strongly object to the proposed shift of the A

alignment.

Air Pollution

Air pollution is a documented public health emergency, and can affect every organ in the body,

including cognition. Children and the elderly are disproportionately vulnerable to air pollution,

specifically PM2.5, and more so if they live in close proximity to a highway. Air pollution can

cause a multitude of diseases in adults, including heart disease, and can breach the placental

barrier during pregnancy, causing miscarriages and birth defects. These impacts are well

documented and have been noted in academic studies for over a decade. TxDOT should not

proceed with this project until they have conducted a full study of existing and future air

pollution on this highway, both at the regional scale and immediately adjacent to the highway.

TxDOT must be compliant with EPA’s health-based National Ambient Air Quality Standards.

The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill neighborhood on the South and East

sides. Winds in McKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-East meaning that for

more days than not air pollution will be blown and settled on the residents of Tucker Hill.

It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT utilized an airspeed of 1

MPH. The average wind speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the prevailing winds are from

the south and south-east. It appears that additional study must be completed to correctly

understand what the adverse effects of air pollution would be on the Tucker Hill population.

Additionally, if Segment A is selected, monitoring devices must be installed to monitor air

quality before, during and after construction.

The DEIS fails to address air pollution from traffic beyond tailpipe emissions. A growing body of

academic research cites brake wear and tire friction as primary pollutants from traffic. The DEIS

has not addressed either of these sources of pollutants, nor does it address benzene or Volatile

Organic Compounds (VOCs). We request that TxDOT complete detailed analyses of each of

these pollutants, and compare pollutant levels on

380 (for each pollutant) to expected levels during and after construction Segment A.



The DEIS notes in several places that expected proliferation of electric vehicles (EVs) should

improve air pollution in this corridor. This is not only abdicating responsibility for mitigating air

pollution, but a misrepresentation of electric vehicles and their environmental benefits. While

EVs do reduce tailpipe emissions from internal combustion engines (ICEs), they do nothing to

reduce pollution from non-tailpipe sources including brake dust and tire friction. Pollution from

tire friction may worsen in EVs due to increases in vehicle weight from electric batteries.

Further, Texas’ electric grid is far from clean, and EVs that source their energy from unclean

sources are, therefore, unclean themselves.

The Mobile Source Air Toxins analysis in the DEIS is lacking and includes only a qualitative

analysis. The DEIS claims that MSAT will decrease with time because of improved federal

standards. We argue that this is an outsourcing of responsibility to mitigate air pollution in the

380 corridor, and request that TxDOT complete a quantitative MSAT analysis and a health

impact assessment for all criteria pollutants.

Quality of Comments Collected

As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in soliciting

comments. In addition to submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill residents, comments

were solicited via Facebook with no links to the underlying studies or segment alternatives.

TxDOT must vet all of the comments collected during the scoping project fully and determine

that they were legitimately provided by residents. If the comments were not legitimate, they

should be stricken from the project record.

NEPA

Paraphrasing from The Council on Environmental Quality (2021), TxDOT is obligated to evaluate

feasible alternatives in enough detail so that a reader can compare and contrast the

environmental effects of the various alternatives. Of note, NEPA reasonable alternatives include

those that are practical or feasible from the technical and economic standpoint, rather than

simply desirable from the standpoint of TxDOT.

“NEPA is About People and Places”

"Impacts include ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health impacts,

whether adverse or beneficial. It is important to note that human beings are part of the

environment (indeed, that is why Congress used the phrase “human



environment” in NEPA), so when an EIS is prepared and economic or social and natural or

physical environmental effects are interrelated, the EIS should discuss all of these effects."

It is clear that TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst, unsavory. I

ask that TxDOT respond to each of the issues discussed. As it stands, if TxDOT proceeds with

their preferred Segment A they will be irreparably harming the residents of Tucker Hill, unfairly

seizing the residents’ ability to enjoy their neighborhood, severing them from their broader

community and, potentially, justifying it with a fatally flawed Environmental Impact Study.

Sincerely,

Rachel Thompson
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From: Rachel Thompson 

Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2023 9:30 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: US 380 Segment A Concerns

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

To whom it may concern: 

  
I am a homeowner in Tucker Hill. I live in one of the houses that backs up to 380. I can see 380 from my 

dining room and hear 380’s traffic from every room in my house. I am extremely concerned about the noise 

and air pollution and the fact that there is no sound wall/pollution barrier in the plan for Tucker Hill with the 

preferred selection of Segment A. I have a 2 year old daughter who currently refuses to go outside into our 

backyard during rush hour because of the traffic noise. TXDOT’s own analysis even concludes that my house 

and my neighbor’s houses will suffer from increased noise pollution. Further, with the destruction of the 

trees in front of Tucker Hill, there will be even less protection from the noise and pollution than we currently 

have. As detailed below, I do not believe that a sufficient analysis has been performed regarding the health 

and safety of residents during construction and afterwards if Segment A is chosen. 

  

In addition, once my daughter is school-aged, she will be zoned to Prosper ISD. I am extremely concerned 

about the community cohesion between Tucker Hill and Auburn Hills. Tucker Hill will be truly isolated. The 

need to walk over an 8 lane highway just to access the rest of my city makes that apparent.  

  

As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of Segment A over Segment B 

is fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150 million more, applies criteria to support their 

decision inconsistently, and provides numerous biased, false, and inconsistent findings in their environmental 

study. 

  

Did TxDOT analyze the impact of traffic flow in Tucker Hill and Stonebridge if there is an accident on the 

bypass? Did TxDOT analyze the safety for drivers on a segment with two 90-degree turns?  

  

Furthermore, there is objective evidence of political maneuvering, campaigning, and rezoning efforts by the 

City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn these 

actions as unethical and improper. 

  
The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council on Environmental Quality 

(CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021), decisions on an alignment must be based on what is practical and feasible 

from a technical and economic standpoint, rather than what is desirable from the standpoint of the 

agency (i.e, TxDOT). 
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As a McKinney homeowner, I believe a bypass may be required to support growth in the northern corridor. 

However, in selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do harm to a significant percentage of 

McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant fiscal irresponsibility. This decision is made more 

egregious with the existence of a viable lower impact alternative. It appears irrefutable that Segment B is 

the better alternative and that there are serious flaws in the conclusions reached by TxDOT and in the 

underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS).  

  

Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants that cause harm to humans 

and a rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current and future impacts. If TxDOT will not 

mitigate these harms, then TxDOT should at the very least do a rigorous analysis of these harms and explicitly 

note the opportunities we forgo with the current preferred alignment. The pollution appendices are missing 

critical analyses and portions are invalid as presented. This project should not proceed until those egregious 

omissions and errors are corrected. 

  

In order to ensure resolution and the creation of the best project possible, I request that: 

  

●     TxDOT issue a second draft of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in the current draft EIS. 

●     Any Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) have a 90-day review period, with an official 

public comment period, and that the FEIS be unbundled from the Record of Decision 

●     Include a tall pollution and noise barrier along the south side of Tucker Hill for the protection of 

the houses that TXDOT’s study already show will be negatively impacted 

 

 
  

The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A: 

  
●     Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes 2 versus 5. However, segment A is one mile 

longer, has 6 new interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential major utility conflicts versus just 

two for Segment B and displaces 15 businesses versus zero businesses for Segment B. 

●     Segment B would have less of an environmental impact. Segment A would encroach on twice 

the wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and streams and more acreage of forests, 

prairies and grasslands than Segment B. Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage 

trees, aged over 150 years. Finally, there would be no hazardous material sites impacted on 

Segment B and TXDOT has identified 2 with Segment A. 

●     Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to the taxpayers is 

that the estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M more than Segment B. 

●     Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 Highway increasing 

the risk of work zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic patterns. Additionally, the 

requirement to lower the existing grade in bedrock and cantilever local lanes in a restricted ROW 

width, while preferred for the longterm, will significantly increase the construction time, safety risk 

and disruption compared to route B. Priority has not been given to safety and the increased risk of 
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fatal accidents, including those induced by a change in grade and, not one, but two 90 degree 

turns. 

●     TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned future 

residential homes. It appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of unidentified future residents, 

property investors or developers over the impact of existing McKinney residents. The voices of the 

current residents should be a priority over unidentified future residents. 

●     TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under 

construction west of Custer Road. Once again, this appears to accrue to the benefit of future 

residents or current investors, not the current residents of McKinney. 

●     TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic Horsemanship 

property, the subject of substantial public concern”. In fact, there is no great “public concern” over 

MainGait. The facility does serve a noble purpose, but that purpose is nowhere near the public 

concern of the impact to the existing residents of Tucker Hill who include retired veterans, disabled 

residents (both young and old), seniors 55+ and countless children. More concerning to 

 

 

members of Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney community is that TxDOT calls out the impact 

of the ROW to the property belonging to the founder of MainGait. The founder of MainGait is no 

ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill Darling, a former real estate developer and home builder who 

stands to gain personally by the selection of Segment A over B. In particular, Bill Darling and/or 

other associates of the Darling company, leveraged ownership of 43 Tucker Hill lots to submit 

comments against Segment B in favor of Segment A – essentially impersonated residents of Tucker 

Hill. TxDOT’s own findings indicate that the continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and 

has stated Segment B “would not make the ManeGait inaccessible to persons with disabilities and 

would not violate the Americans with Disabilities Act.” Furthermore and perhaps most egregious is 

that ManeGait stated and TxDOT perpetuated the false claim that ManeGait provides “essential” 

services to protected citizens, which was a misrepresentation and may have swayed public opinion. 

  
In direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT still concluded Segment A was the preferred route option. 

  
TxDOT relied on the EIS to support their conclusion. Of critical concern to Tucker Hill and the greater 

McKinney community is what appears to be flaws in the underlying TxDOT analysis and interpretation of the 

EIS. I will attempt to detail each of my concerns individually. My comments however, are not meant to be a 

complete listing of the errors or omissions in the study, but simply those that this compressed timeframe 

has allowed me to identify. 

  
Noise Pollution 

The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased. The importance of this is underscored by the 

existing scientific literature showing the association between traffic and related noise on physical and 

mental health. The study evaluated only a single barrier south of the community. It appears the study was 

biased toward providing more data around MainGait, a facility with transient guests, then Tucker Hill, a 

community of over 380 homes with plans for over 600. Additionally, it appears that there has been no 
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regard taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous veteran residents, elderly residents or our residents with disabilities 

– collectively, who likely outnumber MainGait’s transient guests. In fact, Tucker Hill was classified, by 

TxDOT, as a standard residential area with an acceptable NAC level of 67 and precluded from participating 

in any future noise studies. This is both incorrect and unacceptable. 

Tucker Hill is a “front porch” community and every home is designed with a front porch that encourages 

outdoor activities and interactions between neighbors. Tucker Hill 

 

 

should be reclassified as Category A to preserve the essence of the neighborhood and the neighborhood 

should be included in any future noise abatement studies. 

  
The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise on the community. 

Yet, TxDOT, while proposing to surround the neighborhood on both the south and east side with a highway, 

believes the noise impact to be acceptable. TxDOT has not met their burden in any way, and moving 

forward with flawed data will cause irreparable harm to the residents of Tucker Hill, especially the young, 

elderly and disabled who do not regularly leave the neighborhood. A new noise study must be conducted 

with more receptors and sound barriers across both the south and east side of the neighborhood must be 

included in any Segment A option. Finally, it appears untenable that TxDOT could make any conclusion 

about the noise impact on Tucker Hill without fully understanding the impact of their proposed Segment A 

shift on the east side of the neighborhood. 

  
Community Impacts 

TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park and the Tucker Hill Community Center in their 

community impact study as the only community spaces without identifying the population they serve. First, 

Tucker Hill houses a community center, two town squares, two community parks, a community pool, a dog 

park, two fire pits, an amphitheater and a rooftop event space in the Harvard Park commercial area. The 

community spaces can be found filled with residents on almost any sunny day. Tucker Hill hosts many little 

league practices from Prosper and McKinney in our neighborhood parks and is a Christmas Holiday 

destination for people all across the region to visit our lighted homes. Furthermore, the community has a 

long history of events supporting organizations like Ethan for Autism, 29 Acres and the Down Syndrome 

Guild of Dallas. TxDOT has not demonstrated that they have completed any research into the impacted 

population (including children of all ages, elderly, seniors 55+, veterans and residents with disabilities) of 

these facilities. Once again, this is an egregious omission and appears to show substantial bias for MainGait 

and other facilities that serve guests as opposed to residents. 

  
Aesthetic Impacts 

TxDOT has not completed the required aesthetic impact analysis for the whole project. 

  
Traffic Analysis 

TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed. TxDOT’s original traffic projection methodology was deemed to be 

incomplete and inconsistent by the Texas A&M Transportation Institute (TTI) in September of 2020. In 
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March 2021, TTI noted that they still had not been provided traffic data for the “No Build vs Build 

scenarios”.  At that time 

 

 

, TTI deemed that the growth rates used in the revised study were acceptable for 

“short-term growth (from 2020 to the pivot year of 2040)”. Unfortunately, TxDOT has not addressed how 

their growth rate calculation using a linear regression could be acceptable if the baseline year for traffic 

growth is 2020. In every commercial or municipal environment, 2020 is seen as a data anomaly because of 

the impact of the pandemic and an unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes of any kind. 

TxDOT’s traffic analysis continues to be flawed and incomplete. 

  
Two 90 degree curves 

More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a horizontal curve, and the average crash rate for 

horizontal curves is about three times that of other types of highway segments 

(https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/). In 2022 the United States 

Department of Transportation released their National Roadway Safety Strategy, which endorsed zero 

fatalities as the national goal and promotes building safety into the design of roads. TxDOT did not compare 

the safety risks including injury and fatality based on the highway designs of alternatives A and B. Segment 

A (the current preferred alignment) has two 90 degree curves. It also does not appear that TxDOT 

considered this safety risk in their decision. 

  
As such, TxDOT must include an analysis that compares alternatives A and B on the probability of accidents, 

injury, and fatalities. In addition, TxDOT must justify why they would choose a more dangerous alignment 

and one that goes against the US Department of Transportation’s strategy. 

  
Community Cohesion 

TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to Tucker Hill with Segment A 

and that there appears to be existing cohesion between Whitley Place, Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper 

and Walnut Grove due to school districting once again is incorrect and appears to show a bias or, simply, a 

failure to conduct proper research. 

  
Segment A will effectively sever Tucker Hill on both the south and eastern sides of the neighborhood from 

McKinney. This is atypical and will leave Tucker Hill, established within the city limits of McKinney in 2008, 

as the only established subdivision completely blocked off from McKinney on two sides of the 

neighborhood. In fact, the highway will sever Tucker Hill from the districted school, Reeves Elementary in 

Auburn Hills. It will also impact and, possibly, imperil the plans to connect Tucker Hill to both the school and 

the hike and bike trail system already in the city’s plans. The City of McKinney has noted in their planning 

documents and as Mayor Fuller reiterated in his email to Ceason 

 

 

Clemons and TxDOT staff dated February 26th, 2023, Tucker Hill is a significant asset to the city. 
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What may be most troubling, though, is TxDOT’s conclusion that somehow there is no cohesion impact 

when cutting Tucker Hill off from Reeves Elementary, but there appears to be an impact to the Prosper 

neighborhoods due to school zoning. However, the Walnut Grove neighborhood is not districted for 

Prosper ISD. The Mansions of Prosper neighborhood and the Luxe Prosper neighborhood are districted for 

different elementary and high schools than the Whitley Place neighborhood. In fact, Mansions of Prosper 

and Luxe Prosper share school zoning with Tucker Hill. The correct conclusion here should have been that 

given the shared school zoning between these neighborhoods (Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper, Tucker 

Hill and Auburn Hills) and the fact that Tucker Hill would become the only established subdivision to be 

severed from McKinney by the highway on two sides, with respect to community cohesion, Segment B is 

clearly the better alternative. 

  
Construction and Noise Pollution 

TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to construction and noise pollution. According to the 

TxDOT handbook this is incorrect and TxDOT must also include: 

  
“Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This section of the EA must identify and explain any 

impacts associated with construction activities. This includes light pollution; impacts associated 

with physical construction activity, temporary lane, road or bridge closures (including detours); 

and other traffic disruptions. Include the expected duration of any construction impacts, and 

explain any BMPs or other strategies that will be used to mitigate such impacts.” 

  
TxDOT must outline and detail all potential impacts during construction for both proposed Segments A and 

B and appropriately evaluate those impacts as part of the study. Importantly, TxDOT should provide all 

impacts and mitigation strategies related to construction prior to proceeding. Critically, with respect to 

Tucker Hill and the surrounding neighborhoods, what are the plans for egress to the neighborhood during 

construction and how will those plans impact the response time of emergency vehicles to points within the 

neighborhood? 

 

Further, I do not understand how the noise analysis in the current EIS was performed. Can you please 

explain it in layman's terms? Was an analysis done during rush hour by an independent party? Why, when 

the current EIS shows that houses will be significantly impacted by noise pollution, does Tucker Hill not 

have a noise barrier? 

  
Shift Closer to Tucker Hill 

TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the already flawed analysis 

that produced a preference for Segment A creates an unfair burden on the residents of Tucker Hill. Once 

again, TxDOT appears to be showing a callous bias toward ‘future development’ rather than a commitment 

to current residents. It is impossible to fully understand the additional noise pollution, air pollution and 

other effects without additional study. It’s important to note that even with this new shifted Segment A, 

the cost to construct Segment B would be $100M less than Segment A. TxDOT’s actions are placing the 

residents of Tucker Hill in an untenable position and are knowingly causing irreparable harm to the 

community in favor of future development. I strongly object to the proposed shift of the A alignment. 
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Air Pollution 

Air pollution is a documented public health emergency, and can affect every organ in the body, including 

cognition. Children and the elderly are disproportionately vulnerable to air pollution, specifically PM2.5, and 

more so if they live in close proximity to a highway. Air pollution can cause a multitude of diseases in adults, 

including heart disease, and can breach the placental barrier during pregnancy, causing miscarriages and 

birth defects. These impacts are well documented and have been noted in academic studies for over a 

decade. TxDOT should not proceed with this project until they have conducted a full study of existing and 

future air pollution on this highway, both at the regional scale and immediately adjacent to the highway. 

TxDOT must be compliant with EPA’s health-based National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

  

The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill neighborhood on the South and East sides. 

Winds in McKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-East meaning that for more days than 

not air pollution will be blown and settled on the residents of Tucker Hill. 

  

It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT utilized an airspeed of 1 MPH. The 

average wind speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the prevailing winds are from the south and south-

east. It appears that additional study must be completed to correctly understand what the adverse effects 

of air pollution would be on the Tucker Hill population. Additionally, if Segment A is selected, monitoring 

devices must be installed to monitor air quality before, during and after construction. 

  
The DEIS fails to address air pollution from traffic beyond tailpipe emissions. A growing body of academic 

research cites brake wear and tire friction as primary pollutants from traffic. The DEIS has not addressed 

either of these sources of pollutants, nor does it address benzene or Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs). 

We request that TxDOT complete detailed analyses of each of these pollutants, and compare pollutant levels 

on 

380 (for each pollutant) to expected levels during and after construction Segment A. 
 

 

The DEIS notes in several places that expected proliferation of electric vehicles (EVs) should improve air 

pollution in this corridor. This is not only abdicating responsibility for mitigating air pollution, but a 

misrepresentation of electric vehicles and their environmental benefits. While EVs do reduce tailpipe 

emissions from internal combustion engines (ICEs), they do nothing to reduce pollution from non-tailpipe 

sources including brake dust and tire friction. Pollution from tire friction may worsen in EVs due to 

increases in vehicle weight from electric batteries. Further, Texas’ electric grid is far from clean, and EVs 

that source their energy from unclean sources are, therefore, unclean themselves. 

  
The Mobile Source Air Toxins analysis in the DEIS is lacking and includes only a qualitative analysis. The DEIS 

claims that MSAT will decrease with time because of improved federal standards. We argue that this is an 

outsourcing of responsibility to mitigate air pollution in the 380 corridor, and request that TxDOT complete 

a quantitative MSAT analysis and a health impact assessment for all criteria pollutants. 
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 Quality of Comments Collected 

As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in soliciting comments. In 

addition to submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill residents, comments were solicited via 

Facebook with no links to the underlying studies or segment alternatives. TxDOT must vet all of the 

comments collected during the scoping project fully and determine that they were legitimately provided by 

residents. If the comments were not legitimate, they should be stricken from the project record. 

  
NEPA 

Paraphrasing from The Council on Environmental Quality (2021), TxDOT is obligated to evaluate feasible 

alternatives in enough detail so that a reader can compare and contrast the environmental effects of the 

various alternatives. Of note, NEPA reasonable alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from 

the technical and economic standpoint, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of TxDOT. 

  
“NEPA is About People and Places” 

  
"Impacts include ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health impacts, whether 

adverse or beneficial. It is important to note that human beings are part of the environment (indeed, that is 

why Congress used the phrase “human environment” in NEPA), so when an EIS is prepared and economic or 

social and natural or physical environmental effects are interrelated, the EIS should discuss all of these 

effects." 

  
It is clear that TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst, unsavory. I ask that 

TxDOT respond to each of the issues discussed. As it stands, if TxDOT proceeds with their preferred 

Segment A they will be irreparably harming the residents of Tucker Hill, unfairly seizing the residents’ ability 

to enjoy their neighborhood, severing them from their broader community and, potentially, justifying it with 

a fatally flawed Environmental Impact Study. 

   
Sincerely, 

  
Rachel Thompson  

  

  
Induced Demand 

1.    RMI SHIFT Calculator 

2.    RMI_SHIFT (STATE HIGHWAY INDUCED FREQUENCE OF TRAVEL) 

CALCULATOR_About the methodology 

3.    American Economic Review_2011_The Fundamental Law of Road Congestion: Evidence from US 

Cities 

4.    California EPA Air Resources Board_2014_Policy Brief_Impact of Highway Capacity and Induced Travel on 

Passenger Vehicle Use and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

5.    UC Davis_2015_Policy Brief_Increasing Highway Capacity Unlikely to Relieve Traffic Congestion 
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Case Studies & TxDOT Publications 

1.    Air Alliance Houston_2019_Health Impact Assessment of the North Houston Highway Improvement 

Project 

2.    Air Alliance Houston_2022_Why are we still building highways? 

3.    TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS 

4.    TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS Appendix P Air Quality 

5.    TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS Appendix V Greenhouse Gas and Climate Change 

6.    Thomson Reuters Foundation_2022_In 'world's most polluted city', Indian workers unaware of toxic 

air 

7.    Reuters_2021_Pollution likely to cut 9 years of life expectancy of 40% of Indians 

8.    The Guardian_2022_‘It’s just more and more lanes’ the Texan revolt against giant new highways 

 

 

9.    The New York Times_2022_Can Portland Be a Climate Leader Without Reducing Driving? 

10.  TxDOT_2023_TxDOT Statewide On-Road Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis and Climate Change 

Assessment Update Summer 2023 

11.  TxDOT_2018_Technical Report_Statewide On-Road Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis and 

Climate Change Assessment 

  

  
Tailpipe Emissions vs. Tire Friction Pollution 

1.    The Guardian_2022_Car Tyres Produce Vastly More Particle Pollution Than Exhausts, Tests Show 

2.    Jalopnik_2022_Emissions from Tire Wear Are a Whole Lot Worse Than We Thought 

  

  
Congestion vs. Idling Emissions 

1.    City Observatory_2017_Urban Myth Busting: Congestion, Idling, and Carbon Emissions 

2.    Transportation Research_2012_Congestion and emissions mitigation: A comparison of capacity, demand, 

and vehicle based strategies 

  

  
Policy vs. Behavior Changes 

1.    Transportation Research Interdisciplinary Perspectives_2023_Driven by head or heart? Testing the effect 

of rational and emotional anti-speeding messages on self-reported speeding intentions 

  

  
Effects on Human Health 

1.    The Guardian_2019_Revealed: air pollution may be damaging ‘every organ in the body’ 

2.    Chest_2019_Air Pollution and Noncommunicable Diseases 

3.    PNAS_2018_Global estimates of mortality associated with long-term exposure to outdoor fine 

particulate matter 

4.    Environmental Pollution_2008_Human health effects of air pollution 

5.    Environmental Health Perspectives_2007_Short-Term Effects of Carbon Monoxide on Mortality: An 

Analysis within the APHEA Project 
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6.    Respiratory Medicine_2015_Allergy and asthma: Effects of the exposure to particulate matter and 

biological allergens 

7.    American Journal of Physiology_2008_Particulate matter exposure induces persistent lung 

inflammation and endothelial dysfunction 

8.    Environmental Health Perspectives_2016_Prenatal Air Pollution Exposures, DNA Methyl Transferase 

Genotypes, and Associations with Newborn LINE1 and Alu Methylation and Childhood Blood Pressure and 

Carotid Intima-Media Thickness in the Children’s Health Study 

9.    Environmental Health Perspectives_2010_Childhood Incident Asthma and Traffic-Related 

Air Pollution at Home and School 

 

 

10.  Environmental Pollution_2017_Maternal exposure to air pollutants during the first trimester and 

foetal growth in Japanese term infants 

11.  Environmental Health Perspectives_2009_Association between Local Traffic-Generated Air Pollution and 

Preeclampsia and Preterm Delivery in the South Coast Air Basin of California 

12.  Obesity_2016_Residential proximity to major roadways, fine particulate matter, and adiposity: The 

framingham heart study 

13.  Environmental Health Perspectives_2006_Separate and Unequal: Residential Segregation and 

Estimated Cancer Risks Associated with Ambient Air Toxics in U.S. Metropolitan Areas 

14.  The Guardian_2019_Air pollution deaths are double previous estimates, finds research 

15.  European Heart Journal_2019_Cardiovascular disease burden from ambient air pollution in Europe 

reassessed using novel hazard ratio functions 

16.  The Guardian_2019_Air pollution 'as bad as smoking in increasing risk of miscarriage' 

17.  Fertility and Sterility_2019_Acute effects of air pollutants on spontaneous pregnancy loss: a case-

crossover study 

18.  Fertility and Sterility_2018_Ambient air pollution and the risk of pregnancy loss: a prospective 

cohort study 

19.  The Guardian_2018_Air pollution particles found in mothers' placentas 

20.  The Guardian_2018_Air pollution causes ‘huge’ reduction in intelligence, study reveals 

21.  PNAS_2018_The impact of exposure to air pollution on cognitive performance 

22.  The Guardian_2017_Air pollution harm to unborn babies may be global health catastrophe, 

warn doctors 

23.  BMJ_2017_Impact of London's road traffic air and noise pollution on birth weight: retrospective 

population based cohort study 

24.  The Guardian_2017_Global pollution kills 9m a year and threatens 'survival of human societies' 

25.  The Guardian_2018_Diesel pollution stunts children’s lung growth, major study shows 

26.  The Lancet_2019_Impact of London's low emission zone on air quality and children's respiratory 

health: a sequential annual cross-sectional study 

27.  The Guardian_2017_How conniving carmakers caused the diesel air pollution crisis 

28.  The Guardian_2018_Childhood obesity linked to air pollution from vehicles 

29.  Environmental Health_2018_Longitudinal associations of in utero and early life near-roadway 

air pollution with trajectories of childhood body mass index 

30.  Preventive Medicine_2010_Automobile traffic around the home and attained body mass index: a 

longitudinal cohort study of children aged 10-18 years 

31.  The Guardian_2016_Air pollution linked to increased mental illness in children 
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32.  BMJ_2016_Association between neighbourhood air pollution concentrations and dispensed medication 

for psychiatric disorders in a large longitudinal cohort of Swedish children and adolescents 

33.  The Guardian_2018_Air pollution: everything you should know about a public health emergency 

34.  The Guardian_2017_Electric cars are not the answer to air pollution, says top UK adviser 

 

 

35.  The New York Times_2022_Enough About Climate Change. Air Pollution Is Killing Us Now. 

36.  Air Alliance Houston_No Safe Level of Transportation Emissions 

37.  Elsevier_2017_Increased air pollution cuts victims' lifespan by a decade, costing billions 

38.  Harvard_2016_Air pollution below EPA standards linked with higher death rates 

39.  Environmental Health Perspectives_2016_Low-Concentration PM2.5 and Mortality: Estimating 

Acute and Chronic Effects in a Population-Based Study 

40.  Texas Pedestrian Safety Coalition_2023_Exploring Transportation-Related Air Quality Impacts on 

Pedestrians in Disadvantaged Communities_Video 

41.  Texas Pedestrian Safety Coalition_2023_Exploring Transportation-Related Air Quality Impacts on 

Pedestrians in Disadvantaged Communities_Slides 

42.  Texas Pedestrian Safety Coalition_2023_Exploring Transportation-Related Air Quality Impacts on 

Pedestrians in Disadvantaged Communities_HBW Notes.docx 

43.  University of British Columbia_2023_Traffic pollution impairs brain function 

44.  Environmental Health_2023_Brief diesel exhaust exposure acutely impairs functional brain 

connectivity in humans: a randomized controlled crossover study 

45.  Dezeen_2023_MIT study finds huge carbon cost to self-driving cars 

46.  Journal of the American Heart Association_2022_Pandemic-Related Pollution Decline and ST-Segment‒

Elevation Myocardial Infarctions 

47.  American Lung Association_2022_Living Near Highways and Air Pollution 

48.  Environmental Health Perspectives_2011_Traffic-related air pollution and cognitive function in a 

cohort of older men 

49.  The Lancet_2017_Living near major roads and the incidence of dementia, Parkinson's disease, and 

multiple sclerosis: a population-based cohort study 

50.  Environmental Health Perspectives_2008_Association between traffic-related black carbon exposure 

and lung function among urban women 

51.  The New England Journal of Medicine_2004_Exposure to Traffic and the Onset of Myocardial 

Infarction 

52.  The Lancet_2002_Association between mortality and indicators of traffic-related air pollution in the 

Netherlands: a cohort study 

53.  American Journal of Respiratory and Critical Care Medicine_2010_Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary 

Disease and Long-Term Exposure to Traffic-related Air Pollution_A Cohort Study 

54.  The Urban Institute_2022_The Polluted Life Near the Highway 

  

  
Expert Publications & Guidelines 

1.    Planetizen_2022_The Urgent Need for Climate Action Includes Land Use Reforms, IPCC Report Says 

2.    IPCC_2022_Chapter 8 Transport 

3.    WHO_2021_Global Air Quality Guidelines 

4.    USPIRG_2021_Transform Transportation_Strategies For A Healthier Future 

5.    The World Bank and IHME_2016_The Cost of Air Pollution 
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6.    Transportation for America_Driving Down Emissions 

 

 
  

  

Induced Demand 

1.    Journal of Transport Economics and Policy 2002 Induced Travel Demand and Induced Road Investment: 

A Simultaneous Equation Analysis 

  
Tailpipe Emissions vs. Tire Friction Pollution/ Brake Dust Pollution/ Electric Vehicle Pollution 

1.    Int J Environ Res Public Health 2017 Wear and Tear of Tyres: A Stealthy Source of Microplastics in the 

Environment 

2.    Report EUR 2014 Non-exhaust traffic related emissions. Brake and tyre wear PM 

3.    Atmospheric Environment 2011 Investigation on the potential generation of ultrafine particles from 

the tire–road interface 

4.    Journal of Environmental Protection 2013 Dust Resulting from Tire Wear and the Risk of Health Hazards 

5.    Environmental Science & Technology 2004 Tire-Wear Particles as a Source of Zinc to the Environment 

6.    Environmental Science and Pollution Research 2015 Brake wear particle emissions: a review 

7.    Science of the Total Environment 2008 Sources and properties of non-exhaust particulate 

matter from road traffic: A review 

8.    Science of the Total Environment 2020 Tyre and road wear particles (TRWP) - A review of generation, 

properties, emissions, human health risk, ecotoxicity, and fate in the environment 

9.    Science of the Total Environment 2022 Tire wear particle emissions: Measurement data where are you? 

10.  Science of the Total Environment 2022 Effect of treadwear grade on the generation of tire PM 

emissions in laboratory and real-world driving conditions 

11.  Emission Control Science and Technology 2021 Development of Tire-Wear Particle Emission 

Measurements for Passenger Vehicles 

12.  Wear 2018 Investigation of ultra fine particulate matter emission of rubber tires 

13.  Bloomberg 2022 New Tech Aims to Capture Electric Vehicle Tire Emissions 

14.  Arizona Department of Transportation 2006 Tire Wear Emissions for Asphalt Rubber and Portland Cement 

Concrete Pavement Surfaces 

15.  The Conversation 2020 Air pollution from brake dust may be as harmful as diesel exhaust on 

immune cells – new study 

16.  UK Research and Innovation 2020 Brake dust air pollution may have same harmful effects on 

immune cells as diesel exhaust 

17.  U.S. Department of Energy Alternative Fuels Data Center Emissions from Electric Vehicles 

18.  U.S. Department of Energy Argonne Laboratory 2009 Well-to-Wheels Energy Use and Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions Analysis of Plug-in Hybrid Electric Vehicles 

 

 

19.  National Renewable Energy Laboratory 2016 Emissions Associated with Electric Vehicle Charging: Impact 

of Electricity Generation Mix, Charging Infrastructure Availability, and Vehicle Type 

20.  US News 2020 Brake Dust Another Driver of Air Pollution 

21.  The New York Times 2021 How Green Are Electric Vehicles? 

22.  Scientific American 2016 Electric Cars Are Not Necessarily Clean 

23.  The Guardian 2016 Why electric cars are only as clean as their power supply 
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24.  Biofriendly Planet 2022 Electric Vehicles and Their Impact on the Environment 

25.  California Air Resources Board 2022 California moves to accelerate to 100% new zero-emission 

vehicle sales by 2035 

26.  CNN 2022 Car tires are disastrous for the environment. This startup wants to be a driving force in 

fixing the problem. 

  
VOCs/ PM2.5/ Greenhouse Gases 

1.    World Health Organization 2019 Exposure to benzene: a major public health concern 

2.    American Lung Association 2022 Volatile Organic Compounds 

3.    National Cancer Institute 2022 Benzene 

4.    Environmental Research 2020 Characteristics of volatile organic compounds from vehicle emissions 

through on-road test in Wuhan, China. 

5.    Aerosol and Air Quality Research 2018 Emission Characteristics of VOCs from On-Road Vehicles in an Urban 

Tunnel in Eastern China and Predictions for 2017–2026 

6.    Atmospheric Environment 2017 Characteristics of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) from the 

evaporative emissions of modern passenger cars 

7.    Atmospheric Environment 2012 Volatile organic compounds from the exhaust of light-duty diesel 

vehicles 

8.    Analytical Sciences 2012 Measurement of volatile organic compounds in vehicle exhaust using single-

photon ionization time-of-flight mass spectrometry 

9.    PubMed 2001 Exposure to volatile organic compounds for individuals with occupations associated with 

potential exposure to motor vehicle exhaust and/or gasoline vapor emissions 

10.  Environmental Research 1999 Assessment of benzene and toluene emissions from automobile 

exhaust in Bangkok 

11.  Atmospheric Environment 1967 Benzene, toluene and xylene concentrations in car exhausts and in 

city air 

12.  Environmental Science and Technology 1992 On-line measurement of benzene and toluene in dilute 

vehicle exhaust by mass spectrometry 

13.  Iowa State University 2015 Quantification of benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene and 

o-xylene in internal combustion engine exhaust with time-weighted average solid phase microextraction and 

gas chromatography mass spectrometry 

14.  Journal of Exposure Science & Environmental Epidemiology 2003 Measurement of volatile organic 

compounds inside automobiles 

15.  Chronic Diseases and Translational Medicine 2018 Fine particulate matter (PM2.5): The culprit for chronic 

lung diseases in China. 

16.  Journal of Thoracic Disease 2016 The impact of PM2.5 on the human respiratory system 

 

 

17.  US EPA 2022 Health and Environmental Effects of Particulate Matter (PM) 

18.  Harvard School of Public Health 2011 Greenhouse gases pose threat to public health 

19.  CDC 2022 Climate Effects on Health. 

20.  NAQTS, Emissions Analytics, Lancaster University 2018 Vehicle Interior Air Quality: Volatile Organic 

Compounds 

  
Congestion vs. Idling Emissions (Traffic Emissions) 
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1.    Transportation Research Record Comparison of Vehicular Emissions in Free-Flow and Congestion Using 

MOBILE4 and Highway Performance Monitoring System 

2.    Atmospheric Environment 2011 Vehicle emissions in congestion: Comparison of work zone, rush hour 

and free-flow conditions 

3.    Institute for Transport and Economics 2007 How Much does Traffic Congestion Increase Fuel Consumption 

and Emissions? Applying a Fuel Consumption Model to the NGSIM Trajectory Data 

4.    Science of The Total Environment 2013 Air pollution and health risks due to vehicle traffic 

5.    USA Today 2011 Study blames 2,200 deaths on traffic emissions 

  

  
Resources 

1.    TxDOT 2022 DEIS 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 8:29 AM 

To: Rachelle Hansen 

Subject: RE: No to segment A, yes to segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Rachelle Hansen

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 7:48 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: No to segment A, yes to segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Enders, 

Please NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827. 

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cf5c51d6ae7d44375b02708db1f1c4382%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638137978475295166%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=h0NeAXNRaqeqivx6EEgIpPEttXMQlgi2mGFrkQkUHQ4%3D&reserved=0


From: Rachelle Mossinger 

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 12:32 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Cc: Home 

Subject: NO bypass in Prosper 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres,  

 

 

 

I am writing to you to share my STRONG opposition to the bypass and Option B running through 

Prosper. I am a resident of Whitley Place and have been for the last seven years and disagree with the 

bypass running through Prosper for the following reasons: 

 

• 12+ lanes going right through Prosper (8 lanes & 4+ access lanes on either side) with the magnitude 

equal to US 75, located just south of Founders Academy  

•US 380 Bypass Segment B options + approved Collin Outer Loop (4-6 lanes) just north would sandwich 

NE & SE Prosper in between 2 major highway thoroughfares  

•Directly affects and disruptive to numerous neighborhoods: Whitley Place, Whispering Farms, 

Brookhollow, Christie Farms, Rhea Mills, Gentle Creek, Amberwood, Ladera, etc.  

•Prosper properly planned for expansion (380 can be widened!). If other towns didn’t plan this can’t be 

put on Prosper  

•Directly impacts multiple schools in Prosper ISD: Cockrell Elementary | Rogers Middle School | Walnut 

Grove High School and Founders Classical Academy and student drivers 

•Increased Traffic and Noise  

•Materially impacts ManeGait and the wonderful therapy they provide to children, veterans, and our 

disabled community  

•Exorbitant costs of acquiring rights of way, adverse environmental impacts, wetland mitigation 

•This design does not make for an acceptable proposal nor effective use of taxpayer money  

•School buses having to go on a highway to take kids to school / young drivers for the high school having 

to deal with highways and high speeds 

•Significant environmental impact: pollution, emissions, & poor air quality 

•Safety of our citizens and students  

•Decreased home values and overall desire of area  

•Massive utility relocations that are critical to Prosper’s infrastructure  

•Substantial lost tax revenue to the Town and Prosper ISD 

 
In closing, I highly oppose Option B and want 380 to stay on 380 or Option A to be considered.  

Rachelle Mossinger 
4060 Chimney Rock Drive 
Prosper, Texas 75078 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Date: February 24, 2023 at 9:31:33 AM CST 

To: Raechel Conner <rconner1998@gmail.com> 

Subject: RE: 380 Bypass / 8 lane project 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Raechel Conner <rconner1998@gmail.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 24, 2023 8:32 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 Bypass / 8 lane project 

 

This email originated from outside of the organiza6on. Do not click links or open a8achments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hello, 

My name is Raechel & Mike Conner.  My sister owns the property on 2500 FM 2933.  We have visited 

this property many 6mes & we do not agree with the route that will destroy it.  Please consider route D. I 

am told that route D will disrupt less homes. 

Thank you for your considera6on. 

Raechel & Mike Conner 



From: Ralph Easterwood

Sent: Friday, March 10, 2023 3:09 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US 380 Bypass NE of McKinney Texas  

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

I am emailing concerns over the US 380 Bypass NE of McKinney Texas,  I oppose Route C. 

 

        1       Route C severely damages one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin County 

        2       Route C destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodlands and 151% more acres of grassland 

and prairie 

        3       Route C divides residential and farming/ranching communities 

        4       Route C affects and displaces significantly more homes, businesses, and community resources. 

These are just a few reasons why I am opposed to Route C. 

 

 

Regards, 

Ralph Easterwood 



From: Nancy P Robertson

Sent: Friday, March 31, 2023 1:02 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Fwd: US 380 Bypass Project - EVERY COMMENT COUNTS 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

SAVE STONEBRIDGE RANCH LIFESTYLE: 

EVERY COMMENT COUNTS 

 

In the US 380 Bypass project (Coit Road to FM 1827), TxDOT has proposed the 

construction of Segment A which will cause untold damages to our Stonebridge Ranch 

lifestyle. 

 

Dear Mr. Endres;  

As homeowners and citizens of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of 

Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, we 

understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax 

burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less 

overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens 

throughout McKinney. Our home is right behind the sound wall on 380 near Stonebridge 

Dr. so we will be directly impacted by Segment A if chosen .  



We strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 

Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Randy & Nancy Robertson 

7816 Harvest Hill Lane  

McKinney, TX 75071 

 

 



From: rbele30 

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 10:04 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: HW 380 opposition to proposed A route 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hello Stephen, 

 

I am writting because my community and I strongly object the proposed route "A" 380 bypass 

construction. It is the most disruptive route to the serounding residents and  makes no sense financially. 

Please understand this project has caused undeserved stress on these affected residents.  We moved to 

this location for some peace and quite, we surely did not sign up for noice disturbance to be at our 

backyard. This project will causes severe lose on our property value and sence of community to these 

subdivisions.  

A lot of us have attended the meeting on February 16th, but there were only maps showing proposed 

routes, video showing the plan and poster boards showing noise barrier plans.  There was no one to 

hear the public opinions and voices.   

Although I understand the anticipated traffic increase on 380 dur to the growth, Please consider other 

better routes that is not as disruptive to the community.  

 

Thank you, 

Timberridge subdivision resident  

Rebecca 

 

 

 
Sent from my T-Mobile 4G LTE Device 
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From: Rebecca Kleinman 

Sent: Monday, April 17, 2023 10:39 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: NO to Segment A

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Endres, 

 

I live in one of the neighborhoods where you want to put a freeway. My 89 year old mother also owns a home in our 

neighborhood. We have lived in McKinney for more than a decade. But this threatens our way of life, our peace, our 

homes. What on earth are you thinking? Would you raise your kids next to a freeway? Would you purchase a home next 

to a highway like this? This will pollute our air. It will increase noise. It will cause our property values to plummet. It is a 

waste of taxpayer dollars. It will cause disruptions and delay for years. It will negatively impact several local schools. It is 

a BAD idea that must be stopped. Please, just say NO to Segment A! 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass 

from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, 

reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption 

to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch and Auburn Hills residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  

 

The facts about Segment A and Segment B: 

 

 
 

My opposition to Segment A of the “Blue Alternative” is based on the following facts: 
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1. Segment A destroys 27 businesses, 12 displacements and 2 homes currently. It will likely be 

more than that by the time the project is constructed whereas Segment B destroys no business, 

7 displacements, and 5 homes. 

 

2. The cost of Segment A right of way acquisition estimated today is $957.8 million compared to 

$888.8 million for Segment B. It is likely to reach more than $1 billion by the time the project is 

constructed based on current construction projects which are not counted in the current TxDOT 

estimates. 

 

3. The proposed Blue Alternative which includes Segment A calls for $120 million from the City of 

McKinney for right of way acquisition which will be an unplanned tax burden to McKinney 

taxpayers. The amount of that tax burden quite likely will increase as the cost of ROW 

acquisitions and related expenses increase. 

 

4. Segment A will have a significant detrimental impact on Stonebridge Ranch, Auburn Hills and Tucker Hill 

which border the proposed construction of Segment A. It will create major traffic disruption, 

increased noise, and increased health and environmental problems, not to mention the impact 

on schools, morning and afternoon traffic, and school zones divided by US380 Segment A. 

 

Please select Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  DO NOT implement 

segment A. 

 

Thank you for your consideration. 

 

Best, 

Rebecca Kleinman 

5504 Fulham Lane 

McKinney, TX 75071 

 

 

 

 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 9:43 AM 

To: Rebecca Easterwood 

Subject: RE: 380 Bypass NE McKinney: Oppose C, Support D 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Rebecca Easterwood  

Sent: Monday, February 27, 2023 11:00 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>;

Cc: gary sanders ; Sherri Eubank 

Subject: 380 Bypass NE McKinney: Oppose C, Support D 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Good day,  

 

I am emailing with my concerns over the US 380 Bypass NE of McKinney Texas,  I oppose Route C.  The 

attached map depicts the two segments (Route C and D) under consideration for Focus Area 3: SH5 to 

FM 1827 of the TxDot US 380 Coint Road to FM 1827 Draft EIS.  The locations of proximate residences, 

businesses and community resources are mapped out.   

 

1. Route C severely damages one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin County 

2. Route C destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodlands and 151% more acres of grassland 

and prairie 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C2ebb28df0e1c46c666a908db19a5d37e%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131972221719354%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=TMQYIREvIBFczr1wg9GLA1PLqg1W9hG1B5cKHbtHQXs%3D&reserved=0


3. Route C divides residential and farming/ranching communities 

4. Route C affects and displaces significantly more homes, businesses, and community resources. 

Above are just a few reasons why I am opposed to Route C.  You can see the complete listings of C vs. D 

on the attached map. 

 

Please help us in choosing route D over route C. 

 

Regards,  

Rebecca L. Easterwood - resident of affected ranchland of route C. 

 

 

 

--  

Becky 

214-794-0923 

  

 

 



From: C man 

Sent: Thursday, March 30, 2023 5:48 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 Highway bypass project- my comment 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Texas Department of Transportation, McKinney, and Prosper, 

 

Plan A is not good because it would require the highway to go through just one city at a higher expense 

to the taxpayers and would not bypass as much of the major roadway. This plan would also force the 

road to run from north to south, which is not optimal for relieving traffic from east to west. 

Furthermore, Plan A would cut off the entire community of Tucker Hill from the city, and displace more 

residences, which would have a significant impact on the community and environment. 

 

On the other hand, Plan B is a better option because it would mostly go through McKinney and run 

through Plano for about a mile. Plan B would bypass highway 380, avoid cutting off the entire 

community of Tucker Hill from the city, and displace only a minimal number of residences, a horse farm, 

and some planned communities. Plan B is the most cost-effective plan and better meets the need for 

bypassing highway 380, improving east-west traffic flow, and enhancing safety. Plan B would also have 

less of an impact on the community and environment compared to Plan A. 

 

Plan A reduces the efficacy of every major goal stated by the DOT. As taxpayers and residents, we must 

consider the long-term benefits and costs of each plan. Plan B is the best option as it is more cost-

effective and better meets the need for bypassing highway 380, improving east-west traffic flow, and 

enhancing safety. We must consider the impact that the project will have on the community and the 

environment for decades to come. 

 

Therefore, I urge the Texas Department of Transportation, McKinney, and Prosper to build Plan B.  

 

Sincerely, 

Reddy Tummala 

 

 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 10:06 AM 

To: 

Subject: RE: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: 

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 9:44 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of 

Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 

380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Segment B is much less disruptive and makes more 

sense for what the new bypass is trying to accomplish.   

 

Thank you, 

Renate Hodkowski 
 

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C0d08e0117663474677b908db19a6aa45%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131975825193773%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=dnjedOzDegPK70%2Bdwjj7W43%2BmIHSgiwst44nOR2SNbo%3D&reserved=0


From: Renee Brandish  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 9:38 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

Renee Brandish 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Monday, March 6, 2023 11:24 AM 

To: DeeDee Lynn  

Subject: RE: Highway 380 Bypass 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: DeeDee Lynn  

Sent: Monday, March 6, 2023 11:23 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Highway 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

I have been a resident of Collin County all my life and currently live in McKinney so I will be 
directly impacted by the Highway 380 Bypass. I am writing to ask you to support Route D. 
Route C is a terrible path because it will: 
severely damage one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin County  
destroy 71% more acres of forests and woodlands and 141% more acres of grassland and 
prairie than Route D  
disturb the wetlands that serve as a refuge for wildlife, including beavers, river otters, 
turtles, migratory and non-migratory water and forest birds, frogs, etc.  
eliminate a large area of suitable habitat for endangered/threatened species 
divide residential and farming/ranching communities 
affect and displace significantly more homes, businesses, and community resources 
has worse traffic performance (lower traffic capacity, slower travel speeds, and more 
elevation changes) 
 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C9abf0ba8f243427a0a1c08db1e6a18bd%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638137213267649200%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=bsTYVDql2VJpireKLi1jDB4Cr4V%2FYJYYf39%2BLwF0Kf4%3D&reserved=0


Route C is also strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife which prefers Route D. 
 
Please put your support behind Route D. It’s important to the people who live and work in 
McKinney. Too often government only looks at what’s presented in front of them and forgets 
to fully consider the consequences to the daily life of the people who have to live with the 
choices made by the government. 
 
Thank you, 
Rhoda Lynn 
1728 Bonner Street 
McKinney, TX 75069 
214-808-7526 

  

 

 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Monday, March 6, 2023 11:24 AM 

To: DeeDee Lynn 

Subject: RE: Highway 380 Bypass 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: DeeDee Lynn 

Sent: Monday, March 6, 2023 11:23 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Highway 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

I have been a resident of Collin County all my life and currently live in McKinney so I will be 
directly impacted by the Highway 380 Bypass. I am writing to ask you to support Route D. 
Route C is a terrible path because it will: 
severely damage one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin County  
destroy 71% more acres of forests and woodlands and 141% more acres of grassland and 
prairie than Route D  
disturb the wetlands that serve as a refuge for wildlife, including beavers, river otters, 
turtles, migratory and non-migratory water and forest birds, frogs, etc.  
eliminate a large area of suitable habitat for endangered/threatened species 
divide residential and farming/ranching communities 
affect and displace significantly more homes, businesses, and community resources 
has worse traffic performance (lower traffic capacity, slower travel speeds, and more 
elevation changes) 
 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C5bb19bcd5efe44b9b65d08db1e718034%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638137245060701533%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=X0H54tjYqoYANzLyEJprXkYcBWgsZGoJW0iUi4gocsQ%3D&reserved=0


Route C is also strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife which prefers Route D. 
 
Please put your support behind Route D. It’s important to the people who live and work in 
McKinney. Too often government only looks at what’s presented in front of them and forgets 
to fully consider the consequences to the daily life of the people who have to live with the 
choices made by the government. 
 
Thank you, 
Rhoda Lynn 
1728 Bonner Street 
McKinney, TX 75069 
214-808-7526 

  

 

 



From: Richard E. Bustamente  

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 3:57 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

In the US 380 Bypass project (Coit Road to FM 1827), TxDOT has proposed the construction of 

Segment A which will cause untold damage to our Stonebridge Ranch lifestyle. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment 

A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an 

existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, 

destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge 

Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from 

Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Richard & Martha Bustamente 

 



From: Richard E. Bustamente  

Sent: Thursday, March 30, 2023 11:28 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Re: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

I appreciate your consideration. 

 

As a side note, I travel HWY 380 almost daily, my concern is that we really need to consider 

where the traffic on 380 

really begins to become heavy to the point of congestion. I believe it really starts at the 

intersection of  380  and 720 

the traffic increases and really clogs up at the intersection of 380 and 423 and continues all the 

way to HWY 5 and 380. 

 It seems to me the farther back toward Denton, we set the alternate route to HWY 5 the more we 

can reduce the traffic flow to and Thru Mckinney. 

 

Another comment, the traffic flow from Coit rd to Hwy 5 could see an immediate improvement 

if the traffic light were  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cd0d671da1a974697660708db314d2944%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638157979689454827%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=QaZbtC7k4SA6pD0VFPLouXlnQbQ3UwLIcZPg9HX6j5U%3D&reserved=0


timed properly to provide a continuous flow of green lights, currently, you cannot drive from 

Coit rd on a green light thru Lake Forest. the lights at lake Forest continually cause traffic 

stoppage. 

 

I recognize your trying your best to satisfy all concerned,  

 

Love to have a discussion if you would like. 

 

Richard E Bustamente 

928-925-4079 

 
On Thursday, March 30, 2023 at 08:53:41 AM CDT, Stephen Endres <stephen.endres@txdot.gov> 
wrote:  
 
 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

  

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

  

  

From: Richard E. Bustamente   
Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 3:57 PM 
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Subject: NO to Segment A 

  

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

In the US 380 Bypass project (Coit Road to FM 1827), TxDOT has proposed the construction of 

Segment A which will cause untold damage to our Stonebridge Ranch lifestyle. 

  

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A 

for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an 

existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, 

destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge 

Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 



I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from 

Coit Road to FM 1827. 

  

Sincerely, 

  

Richard & Martha Bustamente 

  

  

 

 

  

 

 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:30 PM 

To: Rick Beauregard 

Subject: RE: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Rick Beauregard  

Sent: Friday, February 24, 2023 8:51 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Richard Beauregard  

612 Braxton Ct  

McKinney, Tx 75071 

 

Sent from the all new AOL app for iOS 
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From: Jan Clare  

Sent: Wednesday, March 29, 2023 7:23 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380:Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres,  

 

I support Segment A of the 380 Bypass as I have since the first plans were revealed. I also hope you will 

implement the Alternative Plan for the intersection at 380/Custer. 

 

Regards, 

 

Richard Clare 

 

 

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPad 
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From: 

Sent: Monday, March 27, 2023 10:30 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Cc:  

Subject: Proposed 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear TxDOT: 

  

I am writing to protest the recommended alignment of Segment A for the 380 proposal as it currently 

stands. 

  

I am a resident of Stonebridge Ranch which has over 9,000 families with over 36,000 people living in this 

community.  Segment A alignment will drastically effect these residents as our main road running through 

our community will be adversely affected by this proposed alignment.  It makes far more sense to connect 

the bypass further to the west beyond Custer Road as per Segment B. 

  

TxDOT is proposing a bypass so lets make it as good a bypass as it can be.  Dumping the traffic onto 380 as 

proposed in Segment A makes no sense.  It leaves more of 380 congested than Proposal B.  As I understand 

it proposal A will cost over 100 million dollars more to construct which is a waste of my tax dollars.  

  

An ariel view of land for both proposals shows that B makes more sense and will not run right next to an 

existing community of Tucker Hill.  Proposal B  runs through vacant land that has not been developed.  A 

horse farm can be easily moved and Prosper’s plans for development can be changed but the Tucker 

Community is already there and many families will be affected. 

  

Anyone looking at the design plans can see that Segment B is the best selection.  It will bypass traffic 

further west, effect current residents of Stonebridge Ranch and Tucker Hill the least and cost millions less 

to build. 

  

I there strongly stand against the Segment A proposed alignment. 

  

Richard Evans 



From: Rich Nichols 

Sent: Friday, March 10, 2023 10:01 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Richard Nichols 

7704 Michael Ct 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Tom Dover 

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 10:39 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 bypass Say NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction 

of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I 

understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce 

the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and 

result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and 

thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 

Segment B has the west end of the bypass the furthest west.  This is needed to 

carry traffic now and for the future growth in the area.   

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 

380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Please consider this option over Segment 

A.  Segment A will destroy more businesses, cost many millions more to build, and 

cause greater disruption.  Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Thomas Dover 

 





From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 9:00 AM
To: Rita Ingram 
Subject: RE: 380 Opposition of Route C
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 
 

From: Rita Ingram 
Sent: Friday, February 17, 2023 1:43 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: 380 Opposition of Route C
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

To whom it may,
 
Please know that those of us in McKinney that will be impacted by this future construction do not
agree with the government seizure of 29 homes rather than choosing Route D which limits the
impact to 7 seized lands. With the Route C plan the government is taking community ranch land that
is used for the mental health and therapeutic riding of residents that visit. By going through the
flood plains, you can save a lot of private land and keep the residents much happier within the
districts. No one agrees with the process of condemnation, as it is legal government theft of the
American Dream. If absolutely necessary, at least do something that is the least impactful to the
Texas residents that have lived there for years.
 
Thank you for your time.

Rita M. Ingram
Have a Fantastic Day!
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From: r sam  

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 8:17 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Ritu Sam 

6405 Wind Song Dr 

McKinney 75071 

 



From: Rob Yeichner 

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 3:42 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: PLEASE, NO TO 380 SEGMENT A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX, I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment 
A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  
 
Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce 
the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less 
overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney. 
I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from 
Coit Road to FM 1827. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Rob Yeichner 
1717 Landon Lane 
McKinney, TX 75071 
 
 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Monday, March 6, 2023 11:18 AM 

To: Robb Jackson 

Subject: RE: 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM1827 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Robb Jackson 

Sent: Sunday, March 5, 2023 4:55 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM1827 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endress:  As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, Texas, I strongly oppose the construction of 

segment A and support segment B in the blue alternative as proposed for US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827.  Thanks for your consideration in this matter.  Robb Jackson 

 

Robb Jackson 

Enclave Builders 

900 Bridge Point Cir. 

McKinney, TX  75072 

Phone: (214) 868-8000 

Fax: (214) 705-9657 
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From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 10:07 AM 

To: Robert Gredig  

Subject: RE: 380 Bypass 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Robert Gredig 

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 9:37 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres,  

 

With great respect, I ask that you consider my comments below regarding the 380 bypass.  

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827. 

 

Reasons to consider OPPOSING Segment A: 

Costs taxpayers $98.8 million more 

Impacts 57% more natural wetlands  & wildlife 

Negatively impacts Tucker Hill and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 
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Reasons to SUPPORT Segment B: 

Requires 73% fewer business and residential displacements 

Avoids costly reconstruction of the intersection at U.S. 380 & Custer Road 

14% shorter, saving time and money 

 

Thank you for your consideration, 

 

Robert & Rebecca Gredig 

6509 Valley View Drive 

McKinney, TX 

  

 

 



From: Robert Pine 

Sent: Tuesday, April 4, 2023 1:30 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 Bypass in Collin County 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
 
I first want to thank you for your service to the State of Texas.  We Texans tend to 
overlook the dedicated service State of Texas public officials as yourself provide 
us.  Thank you. 
 
As a 31-year resident of Collin County, I am writing regarding the proposed bypass of 
Highway 380 on the northern part of Collin County.  My understanding is that the A-E-D 
alignment was recommended, following the feasibility study.   
 
However, at the last meeting regarding this matter, the A-E-C alignment was proposed 
as the preferred alternative.  I would like to express my opposition to this preferred 
alternative proposal. 
 
Earliier in the process, when other serments were studied, emphasis was given on 
impacting fewer homes, utilizing more of the existing US 380, and also public 
concern.  If these same criteria were applied to the bypass in question, segment D 
would be the appropriate choice. Segment C disrupts and destroys longtime 
communities along County Road  338 and FM 2933.  We have 30-year friends 
whose property would be disrupted by the proposed highway, their small business 
destroyed, and the rural lifestyle they chose over 30 years ago, destroyed.  Several of 
their closeby neighbors would completely have their long-held rural lifestyle destroyed 
and lose their property.  At stake also is the peaceful lifestyle which led them to this 
rural location many years ago, and the loss of neighbors who are close friends.  If the 
alternative Segment D were choisen, only one community of a few homes along 
Woodlawn Road would be affected, versus over 18 homes on Segment C.  Also, 
Segment D does not put neighbors on opposite sides of a noisy freeway, as does 
Segment C.  Segment C neighbors would be cutoff from their longtime neighbors.   
 
I request that the initial  A-E-D alignment on the proposed Highway 380 new 
alignment,  recommended in the Feasibility Study, be implemented. 
 
Robert A. Pine 
 



From: Robert Carey 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 7:02 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

 I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Regards, 

 

 

Robert Carey 



 Robert K Clough 
 7312 Easley Dr 

 McKinney,  TX 75071 

 April 18, 2023 

 To whom it may concern: 

 As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of 
 Segment A over Segment B is fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150 
 million more, applies criteria to support their decision inconsistently, and provides 
 numerous biased, false, and inconsistent findings in their environmental study. 
 Furthermore, there is objective evidence of political maneuvering, campaigning, and 
 rezoning efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed 
 TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn these actions as unethical and improper. 

 The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council on 
 Environmental Quality  (CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021),  decisions on an alignment 
 must be based on what is practical and feasible from a technical and economic 
 standpoint,  rather than what is desirable from the  standpoint of the agency (i.e, 
 TxDOT). 

 As a McKinney homeowner, I believe a bypass may be required to support growth in the 
 northern corridor.  However, in selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do 
 harm to a significant percentage of McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant 
 fiscal irresponsibility.  This decision is made more egregious with the existence of a 
 viable lower impact alternative.   It appears irrefutable that Segment B is the better 
 alternative and that there are serious flaws in the conclusions reached by TxDOT and in 
 the underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS). 

 Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants that 
 cause harm to humans and a rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current 
 and future impacts. If TxDOT will not mitigate these harms, then TxDOT should at the 
 very least do a rigorous analysis of these harms and explicitly note the opportunities we 
 forgo with the current preferred alignment. The pollution appendices are missing critical 
 analyses and portions are invalid as presented. This project should not proceed until 
 those egregious omissions and errors are corrected. 

 In order to ensure resolution and the creation of the best project possible,  we request 
 that: 



 ●  TxDOT issue a second draft of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in the 
 current draft EIS. 

 ●  Any Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) have a 90-day review period, 
 with an official public comment period, and that the FEIS be unbundled from the 
 Record of Decision 

 The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A: 

 ●  Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes 2 versus 5.  However, segment A 
 is one mile longer, has 6 new interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential 
 major utility conflicts versus just two for Segment B and displaces 15 businesses 
 versus zero businesses for Segment B. 

 ●  Segment B would have less of an environmental impact.  Segment A would 
 encroach on twice the wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and 
 streams and more acreage of forests, prairies and grasslands than Segment B. 
 Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged over 150 
 years.  Finally, there would be no hazardous material sites impacted on Segment 
 B and TXDOT has identified 2 with Segment A. 

 ●  Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A.  Of real concern to 
 the taxpayers is that the estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M 
 more than Segment B. 

 ●  Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 
 Highway increasing the risk of work zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic 
 patterns. Additionally, the requirement to lower the existing grade in bedrock and 
 cantilever local lanes in a restricted ROW width, while preferred for the longterm, 
 will significantly increase the construction time, safety risk and disruption 
 compared to route B.  Priority has not been given to safety and the increased risk 
 of fatal accidents, including those induced by a change in grade and, not one, but 
 two 90 degree turns. 

 ●  TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned 
 future residential homes.  It appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of 
 unidentified future residents, property investors or developers over the impact of 
 existing McKinney residents.  The voices of the current residents should be a 
 priority over unidentified future residents. 

 ●  TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed 
 residences under construction west of Custer Road.  Once again, this appears to 
 accrue to the benefit of future residents or current investors, not the current 
 residents of McKinney. 



 ●  TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic 
 Horsemanship property, the subject of substantial public concern”.  In fact, there 
 is no great “public concern” over MainGait.  The facility does serve a noble 
 purpose, but that purpose is nowhere near the public concern of the impact to the 
 existing residents of Tucker Hill who include retired veterans, disabled residents 
 (both young and old), seniors 55+ and countless children.  More concerning to 
 members of Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney community is that TxDOT 
 calls out the impact of the ROW to the property belonging to the founder of 
 MainGait.  The founder of MainGait is no ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill Darling, 
 a former real estate developer and home builder who stands to gain personally 
 by the selection of Segment A over B.  In particular, Bill Darling and/or other 
 associates of the Darling company, leveraged ownership of 43 Tucker Hill lots to 
 submit comments against Segment B in favor of Segment A – essentially 
 impersonated residents of Tucker Hill. TxDOT’s own findings indicate that the 
 continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and has stated Segment B 
 “would not make the ManeGait inaccessible to persons with disabilities and 
 would not violate the Americans with Disabilities Act.”  Furthermore and perhaps 
 most egregious is that ManeGait stated and TxDOT perpetuated the false claim 
 that ManeGait provides “essential” services to protected citizens, which was a 
 misrepresentation and may have swayed public opinion. 

 In direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT still concluded Segment A was the 
 preferred route option. 

 TxDOT relied on the EIS to support their conclusion.  Of critical concern to Tucker Hill 
 and the greater McKinney community is what appears to be flaws in the underlying 
 TxDOT analysis and interpretation of the EIS.  I will attempt to detail each of my 
 concerns individually.  My comments however, are not meant to be a complete listing of 
 the errors or omissions in the study, but simply those that this compressed timeframe 
 has allowed me to identify. 

 Noise Pollution 
 The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased.  The importance of this 
 is underscored by the existing scientific literature showing the association between 
 traffic and related noise on physical and mental health.  The study evaluated only a 
 single barrier south of the community.  It appears the study was biased toward providing 
 more data around MainGait, a facility with transient guests, then Tucker Hill, a 
 community of over 380 homes with plans for over 600.  Additionally, it appears that 
 there has been no regard taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous veteran residents, elderly 
 residents or our residents with disabilities – collectively, who likely outnumber 



 MainGait’s transient guests.   In fact, Tucker Hill was classified, by TxDOT, as a 
 standard residential area with an acceptable NAC level of 67 and precluded from 
 participating in any future noise studies.  This is both incorrect and unacceptable. 
 Tucker Hill is a “front porch” community and every home is designed with a front porch 
 that encourages outdoor activities and interactions between neighbors.  Tucker Hill 
 should be reclassified as Category A to preserve the essence of the neighborhood and 
 the neighborhood should be included in any future noise abatement studies. 

 The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise on 
 the community.  Yet, TxDOT, while proposing to surround the neighborhood on both the 
 south and east side with a highway, believes the noise impact to be acceptable.  TxDOT 
 has not met their burden in any way, and moving forward with flawed data will cause 
 irreparable harm to the residents of Tucker Hill, especially the young, elderly and 
 disabled who do not regularly leave the neighborhood.   A new noise study must be 
 conducted with more receptors and sound barriers across both the south and east side 
 of the neighborhood must be included in any Segment A option.  Finally, it appears 
 untenable that TxDOT could make any conclusion about the noise impact on Tucker Hill 
 without fully understanding the impact of their proposed Segment A shift on the east 
 side of the neighborhood. 

 Community Impacts 
 TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park and the Tucker Hill Community 
 Center in their community impact study as the only community spaces without 
 identifying the population they serve.  First, Tucker Hill houses a community center, two 
 town squares, two community parks, a community pool, a dog park, two fire pits, an 
 amphitheater and a rooftop event space in the Harvard Park commercial area.  The 
 community spaces can be found filled with residents on almost any sunny day.  Tucker 
 Hill hosts many little league practices from Prosper and McKinney in our neighborhood 
 parks and is a Christmas Holiday destination for people all across the region to visit our 
 lighted homes.  Furthermore, the community has a long history of events supporting 
 organizations like Ethan for Autism, 29 Acres and the Down Syndrome Guild of Dallas. 
 TxDOT has not demonstrated that they have completed any research into the impacted 
 population (including children of all ages, elderly, seniors 55+, veterans and residents 
 with disabilities) of these facilities.  Once again, this is an egregious omission and 
 appears to show substantial bias for MainGait and other facilities that serve guests as 
 opposed to residents. 

 Aesthetic Impacts 
 TxDOT has not completed the required aesthetic impact analysis for the whole project. 



 Traffic Analysis 
 TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed.  TxDOT’s original traffic projection 
 methodology was deemed to be incomplete and inconsistent by the Texas A&M 
 Transportation Institute (TTI) in September of 2020.  In March 2021, TTI noted that they 
 still had not been provided traffic data for the “No Build vs Build scenarios”.   At that time 
 , TTI deemed that the growth rates used in the revised study were acceptable for 
 “short-term growth (from 2020 to the pivot year of 2040)”.  Unfortunately, TxDOT has not 
 addressed how their growth rate calculation using a linear regression could be 
 acceptable if the baseline year for traffic growth is 2020.  In every commercial or 
 municipal environment, 2020 is seen as a data anomaly because of the impact of the 
 pandemic and an unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes of any kind. 
 TxDOT’s traffic analysis continues to be flawed and incomplete. 

 Two 90 degree curves 
 More  than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated  with a horizontal curve,  and the 
 average crash rate for horizontal curves is about three times that of other types of 
 highway segments 
 (  https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/  ).  In 2022 the 
 United States Department of Transportation released their National Roadway Safety 
 Strategy, which endorsed zero fatalities as the national goal and promotes building 
 safety into the design of roads.  TxDOT did not compare the safety risks including injury 
 and fatality based on the highway designs of alternatives A and B.  Segment A (the 
 current preferred alignment) has  two 90 degree curves  .  It also does not appear that 
 TxDOT considered this safety risk in their decision. 

 As such, TxDOT must include an analysis that compares alternatives A and B on the 
 probability of accidents, injury, and fatalities.  In addition, TxDOT must justify why they 
 would choose a more dangerous alignment and one that goes against the US 
 Department of Transportation’s strategy. 

 Community Cohesion 
 TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to Tucker 
 Hill with Segment A and that there appears to be existing cohesion between Whitley 
 Place, Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper and Walnut Grove due to school districting 
 once again is incorrect and appears to show a bias or, simply, a failure to conduct 
 proper research. 

 Segment A will effectively sever Tucker Hill on both the south and eastern sides of the 
 neighborhood from McKinney.  This is atypical and will leave Tucker Hill, established 
 within the city limits of McKinney in 2008, as the only established subdivision completely 

https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/


 blocked off from McKinney on two sides of the neighborhood.  In fact, the highway will 
 sever Tucker Hill from the districted school, Reeves Elementary in Auburn Hills. It will 
 also impact and, possibly, imperil the plans to connect Tucker Hill to both the school and 
 the hike and bike trail system already in the city’s plans. The City of McKinney has 
 noted in their planning documents and as Mayor Fuller reiterated in his email to Ceason 
 Clemons and TxDOT staff dated February 26  th  , 2023, Tucker Hill is a significant asset to 
 the city. 

 What may be most troubling, though, is TxDOT’s conclusion that somehow there is no 
 cohesion impact when cutting Tucker Hill off from Reeves Elementary, but there 
 appears to be an impact to the Prosper neighborhoods due to school zoning.  However, 
 the Walnut Grove neighborhood is not districted for Prosper ISD.  The Mansions of 
 Prosper neighborhood and the Luxe Prosper neighborhood are districted for different 
 elementary and high schools than the Whitley Place neighborhood.  In fact, Mansions of 
 Prosper and Luxe Prosper share school zoning with Tucker Hill.   The correct 
 conclusion here should have been that given the shared school zoning between these 
 neighborhoods (Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper, Tucker Hill and Auburn Hills) and 
 the fact that Tucker Hill would become the only established subdivision to be severed 
 from McKinney by the highway on two sides, with respect to community cohesion, 
 Segment B is clearly the better alternative. 

 Construction and Noise Pollution 
 TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to construction and noise 
 pollution.  According to the TxDOT handbook this is incorrect and TxDOT must also 
 include: 

 “Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This section of the EA must 
 identify and explain any impacts associated with construction activities. This 
 includes light pollution; impacts associated with physical construction activity, 
 temporary lane, road or bridge closures (including detours); and other traffic 
 disruptions. Include the expected duration of any construction impacts, and 
 explain any BMPs or other strategies that will be used to mitigate such 
 impacts.” 

 TxDOT must outline and detail all potential impacts during construction for both 
 proposed Segments A and B and appropriately evaluate those impacts as part of the 
 study.  Importantly, TxDOT should provide all impacts and mitigation strategies related 
 to construction prior to proceeding.  Critically, with respect to Tucker Hill and the 
 surrounding neighborhoods, what are the plans for egress to the neighborhood during 



 construction and how will those plans impact the response time of emergency vehicles 
 to points within the neighborhood? 

 Shift Closer to Tucker Hill 
 TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the 
 already flawed analysis that produced a preference for Segment A creates an unfair 
 burden on the residents of Tucker Hill.  Once again, TxDOT appears to be showing a 
 callous bias toward ‘future development’ rather than a commitment to current residents. 
 It is impossible to fully understand the additional noise pollution, air pollution and other 
 effects without additional study.  It’s important to note that even with this new shifted 
 Segment A, the cost to construct Segment B would be $100M less than Segment A. 
 TxDOT’s actions are placing the residents of Tucker Hill in an untenable position and 
 are knowingly causing irreparable harm to the community in favor of future 
 development.  I strongly object to the proposed shift of the A alignment. 

 Air Pollution 
 Air pollution is a documented public health emergency, and can affect every organ in the 
 body, including cognition. Children and the elderly are disproportionately vulnerable to 
 air pollution, specifically PM2.5, and more so if they live in close proximity to a highway. 
 Air pollution can cause a multitude of diseases in adults, including heart disease, and 
 can breach the placental barrier during pregnancy, causing miscarriages and birth 
 defects. These impacts are well documented and have been noted in academic studies 
 for over a decade. TxDOT should not proceed with this project until they have 
 conducted a full study of existing and future air pollution on this highway, both at the 
 regional scale and immediately adjacent to the highway.  TxDOT must be compliant with 
 EPA’s health-based National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

 The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill neighborhood on the South 
 and East sides.  Winds in McKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-East 
 meaning that for more days than not air pollution will be blown and settled on the 
 residents of Tucker Hill. 

 It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT utilized an airspeed 
 of 1 MPH.  The average wind speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the prevailing 
 winds are from the south and south-east.  It appears that additional study must be 
 completed to correctly understand what the adverse effects of air pollution would be on 
 the Tucker Hill population.  Additionally, if Segment A is selected, monitoring devices 
 must be installed to monitor air quality before, during and after construction. 



 The DEIS fails to address air pollution from traffic beyond tailpipe emissions. A growing 
 body of academic research cites brake wear and tire friction as primary pollutants from 
 traffic. The DEIS has not addressed either of these sources of pollutants, nor does it 
 address benzene or Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs). We request that TxDOT 
 complete detailed analyses of each of these pollutants, and compare pollutant levels on 
 380  (for each pollutant) to expected levels during and after construction Segment A. 
 The DEIS notes in several places that expected proliferation of electric vehicles (EVs) 
 should improve air pollution in this corridor. This is not only abdicating responsibility for 
 mitigating air pollution, but a misrepresentation of electric vehicles and their 
 environmental benefits. While EVs do reduce tailpipe emissions from internal 
 combustion engines (ICEs), they do nothing to reduce pollution from non-tailpipe 
 sources including brake dust and tire friction. Pollution from tire friction may worsen in 
 EVs due to increases in vehicle weight from electric batteries. Further, Texas’ electric 
 grid is far from clean, and EVs that source their energy from unclean sources are, 
 therefore, unclean themselves. 

 The Mobile Source Air Toxins analysis in the DEIS is lacking and includes only a 
 qualitative analysis. The DEIS claims that MSAT will decrease with time because of 
 improved federal standards. We argue that this is an outsourcing of responsibility to 
 mitigate air pollution in the 380 corridor, and request that TxDOT complete a 
 quantitative MSAT analysis and a health impact assessment for all criteria pollutants. 

 Quality of Comments Collected 
 As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in 
 soliciting comments.  In addition to submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill 
 residents, comments were solicited via Facebook with no links to the underlying studies 
 or segment alternatives.  TxDOT must vet all of the comments collected during the 
 scoping project fully and determine that they were legitimately provided by residents.  If 
 the comments were not legitimate, they should be stricken from the project record. 

 NEPA 
 Paraphrasing from The Council on Environmental Quality (2021), TxDOT is obligated to 
 evaluate feasible alternatives in enough detail so that a reader can compare and 
 contrast the environmental effects of the various alternatives. Of note, NEPA reasonable 
 alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from the technical and economic 
 standpoint, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of TxDOT. 



 “NEPA is About People and Places” 

 "Impacts include ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health 
 impacts, whether adverse or beneficial. It is important to note that human beings are 
 part of the environment (indeed, that is why Congress used the phrase “human 
 environment” in NEPA), so when an EIS is prepared and economic or social and natural 
 or physical environmental effects are interrelated, the EIS should discuss all of these 
 effects." 

 It is clear that TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst, 
 unsavory.  I ask that TxDOT respond to each of the issues discussed.  As it stands, if 
 TxDOT proceeds with their preferred Segment A they will be irreparably harming the 
 residents of Tucker Hill, unfairly seizing the residents’ ability to enjoy their 
 neighborhood, severing them from their broader community and, potentially, justifying it 
 with a fatally flawed Environmental Impact Study. 

 Regards, 

 Bob 

 Robert K. Clough 
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From: Robert Donley  

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 9:49 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPad 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Friday, February 17, 2023 8:31 AM
To: Robert Gredig 
Subject: RE: Keep it Moving Dallas 380 Bypass Comment
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 

From: Robert Gredig  
Sent: Thursday, February 16, 2023 6:58 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: Keep it Moving Dallas 380 Bypass Comment
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

I am writing to give my support for the "Brown" 380 bypass alignment that includes
sections B, C, & E. As a home Physical Therapist, I drive 380 every day, and I am
routinely on 380 between Princeton and Little Elm (423). Due to our ever growing
population, and the resulting increase in traffic, I think that the wider we can make the
bypass the more that traffic will be diverted from 380. I also believe that there is a
significant problem area at the intersection of North Stonebridge Drive and 380 where
a large number of very serious motor vehicle accidents have occurred. If section A is
approved, then this area will end up having an increase in traffic. I implore you to
seriously consider the future of our area and how making the bypass as wide as
possible from East to West will benefit the congestion on 380 in the future. Thank you
for considering my opinion.
 
Robert Allen Gredig
6509 Valley View Drive
McKinney, TX 75071
214.843.4622
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From: Bob Hansen 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 5:49 PM 

To: Stephen Endres; Bob Hansen 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX, I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  

 

Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax 

burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall 

disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely    

 

Robert Hansen 

 

 

                                     
                                                                                           

  



From: John Solomon 

Sent: Friday, March 10, 2023 5:09 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Yes for segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

NO to Segment A 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly 

OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass 

from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT 

has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce 

the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer 

businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 

36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens 

throughout McKinney.  

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred 

option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  

 

Sincerely,  
Robert Solomon 

2505 Wales Drive  

McKinney,  TX.   75072 



From: Robert Tozier 

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 4:39 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Good evening, 

 

I hope this finds you well! As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 

construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand 

TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney 

residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 

Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Robert 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Winston Allen 

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 3:43 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 By-Pass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

NO to Segment A 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

 

Sincerely, 

Robert Winston Allen 

1904 Van Landingham Dr 

McKinney, TX 75071 

 

Robert Winston Allen, DDS 

 

Confidentiality Notice: This email transmission may contain confidential health information or other 

information that is privileged and/or confidential and which may be subject to legal restrictions and 

penalties regarding its unauthorized disclosure or other use. If you are not the intended recipient, you are 

hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution, or reliance upon the contents of this e-mail is 

strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail transmission in error, please reply to the sender, so 

that arrangements can be made for proper delivery, and then please permanently delete the e-mail (and 

all attachments) from your e-mail and computer systems. 



From: Roberto Farias 

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 3:45 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Roberto Farias. 



 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 10:01 AM 

To: Robertt Gilani 

Subject: RE: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Robertt Gilani  

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 12:07 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

I would like to provide feedback regarding Segment A: 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, Texas, I strongly oppose the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827. 

 

Regards, 

Robertt Gilani 

 

Sent from my iPad 

 

[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) 

message]<https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsa

fety%2Ftraffic-safety-

campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C96c747916eaa45

147abf08db19a5f751%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131972822485658



 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 10:00 AM 

To: Robertt Gilani  

Subject: RE: NO to Segment A, Yes to Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Robertt Gilani 

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 12:08 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: NO to Segment A, Yes to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, Texas, I strongly oppose the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827. 

 

 

[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) 

message]<https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsa

fety%2Ftraffic-safety-

campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C09b118b95ab74

58b53ea08db19a60929%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C63813197312177023

7%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6

Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=cwooh3Pl7b69Lmqyikim9LOqa11CwsxVNXDl8uO%2BlIM%3D&re

served=0> 



From: Robin Lucero 

Sent: Saturday, March 25, 2023 7:13 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US 380 - Coit Road to FM 1827, Collin County, Texas 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Endres, 

 

As a resident of Whitley Place, I continue to strongly oppose bypass alternative B, if we can not “keep 

380 on 380”, for which the city of McKinney should have taken all measures to ensure, as did Prosper. 

 

Specific to the environmental impact assessments undertaken: 

 I believe it’s imperative that the Segment B alternative recognize the ADAA and minority 

community of people with disabilities benefiting from therapeutic/other essential services and 

designate ManeGait as an essential service provider for the community of people with 

disabilities, which is comparatively more essential than service suppliers supporting other 

minority groups. ManeGait is a PATH Premier Accredited Center providing essential services to 

people with disabilities including: Autism Spectrum Disorder, Cerebral Palsy, Intellectual 

Disability, Developmental Delay, Down Syndrome, ADD/ADHD, Sensory Processing Disorder, 

Traumatic Brain Injury, Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder, among many other disabilities defined 

in the ADAA. 

 Additionally, selection of Segment B alternative would have a devastating impact on the Town 

of Prosper’s Parks, Recreation and Open Space Master Plan and Hike and the Bike Trail Master 

Plan. Segment B would render Rutherford Park and the Prosper Independent School District’s 

planned Nature Center, along with Ladera and Wandering Creek Parks and and the trail system 

within the Rutherford Creek Greenbelt useless or unusable. 

 

I appreciate your serious consideration of this position, Robin Lucero 

 

 

Sent from Mail for Windows 

 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fgo.microsoft.com%2Ffwlink%2F%3FLinkId%3D550986&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C134a59e33624409d8d6d08db2d8ee685%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638153864010667086%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=YOfIBfkbI7ifXfcWNTCdVcWnlXpXR9JgwXDoN07mGag%3D&reserved=0


From: Robin Nooner  

Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2023 2:55 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Route C.  

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

To whom it may concern, 

I writing to let you know my Aunt’s horses and her beautiful home is in the middle of the Route C plan. 

We love visiting her and her horses. Please reconsider this route. We do not want her horse farm to be 

taken away from her. 

 

Also, my aunt bought this property to retire on. They’ve spent every dime they gave to live on FM 2933. 

And I’d hate to see this Highway go through their dreams. 

 

Please use another route instead of Route C. 

 

Thanks, 

Robin. 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Braun 

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 10:50 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A 

for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an 

existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, 

destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge 

Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney.  

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from 

Coit Road to FM 1827.  

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

Robyn Braun 

1508 Litchfield Dr  

McKinney Tx 75071 

 



From: Rod 

Sent: Wednesday, March 29, 2023 8:45 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

please go with option B. It is the truly only option that makes complete 
sense.  To bring additional traffic to hwy 380 at this congested point is 
ludicrous..please look at this in our way when deciding. 



From: ROD CALK  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 4:47 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 



From: Rodney Gestes  

Sent: Sunday, March 12, 2023 11:19 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Thanks, 

Rodney Gestes 



From: Rodney Lackey 

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 12:39 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Greetings,  
 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of 
Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I 
understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax 
burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less 
overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens 
throughout McKinney. 
I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 
Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
 
Respectfully,  
Rodney Lackey 



From: Ronald Berteotti 

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 1:57 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US 380 Bypass Project (Coit Road to FM1827) 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Endres, 

 

As homeowners and citizens of McKinney, TX, we strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment 

A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, we understand TxDOT has 

an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, 

destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge 

Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney.  We live in the Wren Creek 

neighborhood of Stonebridge Ranch which partly borders on US 380.  The increased noise and 

pollution from the proposed Segment A will not only adversely affect our quality of life but will 

also surely adversely affect the value of our property. 

 

We strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass 

from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Ron and Judy Berteotti 

1901 La Cima Drive 

McKinney, TX  75071 



From: tel: 4694502303 
Sent: Wednesday, February 22, 2023 5:25 PM
To: TdotE8339330443 
Subject: Fwd: Voice message from 4694502303 to 7372730579
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

The attached message was recently left in your voicemail account for 7372730579. We are
sending you this email because you have asked for your messages to be forwarded to this
address.

The original message is still in your account.

mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
mailto:sbagwellrudy@burnsmcd.com
mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7Cda9c20c932824190a65908db168fce8e%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638128579121640374%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=61A4q0BVxMMQeQyq%2FY316IJPgaU5wCp4Dez4AHVR1iM%3D&reserved=0
mailto:Andrea.Sikes@txdot.gov
mailto:Melissa.Meyer@txdot.gov
mailto:non-mail-user@vm2email.coeoconnects.com
mailto:7372730579@vm2email.coeoconnects.com


Good afternoon my name is Ron long(?) ... be(?) as in boy ELL. You missing(?) mother case
in kangaroo a as in apple. I reside at 3316 Lewis in Plano 75023 is my zip phone number is
469-450-2303. I'm calling to express my opinion regarding the proposed action to be taken by
Texas dot two. I am interested only in seeing the highway 380 project pursue options DS and
dog. Anything else would be disruptive if violate the ecology it would in payroll data
environment. Thank you very much.



From: tel: 4694502303  
Sent: Wednesday, February 22, 2023 5:25 PM
To: TdotE8339330443 
Subject: Fwd: Voice message from 4694502303 to 7372730579
 

The attached message was recently left in your voicemail account for 7372730579. We are
sending you this email because you have asked for your messages to be forwarded to this
address.

The original message is still in your account.

Good afternoon my name is Ron long(?) ... be(?) as in boy ELL. You missing(?) mother case
in kangaroo a as in apple. I reside at 3316 Lewis in Plano 75023 is my zip phone number is
469-450-2303. I'm calling to express my opinion regarding the proposed action to be taken by
Texas dot two. I am interested only in seeing the highway 380 project pursue options DS and
dog. Anything else would be disruptive if violate the ecology it would in payroll data
environment. Thank you very much.

mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
mailto:sbagwellrudy@burnsmcd.com
mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7Cc2a3103344354642157408db153057d7%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638127069595787858%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=vR8q3XJE1rhBiPC%2BjUgiGFTZTU9b%2BsacMVpvhGiA7gE%3D&reserved=0




From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Friday, February 17, 2023 8:29 AM
To: Ronald DeJong 
Subject: RE: TXDOT Notice of Public Hearing US380 - Coit Rd to FM 1827 Collin County
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 

From: Ronald DeJong 
Sent: Thursday, February 16, 2023 10:31 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Cc: 
Subject: TXDOT Notice of Public Hearing US380 - Coit Rd to FM 1827 Collin County
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Mr. Endres,
 
As a 20 year resident of Stonebridge Ranch in McKinney, TX I have seen the population of the city
expand more than 3X during this time.  This massive highway project should have been reasonably
anticipated and completed at least 5 years ago considering easement and cost overrun implications
to the taxpayers of Collin County and the State of Texas. 
 
The project Segment "A" for all practical purposes has been finalized with the near completion of the
bridge construction as it adjoins Hwy 380 and Ridge Road as observed while driving on this roadway. 
Therefore the notice in the mail from the State of Texas appears to be a moot point.
 
The preference for the tortuous route "A" proposed will come with significant traffic and easement
implications for Stonebridge Ranch homeowners at Hwy 380 despite the persuasive literature
provided.  

mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
mailto:sbagwellrudy@burnsmcd.com
mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7C8e8c1c248ac44c26819d08db10f83d05%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638122430591497144%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=l1%2FrRhMufBy5sITuBSbm0n1YX6GEhcvODW8NCvL2J8I%3D&reserved=0
mailto:drdejong11@gmail.com
mailto:Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov
mailto:angela.paxton@senate.texas.gov


 
Segment "B" would have made more sense with consideration for traffic flow optimization adjoining
west of Custer Rd & Hwy 380.
 
This process has been a huge disappointment and I do NOT support Segment "A" for the proposed
highway improvement US380 Coit Road to FM 1827.
 
Cordially,
 
 
Ronald DeJong
1504 Canyon Wren Drive
McKinney, TX 75071
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsafety%2Ftraffic-safety-campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7C8e8c1c248ac44c26819d08db10f83d05%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638122430591497144%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=iZCLNJ3NBlkD4LA1SONXHOAGpCvNuFpk9CFKg9OhMXs%3D&reserved=0


From: Ronald Lucero 

Sent: Thursday, March 30, 2023 2:10 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Opposition to bypass alternative B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Endres, 

 

As a resident of Whitley Place, I continue to strongly oppose bypass alternative B, if we can not “keep 

380 on 380”, for which the city of McKinney should have taken all measures to ensure, as did Prosper. 

 

Specific to the environmental impact assessments undertaken: 

 I believe it’s imperative that the Segment B alternative recognize the ADAA and minority 

community of people with disabilities benefiting from therapeutic/other essential services and 

designate ManeGait as an essential service provider for the community of people with 

disabilities, which is comparatively more essential than service suppliers supporting other 

minority groups. ManeGait is a PATH Premier Accredited Center providing essential services to 

people with disabilities including: Autism Spectrum Disorder, Cerebral Palsy, Intellectual 

Disability, Developmental Delay, Down Syndrome, ADD/ADHD, Sensory Processing Disorder, 

Traumatic Brain Injury, Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder, among many other disabilities defined 

in the ADAA. 

 Additionally, selection of Segment B alternative would have a devastating impact on the Town 

of Prosper’s Parks, Recreation and Open Space Master Plan and Hike and the Bike Trail Master 

Plan. Segment B would render Rutherford Park and the Prosper Independent School District’s 

planned Nature Center, along with Ladera and Wandering Creek Parks and and the trail system 

within the Rutherford Creek Greenbelt useless or unusable. 

 

I appreciate your serious consideration of this position, Ronald Lucero 

 

 

Sent from Mail for Windows 

 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fgo.microsoft.com%2Ffwlink%2F%3FLinkId%3D550986&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C59b9183e650d440433fb08db315260ff%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638158002128113590%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=5HgtZaEE8damC78X9f1%2FAMt026seRJFOn5E5matLo1o%3D&reserved=0


From: Ronnie Holcomb 

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 12:37 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Wall 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

We currently live in Stonebridge ranch and are 3 house in from 380. Our house backs up to a green 

space witch is not blocked by a sound barrier. Will a sound barrier be built to block road noise in this 

area? 

 

Thanks 

Ronnie Holcomb 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Roseann Patterson 

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 7:23 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO Segment A to 380 bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Sent from my iPhone 





From: Russ Buettner 

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 12:42 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Russ Buettner 

1107 Waterfall Drive, McKinney, TX 

713-408-2554 



From: Russell Lewis 

Sent: Saturday, April 1, 2023 6:29 PM 

To: Stephen Endres; Ceason Clemens 

Subject: 380 Bypass Time Extension of April 5 Deadline 

Attachments: 380Bypass_TimeExtension.pdf 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hello Stephen and Ceason, 

 

I am writing to request an additional extension of time to submit comments for the EIS as our 

lives, our homes, our health, and our safety will be potentially impacted daily by the actions of 

TxDOT. Our neighborhood leaders were waiting for a meeting with TxDOT engineers and 

experts to clarify some of our outstanding questions to help with our comments and after a 

month of waiting were told by TxDOT the meeting would no longer be an option. This has left 

us trying to sort out our study-related questions and hundreds of pages of analysis on our own 

over the past ten days. We have an outstanding list of questions regarding the noise and air 

pollution studies, mitigation, community impacts, traffic data, and the overall process. The city 

of McKinney has agreed to meet with our neighborhood leaders to help with our mitigation 

concerns, but that critical meeting, in order for us to submit proper comments, is pending a 

date that will likely not occur until after April 5.  

 

 

Our comments over the past 7 years have largely been shaped by what we learn from the 

TxDOT engineers and experts. According to the NEPA process, we know that once the 

comments have been collected, those comments are what help to shape the next steps of the 

FEIS and ROD. While a meeting with TxDOT would still be our preference, if we are left to 

continue to sort this out independently, we need more time. We were only given notice that 

our questions would not be answered on March 20, 2023. As the regulation allows for a longer 

comment period if deemed necessary to ensure the public and other stakeholders have 

sufficient time to review and provide meaningful input on complex or contentious projects, I 

hope we as homeowners and taxpayers can be afforded this patience and grace as we aim to 

learn more, respond thoughtfully, and protect our families and communities. 

 

 

Thank you, 

 

 

Russell Lewis 

7116 Ripley Street 

McKinney, TX 75071 

(214) 563-7002 mb 





From: Sharon Rickaby 

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 3:47 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: No to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Good afternoon,   

 

   As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Ryan & Sharon Rickaby and our 3 teenage daughters. 



-----Original Message----- 

From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 9:21 AM 

To: Ryan Duffy  

Subject: RE: 380 Bypass Route A vs B commentary 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Ryan Duffy  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 9:19 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 Bypass Route A vs B commentary 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Hello Stephen, 

 

I’m writing you as a resident of Tucker Hill at 7313 Stanhope Street. 

 

First, my comments previously sent through the keep it moving platform are not being included in the 

public records requests nor appendixes on the TXDOT website. I was very harsh in regards to our city 

council, TXDOT, a congressman, and Bill Darling in those comments so while I want to consider their 

exclusion a coincidence I am not so confident it was a mistake. I have all IP addresses that would be 

associated with my wife's and my comments previously sent. I decided to email you directly in hopes my 

comments make the public forums going forward. 

 

Per public campaign finance records, I believe there to be potential corruption between McKinney city 

council, TXDOT, our district's US Congressman, McKinney's Mayor Fuller & Prosper Developer Bill 

Darling. My research has been sent to countless local media outlets and they are assessing how and if to 

pursue further. 

 



Although Route A was $200 million more expensive and more invasive on the environment as well as 

displacing more businesses it was chosen instead of Route B as the preferred route. I believe this to be 

entirely because of the money and power Bill Darling wields and TXDOT is hiding behind the amount of 

survey comments received as justification. Bill Darling and Prosper used a ludicrous narrative to how 

route B would impact the Main Gate Horse Therapy charity if it was selected. The Dallas morning news 

front page propaganda article never told both sides of the route A vs B impact. That facility could have 

been moved and land was offered to accommodate this move. This facility not coincidently resides right 

on Bill Darling’s large personal estate. Somehow a man worth over $20 million dollars was painted as 

the victim even though his personal estate in Prosper is bigger than the entire community land of Tucker 

Hill combined. Most of this is known, but part of my legal pursuit going forward will be in regards to Bill 

Darling’s financial ties with McKinney Mayor Fuller and a majority of the city council members in 

McKinney as well as TXDOT and our state representatives which I believe led directly to how little those 

same individuals fought to keep Route A from being picked and will most certainly influence them when 

it comes time to how they vote on burdening the city of McKinney tax payers with the projected $120 

million (city’s share) to execute this by TXDOT. They also want the 380 expansion at any cost in order to 

not hinder access to their new commercial airport project. Bill Darling lead a political PAC called The 

McKinney Team, after looking into campaign finance reports it is public record to say this PAC has 

contributed $11k to the campaigns of McKinney Mayor George Fuller over the last 5 years, $2k to 

Council Member Gere Feltus in 2021, $10,859 to Council Member Charlie Philips since 2017, $4,780 to 

Council Member Patrick Cloutier and $4,600 to Council Member Justin Beller. That not coincidently is a 

majority (5) of the 7 current McKinney council members. These campaign facts should have disqualified 

them from representing the city of McKinney in efforts to prevent Route A from being chosen. Whether 

Bill Darling’s influence over them or not is real the possibility of improprieties especially the looming 

vote to impact the city and tax payers in excess of $120 M leaves constituents to have their doubts. I 

and other residents are going to formally ask them on record at a council session in the coming weeks to 

remove themselves from that future vote if they have received campaign financing from Bill Darling’s 

PAC or return the funds he contributed to them before voting as a sign of good faith. Other than verbally 

saying they prefer Route B they weren’t even willing to pass a resolution on record supporting route B at 

the request of residents a few weeks back at the city council session. They have done virtually nothing 

and it’s because ultimately they want this Bypass to be completed in total at all costs to enhance the 

infrastructure of 380 East to West that leads directly to the potential  “commercial” airport which is on 

the ballot in May in McKinney. Bill Darling is everything that is wrong with our society today at a political 

and wealth hoarding perspective and I believe him to have 5 council members, TXDOT state 

representatives in his back pocket. One rich man’s estate took precedent over 400 homes and 1,600 

people in Tucker Hill (could be 800 homes by the time TXDOT begins) even though the further East most 

Bypass Route was chosen on one side of the 380 expansion yet not on the west side of the 380 

expansion. You are now telling Tucker Hill residents you are going to move the bypass even closer to our 

existing tax paying residence in order to mitigate how much you have to pay to settle with Mr. Billingsley 

and his apartment complex that doesn’t even exist today. 

 

McKinney City council isn't willing to litigate route A in fears of losing the overall 380 expansion, I don’t 

share those same views and will spend as much of my time/money/resources to rally and execute 

litigation against all parties I have listed above. 

 

Good day to you. 

 

Ryan Duffy 

 



From: Ryan Thompson 

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 9:07 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousand of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

Ryan Thompson  

 

 

--  

Ryan Thompson 







From: Sally Kesling  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 5:11 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 



From: Samuel De Leon Caballero 

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 3:25 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US380 bypass - Opinion opposing segment A and suppor.ng segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres,  
 
With high respect, I ask that you consider my comments below, regarding the 380 
bypass.  As a homeowner and citizen of the City of Mckinney, Texas, I strongly oppose 
the construction of Segment A (in Blue and Purple alternatives) and strongly support the 
construction of Segment B (in the Brown and Golden Alternatives), as proposed by 
TxDOT for the US380 bypass from Coit Road to FM1827.  
 
The main reasons for opposing segment A are: 

• About $100 usd million more cost for taxpayers, at least 
• 57% more impact to natural wetlands and wildlife 
• Negatively impacts Tucker Hill, Ridgecrest and Stonebridge Ranch 

neighborhoods 
 
The main reasons for supporting segment B are: 

• Requires 73% fewer displacements of business and residential properties 
• Avoids costly reconstruction of the intersection at US380 and Custer Road 
• It is 14% shorter, saving time and money 

 
Additionally, as a user of the 380, between Little Elm and 75, I believe that the best 
option to avoid traffic problems east to Coit, specially between Custer Road and 75, is 
to start the deviation in the west, as is indicated using option B.   
 
I implore you to seriously consider the future of our area and how making the bypass 
starting west as possible will benefit the congestion of 380 in the future.  
 
Thanks for your time and your consideration, 
 
Regards. 
 
Samuel De Leon Caballero 
6421 Falcon Ridge Ln, 
McKinney, Texas, 75071 
 

 

 



From: samuel de leon JOB 

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 3:21 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US380 bypass - Opinion opposing segment A and supporting segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres,   

 

With high respect, I ask that you consider my comments below, regarding the 380 bypass.  As a 

homeowner and citizen of the City of Mckinney, Texas, I strongly oppose the construction of Segment A 

(in Blue and Purple alternatives) and strongly support the construction of Segment B (in the Brown and 

Golden Alternatives), as proposed by TxDOT f0r the US380 bypass from Coit Road to FM1827.  

 

The main reasons for opposing segment A are: 

• About $100 usd million more cost for taxpayers, at least 

• 57% more impact to natural wetlands and wildlife 

• Negatively impacts Tucker Hill, Ridgecrest and Stonebridge Ranch neighborhoods 

 

The main reasons for supporting segment B are: 

• Requires 73% fewer displacements of business and residential properties 

• Avoids costly reconstruction of the intersection at US380 and Custer Road 

• It is 14% shorter, saving time and money 

 

Additionally, as a user of the 380, between Little Elm and 75, I believe that the best option to avoid 

traffic problems east to Coit, specially between Custer Road and 75, is to start the deviation in the west, 

as is indicated using option B.   

 

I implore you to seriously consider the future of our area and how making the bypass starting west as 

possible will benefit the congestion of 380 in the future.  

 

Thanks for your time and your consideration, 

 

Regards. 

 

Samuel De Leon Caballero 

6421 Falcon Ridge Ln, 

McKinney, Texas, 75071 



-----Original Message----- 

From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:36 PM 

To: sandra peak  

Subject: RE: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: sandra peak  

Sent: Friday, February 24, 2023 8:54 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Comment: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly 

OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by 

TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sandra C. Peak MD 

 

[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) 

message]<https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsa

fety%2Ftraffic-safety-

campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C0623b5e268894

393c17a08db19e17db0%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C63813222847919091

8%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6

Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=fZm2UZ62vqAWrt%2BTcK0e205CQITAkI8iRdmtRei6iGc%3D&res

erved=0> 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Monday, March 6, 2023 11:18 AM 

To: Susie Cooper 

Subject: RE: Bypass McKinney, TX 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Susie Cooper  

Sent: Saturday, March 4, 2023 10:13 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Bypass McKinney, TX 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Endres, 

 

I am writing concerning the Route C bypass being implemented 

by the TXDOT.  I have looked at both options C and D and 

would like you to reconsider choosing Route C.  Route D 

appears to be a better option and not affecting as many 

landowners, woodlands and other natural elements in the area. 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C8b4b8c54ade7407afc4008db1e6a3c82%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638137213842772984%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=3Wx57sjNiMz76%2BjzwLBiqIQJZ04Y%2BpopYwY5nhXcdwM%3D&reserved=0


 

Even though I am not an engineer, I am an outdoor enthusiast 

and enjoy the forest and woodlands of your beautiful state.  On 

the route you have chosen, I have enjoyed many peaceful, 

restful moments and beautiful sunrises and sunsets.   

 

I am writing to you in support of the option of Route D. 

 

Best regards, 

 

Sandra Cooper 

397 Bears Road 

Deridder, La.  70634 
 

--  

Susie 

  

 

 



From: Susie Cooper  

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 2:58 PM 

To: Stephen 

Endres 

Subject: US 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

 

 

 

From: Sandra Cooper 

Subject: Bypass 

Date: Mar 13, 2023 at 2:23 PM 

To: Sandra Cooper  

 

I OPPOSE SEGMENT C (Catastrophe) 

 
o Severely damages one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin County 
o Destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodlands and 141% more acres of grassland 

and prairie. 
o Disturbs the wetland that serve as refuge for wildlife, including beavers, river otters, 

turtles, migratory and non-migratory water and forest birds, frogs, etc. 
o Eliminates a large area of suitable habitat for endangered/ threatened species. 
o Affects and displaces 383% more homes (29 vs. 

6, 300% more businesses (16 vs. 4), and more community resources. 
o Strongly opposed by Texas Parks and 

     I OPPOSE SEGMENT C !!! 

 

Sandra Cooper 

 

 



From: Sandy Huffine 

Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2023 8:33 AM 

To:  Stephen 

Endres 

Subject: ON THE ISSUE OF 380 BYPASS ROUTE C & D;  PLEASE OPPOSE ROUTE C 

100%!!! 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Good Morning Senator Paxton, Representative Leach and Mr Endres- 

 

I am sending this on behalf of a dear friend of mine who has a home near Route C. Please see 

below on the issue of 380 Bypass and consider the options that will affect the least amount of 

people and our great state of Tx and its resources! 

 

 

Here is why: 

  

1. Severely damages one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin County 

2. Destroy 71% more acres of forests and woodlands 

3. Destroys 141% more acres of grassland and prairie  

4. Disturbs the wetland that serve as refuge for wildlife including beavers, river otters, 

turtles, migratory and non-migratory water and forest birds, frogs, etc. 

5. Eliminates a large area of suitable habitat for endangered/threatened species. 

6. Affects and displaces 383% more of homes ( 29 versus 6) 

7. Affects and displaces 300% more businesses ( 6 versus 4) 

8. Affects and displaces more community resources 

9. Strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife 

  

Please OPPOSE 380 BYPASS ROUTE C!                                                                      

  

Clearly, ROUTE C SHOULD NOT BE CONSIDERED. 

 

Thank you for your time and consideration, 

 

All my best, Sandy Huffine 

  





From: Sarah Masek  

Sent: Friday, March 24, 2023 1:03 PM 

To:  Stephen 

Endres 

Subject: 380 Bypass, NE Mckinney 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

 

Senator Paxton, Representative Leach, and Mr. Endres: 

 

I strongly oppose Segment C and support Segment D due to the lower environmental impact and less 

homes, businesses, and community services affected. 

 

Sarah C Masek 

Teacher Mckinney ISD 

 

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Foverview.mail.yahoo.com%2F%3F.src%3DiOS&data=05%7C01%7Cstephen.endres%40txdot.gov%7C0a851c874d6c4f9f392d08db2c92001c%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638152777895421238%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Mpit2YeV2d5U23XlKcME3kyj2xytxGSB1jHD31BC8h4%3D&reserved=0


From: Sarah Ross 

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 9:30 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, February 21, 2023 8:52 AM
To: Sarah Schuler 
Subject: RE: Disagree with Preferred Alternative, Segment A US 380 EIS Project
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 
 

From: Sarah Schuler  
Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 9:28 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: Disagree with Preferred Alternative, Segment A US 380 EIS Project
 
This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Stephen,
 
I recently attended the February 16 meeting. I was disappointed after reading some of the
comments listed in the Segment A Details, therefore making Segment A the Preferred
Alternative vs Segment B. Very little concrete information was shared.
 
I was surprised that planned future residential homes and proposed residences under
construction would have such an impact. I was also surprised that the substantial public
concern for ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship was highlighted over the property owner's
concern and what the actual impact/harm to their horses would be. Was their input and
knowledge considered?
 
Will the 380 bypass actually relieve current traffic congestion by the time construction is
started and completed, or will it be obsolete? I also wonder how the expansion of a new

mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
mailto:sbagwellrudy@burnsmcd.com
mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7C76a88b095a174bf6727008db141f4fd7%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638125896928966771%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=8TVJdBGuVroGJblWsNEcQK0jsCPH2BlLCwyQcCHzPcw%3D&reserved=0
mailto:seschuler@hotmail.com
mailto:Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov


Mckinney airport will be impacted. I assume the bypass does not interfere with the proposed
airport expansion.
 
I live in La Cima Haven at 380 and Stonebridge. I would hope that an 8 lane freeway with 2
access roads would go further north of growing McKinney. I'm also not sure why there is a
need for bike/pedestrian lanes along a major freeway. It seems like a safety hazard.
 
Sarah Schuler
8116 Castine Dr,
McKinney, TX
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsafety%2Ftraffic-safety-campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7C76a88b095a174bf6727008db141f4fd7%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638125896928966771%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=LfhQl7wfHmnbGzBTu0Tfdmo5slYZqaavjAg7XfrTxE0%3D&reserved=0


From: Elizabeth Pertee 

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 1:31 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Hello 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

Sincerely, 

Scott and Elizabeth Pertee 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Sco� Froehlich  

Sent: Friday, March 31, 2023 9:58 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organiza-on. Do not click links or open a�achments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and ci-zen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construc-on of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an exis-ng op-on, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disrup-on to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

ci-zens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred op-on for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Thank you, 

Sco� Froehlich 



From: Sco� Hudson 

Sent: Wednesday, April 5, 2023 12:08 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Hwy 380 Bypass, McKinney, TX 

 

This email originated from outside of the organiza.on. Do not click links or open a�achments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Good a2ernoon: 

My name is Sco� Hudson and I would like to voice my opposi.on to the State Highway 380 (Op.on C) 

Bypass in Collin County/McKinney 

 

The Op.on C seems to be the preferred route at the moment and it seem to be the worts op.on as far 

as I am concerned.  We use the current road for scenic bike rides that end in suppor.ng local businesses.  

If this op.on is used it will end our rides as well as….. 

 

• Severely damages one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin County • Destroys 71% more 

acres of forests and woodlands and 141% more acres of grassland and prairie. 

• Disturbs the wetland that serve as refuge for wildlife, including beavers, river o�ers, turtles, migratory 

and non-migratory water and forest birds, frogs, etc. 

• Eliminates a large area of suitable habitat for endangered/ threatened species. 

• Affects and displaces 383% more homes (29 vs. 

6), 300% more businesses (16 vs. 4), and more community resources. 

• Strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife 

 

Thank you for taking the .me to consider my opposi.on to Op.on C of the Bypass. 

 

Sco� Hudson 

214-616-1260 



From: Scott 

Sent: Saturday, March 25, 2023 4:48 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A - 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax 

burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall 

disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Scott Pertee 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:36 PM 

To: Scott Wilder 

Subject: RE: US380 concern 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Scott Wilder   

Sent: Friday, February 24, 2023 9:23 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: US380 concern 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly 
OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as 
proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C412ea55128824d13a88308db19e15a55%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638132227886828805%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=75MCIfmRnRdiFexGapnw7uPDdGuuJsSXDCf5ymkhWoA%3D&reserved=0


-----Original Message----- 

From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 9:56 AM 

To: sdruhan (null)  

Subject: RE: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: sdruhan (null) 

Sent: Sunday, February 26, 2023 7:48 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827. 

 

Sean Druhan 

1103 Saddlebrook Dr 

McKinney, TX, 75072 

 

 

 

[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) 

message]<https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsa

fety%2Ftraffic-safety-

campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cd3ecbc23f4e84e



From: Sean Kang  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 5:21 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely 

Sean Kang 



































































































From: Selene  

Sent: Wednesday, March 29, 2023 9:44 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

NO to Segment A 
 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment 
A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an 
existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, 
destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge 
Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 
I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from 
Coit Road to FM 1827. 
 
Sincerely, 
Selene Meda-Schlamel 



From: 

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 1:31 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Friday, March 3, 2023 11:31 AM 

To: shanda eppinette 

Subject: RE: 380 BYPASS NE MCKINNEY: OPPOSE C, support D 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: shanda eppinette   

Sent: Friday, March 3, 2023 8:54 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>; ; 

Subject: 380 BYPASS NE MCKINNEY: OPPOSE C, support D 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

C   severely damages one of the largest remaining forests in central collin county  

 

C    eliminates a large area of suitable habitat for endangered , threatened species  

 

C Divides Ranchers and Farming Communities  

 

 

C  affects and displaces SIGNIFICANTLY more homes businesses and community resources  

 

C has the worst traffic performance      

 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cee616ebe5bfb4fce431b08db1c0e592e%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638134620169780007%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=y%2BYeed%2F%2FS4E1eG90WA6TcAED%2FXIHx5chtC1Q5aypBYc%3D&reserved=0


PLEASE MAKE   D the route!!  PLEASE.  

 

shanda eppinette 

  

 

 



From: Shannon Davenport

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 10:43 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: TX380 Segment A and B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

To whom it may concern:  

 

As McKinney homeowners and taxpayers, we strongly support the TX380 Segment B over Segment 

A.  We live in the Tucker Hill neighborhood so will be significantly personally impacted by the Segment A 

selection, but our objection goes beyond the impact to our neighborhood.  Beyond the obvious concerns 

of the additional cost to McKinney taxpayers and the safety implications of selecting Segment A, our 

largest concern is the lack of transparency and reasonable rationale provided when TXDOT chose 

Segment A as the preferred option. 

 

We won't copy and paste the arguments that have been distributed; however, rest assured we echo the 

sentiments.  To select an option that costs more, will likely result in more vehicular accidents both 

during construction and as a final product, displaces more established businesses, separates a McKinney 

neighborhood from the city, and creates an environmental and noise impact to existing homeowners 

who chose the community for its unique outdoor qualities without providing clear rationale brings the 

entire project into question. 

 

We are both retired military and continue to work for the DoD.  We moved to McKinney and Tucker Hill 

just 3 years ago, leaving our country home in Tarrant County drawn to the unique neighborhood 

allowing outdoor living in which homeowners thrive and close by our son's family that we'll be 

separated from by a highway if Segment A comes to pass.  We spend hours outdoors at the pool, both 

playgrounds, walking dogs, and on our porch, joined most often by our grandchildren who were our 

draw to the area. 

 

We are pragmatic people - if there were a good explanation for selection of Segment A, we'd give a 

hearty "aye aye" and move on.  But, that would require an explanation of why established residents 

have less importance than developers and unbuilt homes.  It would require an explanation of why the 

cost is an important aspect of the decision for the eastern segments of the 380 bypass but not for the 

western segments.  It would require an explanation of why the Maingate facility continues to be a factor 

in the decision when research indicates that selection of Segment B would not result in damage to the 

facility's mission. It would require an explanation of how a segment with two 90 degree turns would be 

preferable - besides the safety concerns just the traffic impact of that design should make it 

undesirable.  It would require explanation of why the impact to displaced businesses apparently was not 

a factor.  I could go on. 

 

Since it appears (based on information from TXDOT) that the selection of Segment A had more to do 

with input from Prosper residents and a vote of sorts, please place our vote on Segment B, until and 

unless you provide adequate rationale for the alternative. 

 



From: Shannon Dusek  

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 7:40 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Shannon Dusek 

214-726-9252 



From: Shannon Gidney 

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 4:16 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: : NO to Segment A—thank goodness there’s a Plan B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Shannon Gidney  

Sales Manager/Designer 

Follow me on Instagram: 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone  

 



From: Shannon LaGrave 

Sent: Thursday, March 30, 2023 10:15 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US 380 Bypass NE McKinney 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Stephen Endres and TXDOT, 
 

This letter is to oppose Segment C of the proposed 380 bypass in the 

McKinney area.  I, Shannon La Grave OPPOSE using Segment C of the 380 

bypass. I personally know families in the proposed Segment C who are 

valued in the McKinney community and have been youth leaders and 

community volunteers. There are a large number of homes and residences 

in the current proposed segment C. 
 

It appears that the alternate proposal of segment D would affect or 

displace fewer homeowners. I would prefer to see Segment D selected 

because D impacts fewer residents.  
 

Thank you for considering the alternate segment D. 
 

Sincerely, 
 

Shannon LaGrave 

Resident and voter in Collin County, TX 



From: Shannon McLinden 

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 5:16 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Opposed to Route C of the Blue Alignment - US 380 bypass project in 

McKinney 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Good afternoon,   

I would like to opposed Route C of the proposed 380 Bypass project.  If you could consider Route D  it 

would displace fewer businesses and homes, and destroy less forest and grasslands - the green areas of 

the county including horse properties are such rarities!  

 

Thank you,  

 

Shannon McLinden 
Founder & CEO 
FarmHouse Fresh 

 
Toll free: 888-773-9626  Fax: 214-705-7754 
8797 County Road 858, McKinney, Texas 75071 
FarmHouseFreshGoods.com 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.farmhousefreshgoods.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Cstephen.endres%40txdot.gov%7C92102527898b4ae0a00408db25a2f57c%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638145154066722147%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=8fpvawdcSbF4KL%2BFpVOyGUvfflTrSAOZwNkZwbqYif8%3D&reserved=0


From: Shannon Patterson  

Sent: Friday, March 24, 2023 3:28 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 
I am a homeowner in Prosper and a Realtor in the north DFW area. I strongly oppose the construction of 

Segment B for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. This proposed route would go through 

Mane Gait, an equestrian non-profit that has served the local community for years. There is not the land 

that is centrally located that the non-profit could move to. Businesses can easily relocate, but this non-

profit can't. 

 

I would like you to kindly consider implementing Segment A as the preferred option for the Bypass. 

 

Warm regards, 

 

Shannon Patterson 

(214)799-5266 

 



From: Sharaya Block 

Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2023 4:01 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Fwd: Subject: Change 380 bypass from route C to D 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

 

---------- Forwarded message --------- 

From: Sharaya Block 

Date: Thu, Mar 16, 2023 at 2:57 PM 

Subject: Subject: Change 380 bypass from route C to D 

To: , <stephan.endras@txdot.gov> 

 

 

To whom it may concern,   

 

I am writing to express my opposition to Route C on the TX-DOT Spur 399 

extension project. 

 

Route C affects and displaces significantly more homes, businesses, and 

community resources than route D. It also divides the residential and 

farming/ranching communities that make this area of Collin County unique. 

Perhaps even more concerning, Route C severely damages one of the 

largest remaining forests in central Collin County. It destroys 71% more 

acres of forests and woodland and 141% more acres of grassland and 

prairie than Route D. Not surprisingly, Route C is also strongly opposed by 

Texas Parks and Wildlife. 

 

While Route C may be the more economical option in the short-term, Route 

D will preserve more developable land for future growth in Collin County 

by making use of flood plain space that is otherwise unusable. 

 

Sincerely, 

Sharaya Block 



-----Original Message----- 

From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 4:15 PM 

To: Shari Benson  

Subject: RE: Route C 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Shari Benson 

Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 12:26 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Route C 

 

This email originated from outside of the organiza4on. Do not click links or open a7achments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

I vote a big NO ON ROUTE C!!  Not unique by nature! 

Sent from my iPad 



From: Sharon Davis  

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 1:20 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US 380 From Coit to FM 1827 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Mr. Andres, 

Thank you for the recent presentations regarding US 380 from Coit to FM1827. 

 

Our family’s desired opinion for the future US 380 in Prosper, TX, continues to be for US 380 to remain 

on US 380.  We appreciate TXDOT’s preferred Blue alternative supports our and the Town of Prosper’s 

recommendation. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Sharon Davis 

3761 Dogwood Dr 

Prosper, TX 75078 

 

Sent from my iPad 



From: Sharon Gibney 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 8:46 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

 

Sharon Gibney 

 

 



From: Sharon Mathews  

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 7:11 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A blue route 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

I am a resident of McKinney, TX.   I oppose Segment A in the TXDOT US 380  

 

I strongly support Segment B 

 

Thank you ! 

Sharon Mathews 



From: Sharon Smith  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 6:18 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 



From: SHARON SMITH 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 6:18 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 



From: Shea Darling 

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 8:33 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Have a blessed day! 

 



From: Shelley Jannati  

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 12:07 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Good afternoon Mr. Endres, 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Best regards, 

Shelley Jannati 



-----Original Message----- 

From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:29 PM 

To: Sherri Eubank  

Subject: RE: 380 Bypass, McKinney: Opposing Segment C 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Sherri Eubank 

Sent: Friday, February 24, 2023 1:04 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 Bypass, McKinney: Opposing Segment C 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Mr. Endres: 

I am writing to get your help and support of Segment D as the preferred route with the McKinney TxDOT 

Bypass.  Segment D has always been the preferred route.  We were totally shocked and unprepared 

when a month ago, they switched it to Segment C.  The environmental study was completed and the 

segment choice was released mid-January.  We felt very safe that it would stay Segment D since it was 

an environmental study.  Texas Parks and Wildlife doesn't like either route but they strongly oppose 

Segment C and their preferred route is Segment D. 

 

On Segment C, there is the largest remaining forest in central Collin County.  Segment C destroys 71% 

more acres of forests and woodlands.  It also contains wetlands that are verified on federal maps.  There 

are river otters, a heron rookery in numerous trees, alligator snapping turtles, migratory and non-

migratory birds, etc.  There are mature hardwoods that have been there for years.  One of the largest 

Elms in the state resides in this forest.  It is estimated to be over 220 years old.  These wetlands are 

suitable habitat for many threatened species and a large area will be eliminated if C is used. 

 



The forest, floodplains and wetlands are a totally different habitat on Segment C than the floodplains on 

Segment D.  The Segment D floodplains are cultivated and contain minimal natural habitat for the 

wildlife.  The floodplains on certain sections of D can remain unharmed and allow easy flow of water 

with bridges.  Part of Segment D can also be built with less expensive berms that run beside an existing 

roadway. 

 

One of the most surprising aspects to me is that Segment C has more residences and businesses affected 

than Segment D. There are also more community resources on Segment C. When reviewing Segment A, 

three of the most important aspects of the choice is that it impacts fewer residences.  Using that criteria, 

Segment D should be the preferred route.  Segment A was also more expensive than Segment B and it 

was chosen.  Trying to make sense out of the TxDOT's preferred choice of C is just not possible.  We 

need your help returning to your preferred choice of Segment D. 

 

Respectfully, 

 

Sherri Eubank 

2371 CR338 

McKinney, TX 75071 

214-250-4889 

 

[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) 

message]<https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsa

fety%2Ftraffic-safety-

campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Ca529950644c748

ecb88208db19dc2ecc%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638132205700713787

%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6

Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=KvnAgjsotRatGCfOvHxMOxMQgtF5A7WI5%2FlJQIO0VQ4%3D&r

eserved=0> 



From: SHERRY DOTY 

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 4:15 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A, TxDOT 380 to FM 1827 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

March 9, 2023 

  

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A Bypass 
from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that 
will cost less, reduce the tax burden o McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and 
result in ;less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens 
throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 
Road to FM 1827. 

  

Sincerely 

  

Sherry Doty Balkovec  

 
 
 



From: Shruti Narsana 

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 12:26 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hi Mr. Stephen, 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Shruti Narsana 



From: Lou Phillips  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 4:56 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sonny and Lou Phillips 

 

 

Sent from my iPad 



From: Sonny Phillips  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 7:29 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

THE 2ND AMMENDMENT WASN'T WRITTEN AFTER A HUNTING TRIP.  IT WAS WRITTEN AFTER A BUNCH 

OF FARMERS AND BLACKSMITHS FOUGHT OFF THE LARGEST EMPIRE THE WORLD HAS EVER SEEN. 

Sonny 

 

 

THANK YOU for deleting my address, email addresses, and personal information, from 

this e-mail, if you plan to forward it. THANK YOU also for using "Bcc" instead of "To" and 

"Cc" when initiating both individual and group e-mails. This helps prevent spammers, 

hackers and radicals from obtaining addresses, and thus the proliferation of spam. 
 

 

 



From: Stacy Finney 

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 6:02 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A  

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

Sincerely, 

Stacy Finney 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Stacy Pierson 

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 2:04 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

> I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

> 

> Sincerely, 

> Stacy Pierson 

 



From: Stacy Powell 

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 3:34 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: No to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A 

for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an 

existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, 

destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge 

Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from 

Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Stacy Powell 

McKinney, TX resident and homeowner  

 

S T A C Y   P O W E L L 
(2 1 4 ) 5 7 8 - 0 1 3 1 

 

 

 



From: St George, Stacy  

Sent: Wednesday, April 5, 2023 1:13 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Public Hearing Comment Form US 380 from Coit Road to FM 1827 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Segment A is too costly & will put more 

lives at risk. Choose Segment B 
Segment A costs approximately $200M  more than Segment B 

Segment A is 1 mile longer than Segment B 

Segment A requires 1 more grade-separated interchange than Segment 
B 

Segment A has 5 more major utility conflicts than Segment B & would 
cost $49M more to relocate these major and minor utilities than Segment B 

Segment A will displace 15 businesses (Segment B= none) & 2 

residences 

Segment A costs $45-95M more to acquire right of way required acres 

Segment A area impacts development planned & several existing, 
established and thriving master planned home communities 

Segment A has 2 HIGH risk hazardous material sites (4 hazardous sites 
total) with potential to impact the community (Segment B has none) 

Segment A will threaten several protected species & their habitats 

Segment A curve increases the likelihood of accidents (especially in rainy 
or icy weather) including hazardous spills which could gravely impact 
residents, animals, streams (including Wilson Creek Tributary)…. 
Segment A will impact 12.9 acres of Statewide Important Farmland 

Segment A will increase noise and pollution levels (which can negatively 
impact mental & physical health) for Tucker Hill residents, nearby 
Stonebridge residents, other surrounding planned communities, individual 
homes and a honey farm.  
Segment A will be detrimental to Tucker Hill property values and 380 

business’ 

Segment A will put Tucker Hill lives at risk when seconds matter 

most.  Construction will impede Tucker Hill residents, guests, area business 
employees and patrons from safely and quickly getting to the ER in as 



timely manner as now and will also impede everyone’s safety as it will 
reduce emergency rescue access (fire, ambulance, police….). Seconds count 
in an emergency. Lives should not be put at risk. Those in Tucker Hill could 
become entrapped in their own community with the lack of life saving, tax 
payer emergency resources. Tucker Hill has only one entrance and exit 
with a traffic light and another entrance/ exit a few feet down which does 
not have a light and is more of a “just in case” opening. Construction will 
back up traffic on an already dangerous stretch of road and intersection 
and the final convoluted Segment A design will delay emergency resources 
vs the current direct route for those at Tucker Hill. It currently takes me 6 
minutes to get to the Baylor, Scott & White ER door.  
Prosper wants to enjoy the benefits of the bypass without contributing land 
wise or financially. Why should McKinney carry the entire 380 bypass load/ 
burden? Go with B through Prosper. Do what’s right ethically, morally, 
fiscally. Prosper= more empty land that can be designed around. 
McKinney= established. 
As city manager, Paul Grimes said “We have communities like Tucker Hill 
where the bypass will go right through their front door… (and then) cut 
them off from the incorporated area of the city that they’re so much a part 
of. You don’t have any situation like that in Prosper.” 

McKinney doesn’t have the funding needed- 10% of the cost of right away 
acquisition and utility relocation for portions of the project.  
There’s no ADA impact on Main Gate, per the study and Segment B is 100 
feet from Main Gate and Darling property. Council members & Darling’s 
Main Gate board members shouldn’t dictate or influence TX Dot votes. An 
outside, unbiased decision maker should be brought in that cares about 
safety and costs to existing homeowners and business. Politics is getting in 
the way of what’s best.  
Shouldn’t an investigative reporter/news organization, investigate and 
inform Texas representatives and taxpayers why the state of Texas is 
spending an additional $200 million of taxpayer money? 

Segment A keeps shifting closer to Tucker Hill, an established residential, 
front porch community. Protect and honor what you have by going with 
Segment B through Prosper.  
I am NOT employed by TX Dot  

I do NOT do business with TX Dot 

Stacy St. George  

7605 Eastwick Ave 

McKinney TX 75071 



-----Original Message----- 

From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Wednesday, February 22, 2023 1:36 PM 

To: Stanley Youngblood 

Subject: RE: Comments on US 380 DEIS 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Stanley Youngblood 

Sent: Tuesday, February 21, 2023 4:57 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Comments on US 380 DEIS 

 

This email originated from outside of the organiza9on. Do not click links or open a;achments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Enders 

We are providing you with our feedback of subject: 

We support the DEIS SEGMENT A route alterna9ve as follows: 

1) There are eight exis9ng or under construc9on developments at the southeast corner of Custer & First 

Street that are preserved with Segment A alterna9ve. 

2) Segment A is consistent with the city of Prosper resolu9ons opposing other all other alterna9ves that 

would cut through the southeast border of Prosper. Prosper has consistently supported an LAR along the 

exis9ng 380 right away. 

RespecBully, 

Stanley & Marjorie Youngblood 

4231 Glacier Point Court 

Prosper,  TX 75078 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 4:35 PM 

To: Stefani Lear 

Cc: Dan Perge; John Hudspeth; Travis Campbell; Ashton Strong; Grace Lo; Melissa 

Meyer; Tony Hartzel; Madison Schein; Christine Polito; Ceason Clemens 

Subject: RE: 380 Bypass 

 

We received your request to extend the comment period for the US 380 EIS project. 

 

The Notice of Availability (NOA) for Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was posted on January 

20, 2023. 

The public hearing was held on February 16th and 21st. 

The original comment period ended on March 21, 2023. 

 

TxDOT will extend the comment period 15 days one time only to April 5, 2023. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Stefani Lear 

Sent: Sunday, March 12, 2023 8:18 PM 

To: Ceason Clemens <Ceason.Clemens@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

I would like to formally request an extension of the comment period as we need more time to 
fully evaluate the impacts and possible mitigation measures that can be taken to protect Tucker 
Hill as well as the other communities and businesses affected by Option A. The same extension 
should apply to those affected by Option D.  
 

Stefani Lear 
2754 Majestic Avenue, McKinney 
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From: Stefani Lear 

Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2023 10:16 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: 380 EIS Comments

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres, 

  

My husband and I have been McKinney homeowners and taxpayers for years and  I find TXDOT’s 

recommendation of Segment A over Segment B is fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers costing 

over $150 million more, applies criteria to support their decision inconsistently, and 

provides numerous biased, false, and inconsistent findings in their environmental 

study. Furthermore, there is objective evidence of political maneuvering, campaigning, 

and rezoning efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed TxDOT’s 

position, and I publicly condemn these actions as unethical and improper. 

  

The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council 

on Environmental Quality (CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021), decisions on an alignment must be 

based on what is practical and feasible from a technical and economicstandpoint, rather than 

what is desirable from the standpoint of the agency (i.e, TxDOT). 

  

As a McKinney homeowner, I know a bypass will be required to support growth in the northern 

corridor. However, in selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do harm to a significant 

percentage of McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant fiscal irresponsibility. This 

decision is made more egregious with the existence of a viable lower impact alternative. It 

appears irrefutable that Segment B is the better alternative and that there are serious flaws in the 

conclusions reached by TxDOT and in the underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS). 

  

Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants that cause harm 

to humans and a rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current and future impacts. If 

TxDOT will not mitigate these harms, then TxDOT should at thevery least do a rigorous analysis of 

these harms and explicitly note the opportunities we forgo with the current preferred alignment. 

The pollution appendices are missing criticalanalyses and portions are invalid as presented. This 

project should not proceed until those omissions and errors are corrected. 

  

My ask is that in order to ensure resolution and the creation of the best project 

possible, I request: 
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�  TxDOT issue a second draft of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in the current draft 

EIS. 

�  Any Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) have a 90-day review period, with an 

official public comment period, and that the FEIS be unbundled from theRecord of Decision 

  

The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A: 

�  Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes 2 versus 5. However, segment A is one mile 

longer, has 6 new interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential major utility conflicts 

versus just two for Segment B and displaces 15 businesses versus zero businesses for 

Segment B. 

�  Segment B would have less of an environmental impact. Segment A would encroach on twice 

the wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and streams and more acreage of 

forests, prairies and grasslands than Segment B.Segment A impacts more than 30 

irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged over 150 years. Finally, there would be no hazardous 

material sites impacted on Segment B and TXDOT has identified 2 with Segment A. 

�  Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to the taxpayers is 

that the estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M more than Segment B. 

�  Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 Highway increasing 

the risk of work zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic patterns. Additionally, the 

requirement to lower the existing grade in bedrock and cantilever local lanes in a restricted 

ROW width, while preferred for the longterm, will significantly increase the construction 

time, safety risk and disruptioncompared to route B. Priority has not been given to safety and 

the increased risk of fatal accidents, including those induced by a change in grade and, not 

one, but two 90 degree turns. 

�  TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned future 

residential homes. It appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact ofunidentified future 

residents, property investors or developers over the impact of existing McKinney residents. 

The voices of the current residents should be a priority over unidentified future residents. 

�  TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under 

construction west of Custer Road. Once again, this appears to accrue to the benefit of future 

residents or current investors, not the current residents of McKinney. 

�  TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic Horsemanship 

property, the subject of substantial public concern”. In fact, there is no great “public 

concern” over MainGait. The facility does serve a noble purpose, but that purpose is 

nowhere near the public concern of the impact to the existing residents of Tucker Hill who 

include retired veterans, disabled residents (both young and old), seniors 55+ and countless 

children. More concerning to members of Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney 

community is that TxDOT calls out the impact of the ROW to the property belonging to the 

founder ofMainGait. The founder of MainGait is no ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill Darling, a 

former real estate developer and home builder who stands to gain personallyby the selection 

of Segment A over B. In particular, Bill Darling and/or other associates of the Darling 

company, leveraged ownership of 43 Tucker Hill lots to submit comments against Segment B 
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in favor of Segment A – essentially impersonated residents of Tucker Hill. TxDOT’s own 

findings indicate that the continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and has stated 

Segment B “would not make the ManeGait inaccessible to persons with disabilities 

and would not violate the Americans with Disabilities Act.” Furthermore and perhaps most 

egregious is that ManeGait stated and TxDOT perpetuated the false claim that ManeGait 

provides “essential” services to protected citizens, which was a misrepresentation and may 

have swayed public opinion. 

  

In direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT still concluded Segment A was the preferred 

route option. 

  

TxDOT relied on the EIS to support their conclusion. Of critical concern to Tucker Hill and the 

greater McKinney community is what appears to be flaws in the underlying TxDOT analysis and 

interpretation of the EIS. I will attempt to detail each of myconcerns individually. My comments 

however, are not meant to be a complete listing of the errors or omissions in the study, but simply 

those that this compressed timeframe has allowed me to identify. 

  

Noise Pollution 

Tucker Hill is a community about using people’s front porches.  This is not a neighborhood where 

you pull in your garage and never leave.  It’s an active outdoor focused neighborhood.  Additional 

noise from Segment A is detrimental to the entire point of our community.   

  

The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased. The importance of this is 

underscored by the existing scientific literature showing the association between traffic and 

related noise on physical and mental health. The study evaluated only asingle barrier south of the 

community. It appears the study was biased toward providing more data around MainGait, a 

facility with transient guests, then Tucker Hill, a community of over 380 homes with plans for over 

600. Additionally, it appears thatthere has been no regard taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous 

veteran residents, elderly residents or our residents with disabilities – collectively, who likely 

outnumber MainGait’s transient guests. In fact, Tucker Hill was classified, by TxDOT, as a standard 

residential area with an acceptable NAC level of 67 and precluded from participating in any future 

noise studies. This is both incorrect and unacceptable. Tucker Hill is a “front porch” community 

and every home is designed with a front porch that encourages outdoor activities and interactions 

between neighbors. Tucker Hill should be reclassified as Category A to preserve the essence of the 

neighborhood and the neighborhood should be included in any future noise abatement studies. 

  

The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise on the 

community. Yet, TxDOT, while proposing to surround the neighborhood on both the south and 

east side with a highway, believes the noise impact to be acceptable. TxDOT has not met their 

burden in any way, and moving forward with flawed data will cause irreparable harm to the 

residents of Tucker Hill, especially the young, elderly anddisabled who do not regularly leave the 

neighborhood. A new noise study must be conducted with more receptors and sound barriers 

across both the south and east side of the neighborhood must be included in any Segment A 
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option. Finally, it appearsuntenable that TxDOT could make any conclusion about the noise impact 

on Tucker Hill without fully understanding the impact of their proposed Segment A shift on the 

east side of the neighborhood. 

  

Community Impacts 

TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park and the Tucker Hill Community Center in 

their community impact study as the only community spaces without identifying the population 

they serve. First, Tucker Hill houses a community center, twotown squares, two community parks, 

a community pool, a dog park, two fire pits, an amphitheater and a rooftop event space in the 

Harvard Park commercial area. The community spaces can be found filled with residents on 

almost any sunny day. TuckerHill hosts many little league practices from Prosper and McKinney in 

our neighborhood parks and is a both a Christmas Holiday destination for people all across the 

region to visit ourlighted homes as well as a photo op for every local high school homecoming and 

prom at our community fountain. Furthermore, the community has a long history of events 

supportingorganizations like Ethan for Autism, 29 Acres and the Down Syndrome Guild of 

Dallas. TxDOT has not demonstrated that they have completed any research into the 

impacted population (including children of all ages, elderly, seniors 55+, veterans and 

residents with disabilities) of these facilities. Once again, this is an egregious omission and appears 

to show substantial bias for MainGait and other facilities that serve guests as opposed to 

residents. As I mention in other parts of this letter, my elderly parents live with us and value their 

time spent with neighbors and friends.  This multi-generational living is enhanced by living 

in Tucker Hill where diverse neighbors in all phases of life serve to build community.  To place 

more value on transient populations than full-time residential impacts does a disservice to our 

community. 

  

Aesthetic Impacts 

TxDOT has not completed the required aesthetic impact analysis for the whole project. 

  

Traffic Analysis 

TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed. TxDOT’s original traffic projection methodology was 

deemed to be incomplete and inconsistent by the Texas A&M Transportation Institute (TTI) in 

September of 2020. In March 2021, TTI noted that theystill had not been provided traffic data for 

the “No Build vs Build scenarios”. At that time, TTI deemed that the growth rates used in the 

revised study were acceptable for “short-term growth (from 2020 to the pivot year of 2040)”. 

Unfortunately, TxDOT has not addressed how their growth rate calculation using a linear 

regression could be acceptable if the baseline year for traffic growth is 2020. In every commercial 

or municipal environment, 2020 is seen as a data anomaly because of the impact of the pandemic 

and an unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes of any kind. TxDOT’s traffic analysis 

continues to be flawed and incomplete. 

  

Two 90 degree curves 

More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a horizontal curve, and the average 

crash rate for horizontal curves is about three times that of other types of highway 
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segments(https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/). In 2022 

the United States Department of Transportation released their National Roadway Safety Strategy, 

which endorsed zero fatalities as the national goal and promotes building safety into the design of 

roads. TxDOT did not compare the safety risks including injury and fatality based on the highway 

designs of alternatives A and B. Segment A (thecurrent preferred alignment) has two 90 degree 

curves. It also does not appear that TxDOT considered this safety risk in their decision. 

  

As such, TxDOT must include an analysis that compares alternatives A and B on the probability of 

accidents, injury, and fatalities. In addition, TxDOT must justify why they would choose a more 

dangerous alignment and one that goes against the US Department of Transportation’s strategy. 

  

Anyone who’s driven the DNT at Beltline knows a bend in the road serves to create traffic jams 

and accidents.  Why would you intentionally choose the bendier option when a straighter safer 

option is cheaper and less impactful?  That’s not a rhetorical question, I actually want someone to 

answer that. 

  

Community Cohesion 

TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to Tucker Hill with 

Segment A and that there appears to be existing cohesion between Whitley Place, Mansions of 

Prosper, Luxe Prosper and Walnut Grove due to school districting once again is incorrect and 

appears to show a bias or, simply, a failure to conduct proper research. 

  

Segment A will effectively sever Tucker Hill on both the south and eastern sides of 

the neighborhood from McKinney. This is atypical and will leave Tucker Hill, established within the 

city limits of McKinney in 2008, as the only established subdivision completely blocked off from 

McKinney on two sides of the neighborhood. In fact, the highway will sever Tucker Hill from the 

districted school, Reeves Elementary in Auburn Hills. It willalso impact and, possibly, imperil the 

plans to connect Tucker Hill to both the school and the hike and bike trail system already in the 

city’s plans. The City of McKinney has noted in their planning documents and as Mayor Fuller 

reiterated in his email to Ceason Clemons and TxDOT staff dated February 26th, 2023, Tucker Hill 

is a significant asset to the city. 

  

What may be most troubling, though, is TxDOT’s conclusion that somehow there is no cohesion 

impact when cutting Tucker Hill off from Reeves Elementary, but there appears to be an impact to 

the Prosper neighborhoods due to school zoning. However, the Walnut Grove neighborhood is 

not districted for Prosper ISD. The Mansions of Prosper neighborhood and the Luxe Prosper 

neighborhood are districted for differentelementary and high schools than the Whitley Place 

neighborhood. In fact, Mansions of Prosper and Luxe Prosper share school zoning with Tucker Hill. 

The correct conclusion here should have been that given the shared school zoning between 

these neighborhoods (Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper, Tucker Hill and Auburn Hills) and the 

fact that Tucker Hill would become the only established subdivision to be severed from McKinney 

by the highway on two sides, with respect to community cohesion, Segment B is clearly the better 

alternative. 
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Construction and Noise Pollution 

TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to construction and noise pollution. 

According to the TxDOT handbook this is incorrect and TxDOT must also include: 

  

“Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This section of the EA must identify and 

explain any impacts associated with construction activities. This includes light pollution; 

impacts associated with physical construction activity, temporary lane, road or bridge 

closures (including detours); and other traffic disruptions. Include the expected duration of 

any construction impacts, and explain any BMPs or other strategies that will be used to 

mitigate suchimpacts.” 

  

TxDOT must outline and detail all potential impacts during construction for both proposed 

Segments A and B and appropriately evaluate those impacts as part of the study. Importantly, 

TxDOT should provide all impacts and mitigation strategies related to construction prior to 

proceeding. Critically, with respect to Tucker Hill and the surrounding neighborhoods, what are 

the plans for egress to the neighborhood duringconstruction and how will those plans impact the 

response time of emergency vehicles to points within the neighborhood? 

  

Shift Closer to Tucker Hill 

TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the already flawed 

analysis that produced a preference for Segment A creates an unfair burden on the residents of 

Tucker Hill. Once again, TxDOT appears to be showing a callous bias toward ‘future development’ 

rather than a commitment to current residents. It is impossible to fully understand the additional 

noise pollution, air pollution and othereffects without additional study. It’s important to note that 

even with this new shifted Segment A, the cost to construct Segment B would be $100M less than 

Segment A. TxDOT’s actions are placing the residents of Tucker Hill in an untenable position 

andare knowingly causing irreparable harm to the community in favor of future development. I 

strongly object to the proposed shift of the A alignment. Pretty simple, we’re already here.  All 

decisions should favor the folks who’ve already put down roots as opposed to these magical 

future users. 

  

Air Pollution 

We’re a multi-generational home and my elderly parents enjoy sitting on the porch watching 

birds. As cancer survivors with compromised immune systems the constant additional air 

pollution from segment A will be detrimental to their health, but to what degree isn’t known 

because TXDOT didn’t adequately study our neighborhood or the effects of air pollution on 

residents.  It boggles the mind TXDOT chooses to value a 2 hour visitor to MainGait more highly 

than my wife’s parents. 

  

Air pollution is a documented public health emergency, and can affect every organ in the body, 

including cognition. Children and the elderly are disproportionately vulnerable to air pollution, 

specifically PM2.5, and more so if they live in close proximity to a highway. Air pollution can cause 
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a multitude of diseases in adults, including heart disease, and can breach the placental barrier 

during pregnancy, causing miscarriages and birth defects. These impacts are well documented and 

have been noted in academic studies for over a decade. TxDOT should not proceed with this 

project until they have conducted a full study of existing and future air pollution on this highway, 

both at theregional scale and immediately adjacent to the highway. TxDOT must be compliant 

with EPA’s health-based National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

  

The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill neighborhood on the South and East 

sides. Winds in McKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-East meaning that for 

more days than not air pollution will be blown and settled on the residents of Tucker Hill. 

  

It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT utilized an airspeed of 1 MPH. 

The average wind speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the prevailing winds are from the 

south and south-east. It appears that additional study must be completed to correctly understand 

what the adverse effects of air pollution would be on the Tucker Hill population. Additionally, if 

Segment A is selected, monitoring devices must be installed to monitor air quality before, during 

and after construction. 

  

The DEIS fails to address air pollution from traffic beyond tailpipe emissions. A growing body of 

academic research cites brake wear and tire friction as primary pollutants from traffic. The DEIS 

has not addressed either of these sources of pollutants, nor does it address benzene or Volatile 

Organic Compounds (VOCs). We request that TxDOT complete detailed analyses of each of these 

pollutants, and compare pollutant levels on 380 (for each pollutant) to expected levels during and 

after construction Segment A. 

  

The DEIS notes in several places that expected proliferation of electric vehicles (EVs) should 

improve air pollution in this corridor. This is not only abdicating responsibility for mitigating air 

pollution, but a misrepresentation of electric vehicles and their environmental benefits. While EVs 

do reduce tailpipe emissions from internal combustion engines (ICEs), they do nothing to reduce 

pollution from non-tailpipe sources including brake dust and tire friction. Pollution from tire 

friction may worsen in EVs due to increases in vehicle weight from electric batteries. Further, 

Texas’ electric grid is far from clean, and EVs that source their energy from unclean sources 

are, therefore, unclean themselves. 

  

The Mobile Source Air Toxins analysis in the DEIS is lacking and includes only a qualitative analysis. 

The DEIS claims that MSAT will decrease with time because of improved federal standards. We 

argue that this is an outsourcing of responsibility to mitigate air pollution in the 380 corridor, and 

request that TxDOT complete a quantitative MSAT analysis and a health impact assessment for all 

criteria pollutants. 

  

Quality of Comments Collected 

As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in soliciting 

comments. In addition to submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill residents, comments 
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were solicited via Facebook with no links to the underlying studies or segment alternatives. TxDOT 

must vet all of the comments collected during the scoping project fully and determine that they 

were legitimately provided by residents. Ifthe comments were not legitimate, they should be 

stricken from the project record. 

  

NEPA 

Paraphrasing from The Council on Environmental Quality (2021), TxDOT is obligated to evaluate 

feasible alternatives in enough detail so that a reader can compare and contrast the 

environmental effects of the various alternatives. Of note, NEPA reasonable alternatives include 

those that are practical or feasible from the technical and economic standpoint, rather than 

simply desirable from the standpoint of TxDOT. 

“NEPA is About People and Places” 

  

"Impacts include ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health impacts, 

whether adverse or beneficial. It is important to note that human beings are part of the 

environment (indeed, that is why Congress used the phrase “human environment” in NEPA), so 

when an EIS is prepared and economic or social and natural or physical environmental effects are 

interrelated, the EIS should discuss all of theseeffects." 

  

It is clear that TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst, unsavory. I ask 

that TxDOT respond to each of the issues discussed. As it stands, if TxDOT proceeds with their 

preferred Segment A they will be irreparably harming the residents of Tucker Hill, unfairly seizing 

the residents’ ability to enjoy their neighborhood, severing them from their broader community 

and, potentially, justifying it with a fatally flawed Environmental Impact Study. 

  

Regards, 

  

  

Stefani Lear 

2754 Majestic Ave 

McKinney, TX 75071 
 

 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Monday, March 20, 2023 8:23 AM 

To: Frances van Tassel 

Subject: RE: Highway 380 Expansion Project 

 

We are not showing any proposed ROW acquisition from your property. 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

From: Frances van Tassell   

Sent: Friday, March 17, 2023 7:23 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Cc: Frances van Tassell 

Subject: Highway 380 Expansion Project 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Good evening, Steve. The purpose of this email is to provide input into TXDOT's final decision about the 
path for turning 380 into a freeway. I attended the informational meeting at Rhea Mill church and talked 
with several representatives and affected residents while there. I also viewed the numerous posters and 
table maps provided.  
 
As a resident of Red Bud Estates, on the south side of 380, just one mile west of Custer, my property 
backs onto 380.  
 
As I've commented before, I don't understand why the alternative route (the one TXDOT does not prefer) 
is not the best route for the west portion. Extending the freeway through Coit all the way to Ridge makes 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Ca93278d955964a8b1f9908db298117ee%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638149406644739375%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Wgp9Hpau2wkERHeAOWyPGZ52WruKrzv7QrIlOknmd88%3D&reserved=0


no sense to me, when the other option avoids the disruptions to so many people and cost up to 2 million 
dollars less, according to one of the posters. I can't imagine why the state would prefer to spend that 
much more money when there is an alternative. 
 
One representative I spoke with assured me that the plan is to take the existing TXDOT right of way at 
the back of my property; however, no one could answer this question: Does that then mean that new right 
of way would be taken, thus consuming much more of my property than you already have? 
 
The bottom line is that I urge you and your team and advisors to reconsider what you prefer as the route. 
I recognize that the alternative route that goes northward from Coit would take part of the property of the 
wealthy horse farm owners but, no matter which route ends up being chosen, some people will lose part 
or all of their property. My vote is to choose the alternative route that moves northward from Coit and will 
cost taxpayers less money.  
 
At the very least, if you are not willing to change your mind, I beg you to inform the city of McKinney 
leaders now so no more permits can be provided to small business owners who plan to build along 380, 
east of Custer. As your poster mentioned, already four or five new businesses would require being 
moved, given the route TXDOT prefers. 
 
Thank you for reading and considering my input.  
 
Stella Frances van Tassell 
13955 Red Oak Circle North 
McKinney TX 75071 
(In Red Bud Estates) 

  

 

 



From: Stephanie Lyn Gregory 

Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2023 3:25 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Change 380 bypass from route C to D! 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Stephen,  

 

Please consider the loss of homes, businesses, and community resources when you vote.  

 

People in Collin County do not want to lose their beautiful land when their is another way.  

This applies to the route through Princeton, as well.  

I do not understand why you do not widen an already existing road instead of taking people's land.  The 

businesses on 380 would benefit, and the people who designed their home around their land can keep 

what they bought. I know some people would have to move, but they would not lose their way of life. 

They already live in the city by a busy road. They chose that.  

 

At least with route D less people would be affected.  

 

I believe this continued land stealing is a government overreach in power.  I am very disappointed in 

how this has been handled. 

Thank you for your service to our community, 

Stephanie Gregory 
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From: Stephanie Johnson 

Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2023 8:52 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: Additional 380 Comments

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Endres, 

 

My husband and I submitted comments previously regarding TxDOT's choice for 380 of Segment A over 
Segment B and the mitigation of damage to our community of Tucker Hill. As a result of substantial additional 
information coming to my attention, I now add the following comments and questions. 

 

Because Segment A follows the existing 380 route further than Segment B, the disruption to homes and 
businesses during the long construction period will be significantly greater with Segment A than with Segment 
B. Our home is close to the front of the development and therefore will be impacted significantly by the noise, 
dirt, and pollution.  

• What studies have been done to show the difference in air quality, noise pollution, and personal 
disruption to the lives of residents between Segment A and Segment B during the construction period?  

 

I am also deeply concerned about the safety of those in our community during construction. I was told by a 
TxDOT representative that there is no guarantee that both our entrances will remain open during construction. 
Considering the number of people living in Tucker HIll, this seems risky and irresponsible. If the one and only 
exit from our community were to become blocked due to an accident, for example, the health, safety, and even 
life of someone in our neighborhood could be at unnecessary risk if there were an emergency need to get to 
the hospital. 

• What studies have been done regarding the safety of residents in a neighborhood as large as ours 
(currently 380 homes, with plans for 600) with only ONE ingress and egress? 

 

It was great to find that TxDOT is planning to depress the segment running between Tucker Hill to the north 
and Stonebridge Ranch to the south. Thank you! However, the increased noise levels are still unacceptable for 
folks such as us living near the highway. The sound study done by TxDOT is questionable at best. 

• Why was no sound barrier planned for the northern side of the highway?  

 

In addition, with Segment A, Harvard Park will lose a full lane of parking spaces. This will cause business 
parking to overflow onto residential streets, and Harvard Park customers will use our Resident Center parking 
lot for overflow. This is not acceptable.  

• Did TxDOT consider cantilevering the service roads above the main highway lanes in order to shrink 
the width needed between Stonebridge and Tucker Hill?  

• If so, what were the reasons for rejecting that idea?  
• If no consideration has been given to cantilevering, please explain why it has not been considered. 

 

According to TxDOT's own study, the closeness of Segment B to Maingate was found to NOT be a potential 
problem for the clients of Maingate.  

• Why then, did TxDOT justify the preference of Segment A over B based on Maingate?  
• Why is TxDOT considering the impact to the "protected citizens" who are TRANSIENT CLIENTS of 

Maingate to be more important than the impact to all the "protected citizens" PERMANENTLY 
RESIDING in Tucker Hill, which include young children, folks with disabilities, elderly folks, and 
veterans? These folks will live with the impact, while clients of Maingate would only experience traffic 
noise for short periods of time and then go home! 
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I object strongly to the significantly increased cost of the construction of Segment A vs. Segment B. The 
justification given by TxDOT for this choice is mystifying. It is fiscally irresponsible to spend so much additional 
money when a totally viable option is available in Segment B. In addition, because Segment A is longer than 
Segment B, travel time for all drivers on the road will be longer, increasing driving costs, noise pollution, and air 
pollution.  

 

Priority has not been given to the safety of drivers along Segment A, with two 90-degree turns to navigate at 
speeds considered normal on a limited-access highway. This seems irresponsible. 

• What studies have been done to show that such sharp turns are safe?  
• What measures will be put into place to mitigate the danger and reduce the likelihood of accidents, 

including potentially fatal accidents?  
Beyond the safety issue, one of the two 90-degree turns is planned immediately east of our neighborhood 
entrances; frequent accidents could cause long delays and traffic snarls for all of us trying to enter or exit the 
neighborhood. 

 

Since moving to Tucker Hill, my husband and I have spent lots of time outside in our neighborhood enjoying 
nature and also listening to bird calls from our patio. Our houses are all designed with the express purpose of 
giving us opportunities to spend time in outdoor spaces - communing with our neighbors or with nature.  

• Did anyone from TxDOT give consideration to the unique nature of our neighborhood? 
• Did the sound studies take into consideration the fact that traffic sounds will come from not just the front 

of the community but also along the east side? 

 

We were alarmed to find out that the north-turning section of Segment A has been shifted to the west, bringing 
it even closer to Tucker Hill than was previously planned.  

• Did the traffic studies consider this new shift?  
• Did anyone compare the difference in noise impact when making the decision to shift the Segment 

west? 

 

Finally, an expanded limited access highway directly to our south and then turning and running along our east 
side effectively cuts our neighborhood off from the rest of the City of McKinney. We love being part of the city 
and hate the feeling of isolation that this will bring to our neighborhood.  

• If there is a Record of Decision favoring Segment A, then what steps will TxDot take to restore 
community cohesion and to join us to the rest of the city?  

• Noting that the City has a planned network of walking and biking trails, including one that connects 
Tucker Hill along Wilson Creek to join with the rest of the city, will TxDOT construct trails passing either 
under or over the highway to connect with the City's trails? 

 

In addition to these comments, please note my official agreement with the research below, which spells out 
many other deficiencies regarding TxDOT's position. 

 

Regards, 

 

Stephanie Johnson 
7505 Wescott Lane 
McKinney, TX 75071 

 

************Research notes: 

 

As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of Segment A over Segment 
B is fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150 million more, applies criteria to support their 
decision inconsistently, and provides numerous biased, false, and inconsistent findings in their 
environmental study. Furthermore, there is objective evidence of political maneuvering, campaigning, and 
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rezoning efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed TxDOT’s position, and I 
publicly condemn these actions as unethical and improper.  

The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council on Environmental 
Quality (CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021), decisions on an alignment must be based on what is practical and 
feasible from a technical and economic standpoint, rather than what is desirable from the standpoint of 
the agency (i.e, TxDOT).  

As a McKinney homeowner, I believe a bypass may be required to support growth in the northern corridor. 
However, in selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do harm to a significant percentage of 
McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant fiscal irresponsibility. This decision is made more 
egregious with the existence of a viable lower impact alternative. It appears irrefutable that Segment B is the 
better alternative and that there are serious flaws in the conclusions reached by TxDOT and in the underlying 
Environmental Impact Study (EIS).  

Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants that cause harm to humans 
and a rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current and future impacts. If TxDOT will not mitigate 
these harms, then TxDOT should at the very least do a rigorous analysis of these harms and explicitly note the 
opportunities we forgo with the current preferred alignment. The pollution appendices are missing critical 
analyses and portions are invalid as presented. This project should not proceed until those egregious 
omissions and errors are corrected.  

In order to ensure resolution and the creation of the best project possible, we request that:  

● TxDOT issue a second draft of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in the current draft EIS.  
● Any Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) have a 90-day review period, with an official public 

comment period, and that the FEIS be unbundled from the Record of Decision 

 

The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A:  

● Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes 2 versus 5. However, segment A is one mile longer, has 6 
new interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential major utility conflicts versus just two for Segment B 
and displaces 15 businesses versus zero businesses for Segment B.  

● Segment B would have less of an environmental impact. Segment A would encroach on twice the wetland 
acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and streams and more acreage of forests, prairies and 
grasslands than Segment B. Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged over 
150 years. Finally, there would be no hazardous material sites impacted on Segment B and TXDOT has 
identified 2 with Segment A.  

● Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to the taxpayers is that the 
estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M more than Segment B.  

● Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 Highway increasing the risk of 
work zone accidents and disrupting existing traffic patterns. Additionally, the requirement to lower the 
existing grade in bedrock and cantilever local lanes in a restricted ROW width, while preferred for the 
longterm, will significantly increase the construction time, safety risk and disruption compared to route B. 
Priority has not been given to safety and the increased risk of fatal accidents, including those induced by a 
change in grade and, not one, but two 90 degree turns.  

● TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned future residential homes. 
It appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of unidentified future residents, property investors or 
developers over the impact of existing McKinney residents. The voices of the current residents should be 
a priority over unidentified future residents.  

● TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction 
west of Custer Road. Once again, this appears to accrue to the benefit of future residents or current 
investors, not the current residents of McKinney.  

● TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the 
subject of substantial public concern”. In fact, there is no great “public concern” over MainGait. The facility 
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does serve a noble purpose, but that purpose is nowhere near the public concern of the impact to the 
existing residents of Tucker Hill who include retired veterans, disabled residents (both young and old), 
seniors 55+ and countless children. More concerning to 

members of Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney community is that TxDOT calls out the impact 
of the ROW to the property belonging to the founder of MainGait. The founder of MainGait is no 
ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill Darling, a former real estate developer and home builder who stands 
to gain personally by the selection of Segment A over B. In particular, Bill Darling and/or other 
associates of the Darling company, leveraged ownership of 43 Tucker Hill lots to submit comments 
against Segment B in favor of Segment A – essentially impersonated residents of Tucker Hill. TxDOT’s 
own findings indicate that the continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and has stated 
Segment B “would not make the ManeGait inaccessible to persons with disabilities and would not 
violate the Americans with Disabilities Act.” Furthermore and perhaps most egregious is that ManeGait 
stated and TxDOT perpetuated the false claim that ManeGait provides “essential” services to 
protected citizens, which was a misrepresentation and may have swayed public opinion.  

In direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT still concluded Segment A was the preferred route 
option.  

TxDOT relied on the EIS to support their conclusion. Of critical concern to Tucker Hill and the greater 
McKinney community is what appears to be flaws in the underlying TxDOT analysis and interpretation of the 
EIS. I will attempt to detail each of my concerns individually. My comments however, are not meant to be a 
complete listing of the errors or omissions in the study, but simply those that this compressed timeframe has 
allowed me to identify.  

Noise Pollution  

The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased. The importance of this is underscored by the 
existing scientific literature showing the association between traffic and related noise on physical and mental 
health. The study evaluated only a single barrier south of the community. It appears the study was biased 
toward providing more data around MainGait, a facility with transient guests, then Tucker Hill, a community of 
over 380 homes with plans for over 600. Additionally, it appears that there has been no regard taken to Tucker 
Hill’s numerous veteran residents, elderly residents or our residents with disabilities – collectively, who likely 
outnumber MainGait’s transient guests. In fact, Tucker Hill was classified, by TxDOT, as a standard residential 
area with an acceptable NAC level of 67 and precluded from participating in any future noise studies. This is 
both incorrect and unacceptable. Tucker Hill is a “front porch” community and every home is designed with a 
front porch that encourages outdoor activities and interactions between neighbors. Tucker Hill should be 
reclassified as Category A to preserve the essence of the neighborhood and the neighborhood should be 
included in any future noise abatement studies.  

The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise on the community. Yet, 
TxDOT, while proposing to surround the neighborhood on both the south and east side with a highway, believes 
the noise impact to be acceptable. TxDOT has not met their burden in any way, and moving forward with flawed 
data will cause irreparable harm to the residents of Tucker Hill, especially the young, elderly and disabled who 
do not regularly leave the neighborhood. A new noise study must be conducted with more receptors and sound 
barriers across both the south and east side of the neighborhood must be included in any Segment A option. 
Finally, it appears untenable that TxDOT could make any conclusion about the noise impact on Tucker Hill 
without fully understanding the impact of their proposed Segment A shift on the east side of the neighborhood.  

Community Impacts  

TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park and the Tucker Hill Community Center in their 
community impact study as the only community spaces without identifying the population they serve. First, 
Tucker Hill houses a community center, two town squares, two community parks, a community pool, a dog 
park, two fire pits, an amphitheater and a rooftop event space in the Harvard Park commercial area. The 
community spaces can be found filled with residents on almost any sunny day. Tucker Hill hosts many little 
league practices from Prosper and McKinney in our neighborhood parks and is a Christmas Holiday 
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destination for people all across the region to visit our lighted homes. Furthermore, the community has a long 
history of events supporting organizations like Ethan for Autism, 29 Acres and the Down Syndrome Guild of 
Dallas. TxDOT has not demonstrated that they have completed any research into the impacted population 
(including children of all ages, elderly, seniors 55+, veterans and residents with disabilities) of these facilities. 
Once again, this is an egregious omission and appears to show substantial bias for MainGait and other 
facilities that serve guests as opposed to residents.  

Aesthetic Impacts  

TxDOT has not completed the required aesthetic impact analysis for the whole project.  

Traffic Analysis  

TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed. TxDOT’s original traffic projection methodology was deemed to be 
incomplete and inconsistent by the Texas A&M Transportation Institute (TTI) in September of 2020. In March 
2021, TTI noted that they still had not been provided traffic data for the “No Build vs Build scenarios”. At that 
time, TTI deemed that the growth rates used in the revised study were acceptable for “short-term growth (from 
2020 to the pivot year of 2040)”. Unfortunately, TxDOT has not addressed how their growth rate calculation 
using a linear regression could be acceptable if the baseline year for traffic growth is 2020. In every 
commercial or municipal environment, 2020 is seen as a data anomaly because of the impact of the pandemic 
and an unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes of any kind. TxDOT’s traffic analysis continues to be 
flawed and incomplete.  

Two 90 degree curves  

More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a horizontal curve, and the average crash rate 
for horizontal curves is about three times that of other types of highway segments  
(https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/). In 2022 the United States 
Department of Transportation released their National Roadway Safety Strategy, which endorsed zero fatalities 
as the national goal and promotes building safety into the design of roads. TxDOT did not compare the safety 
risks including injury and fatality based on the highway designs of alternatives A and B. Segment A 
(the current preferred alignment) has two 90 degree curves. It also does not appear that TxDOT considered 
this safety risk in their decision.  

As such, TxDOT must include an analysis that compares alternatives A and B on the probability of 
accidents, injury, and fatalities. In addition, TxDOT must justify why they would choose a more dangerous 
alignment and one that goes against the US Department of Transportation’s strategy.  

Community Cohesion  

TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to Tucker Hill with Segment A 
and that there appears to be existing cohesion between Whitley Place, Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper 
and Walnut Grove due to school districting once again is incorrect and appears to show a bias or, simply, a 
failure to conduct proper research.  

Segment A will effectively sever Tucker Hill on both the south and eastern sides of the neighborhood from 
McKinney. This is atypical and will leave Tucker Hill, established within the city limits of McKinney in 2008, as 
the only established subdivision completely blocked off from McKinney on two sides of the neighborhood. In 
fact, the highway will sever Tucker Hill from the districted school, Reeves Elementary in Auburn Hills. It will 
also impact and, possibly, imperil the plans to connect Tucker Hill to both the school and the hike and bike trail 
system already in the city’s plans. The City of McKinney has noted in their planning documents and as Mayor 
Fuller reiterated in his email to Ceason 
Clemons and TxDOT staff dated February 26th, 2023, Tucker Hill is a significant asset to the city.  

What may be most troubling, though, is TxDOT’s conclusion that somehow there is no cohesion impact when 
cutting Tucker Hill off from Reeves Elementary, but there appears to be an impact to the Prosper 
neighborhoods due to school zoning. However, the Walnut Grove neighborhood is not districted for Prosper 
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ISD. The Mansions of Prosper neighborhood and the Luxe Prosper neighborhood are districted for different 
elementary and high schools than the Whitley Place neighborhood. In fact, Mansions of Prosper and Luxe 
Prosper share school zoning with Tucker Hill. The correct conclusion here should have been that given the 
shared school zoning between these neighborhoods (Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper, Tucker Hill and 
Auburn Hills) and the fact that Tucker Hill would become the only established subdivision to be severed from 
McKinney by the highway on two sides, with respect to community cohesion, Segment B is clearly the better 
alternative.  

Construction and Noise Pollution  

TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to construction and noise pollution. According to the 
TxDOT handbook this is incorrect and TxDOT must also include:  

“Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This section of the EA must identify and explain 
any impacts associated with construction activities. This includes light pollution; impacts 
associated with physical construction activity, temporary lane, road or bridge closures (including 
detours); and other traffic disruptions. Include the expected duration of any construction impacts, 
and explain any BMPs or other strategies that will be used to mitigate such impacts.”  

TxDOT must outline and detail all potential impacts during construction for both proposed Segments A and B 
and appropriately evaluate those impacts as part of the study. Importantly, TxDOT should provide all impacts 
and mitigation strategies related to construction prior to proceeding. Critically, with respect to Tucker Hill and 
the surrounding neighborhoods, what are the plans for egress to the neighborhood during construction and 
how will those plans impact the response time of emergency vehicles to points within the neighborhood?  

Shift Closer to Tucker Hill  

TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the already flawed analysis 
that produced a preference for Segment A creates an unfair burden on the residents of Tucker Hill. Once 
again, TxDOT appears to be showing a callous bias toward ‘future development’ rather than a 
commitment to current residents. It is impossible to fully understand the additional noise pollution, air 
pollution and other effects without additional study. It’s important to note that even with this new shifted 
Segment A, the cost to construct Segment B would be $100M less than Segment A. TxDOT’s actions are 
placing the residents of Tucker Hill in an untenable position and are knowingly causing irreparable harm 
to the community in favor of future development. I strongly object to the proposed shift of the A 
alignment.  

Air Pollution  

Air pollution is a documented public health emergency, and can affect every organ in the body, including 
cognition. Children and the elderly are disproportionately vulnerable to air pollution, specifically PM2.5, and 
more so if they live in close proximity to a highway. Air pollution can cause a multitude of diseases in adults, 
including heart disease, and can breach the placental barrier during pregnancy, causing miscarriages and birth 
defects. These impacts are well documented and have been noted in academic studies for over a decade. 
TxDOT should not proceed with this project until they have conducted a full study of existing and future air 
pollution on this highway, both at the regional scale and immediately adjacent to the highway. TxDOT must be 
compliant with EPA’s health-based National Ambient Air Quality Standards.  

The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill neighborhood on the South and East sides. Winds 
in McKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-East meaning that for more days than not air 
pollution will be blown and settled on the residents of Tucker Hill.  

It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT utilized an airspeed of 1 MPH. The 
average wind speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the prevailing winds are from the south and south-
east. It appears that additional study must be completed to correctly understand what the adverse effects of 
air pollution would be on the Tucker Hill population. Additionally, if Segment A is selected, monitoring devices 
must be installed to monitor air quality before, during and after construction.  
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The DEIS fails to address air pollution from traffic beyond tailpipe emissions. A growing body of academic 
research cites brake wear and tire friction as primary pollutants from traffic. The DEIS has not addressed 
either of these sources of pollutants, nor does it address benzene or Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs). 
We request that TxDOT complete detailed analyses of each of these pollutants, and compare pollutant levels 
on 380 (for each pollutant) to expected levels during and after construction Segment A. The DEIS notes in 
several places that expected proliferation of electric vehicles (EVs) should improve air pollution in this corridor. 
This is not only abdicating responsibility for mitigating air pollution, but a misrepresentation of electric vehicles 
and their environmental benefits. While EVs do reduce tailpipe emissions from internal combustion engines 
(ICEs), they do nothing to reduce pollution from non-tailpipe sources including brake dust and tire friction. 
Pollution from tire friction may worsen in EVs due to increases in vehicle weight from electric batteries. 
Further, Texas’ electric grid is far from clean, and EVs that source their energy from unclean sources are, 
therefore, unclean themselves.  

The Mobile Source Air Toxins analysis in the DEIS is lacking and includes only a qualitative analysis. The 
DEIS claims that MSAT will decrease with time because of improved federal standards. We argue that this 
is an outsourcing of responsibility to mitigate air pollution in the 380 corridor, and request that TxDOT 
complete a quantitative MSAT analysis and a health impact assessment for all criteria pollutants.  

Quality of Comments Collected  

As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in soliciting comments. In 
addition to submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill residents, comments were solicited via Facebook 
with no links to the underlying studies or segment alternatives. TxDOT must vet all of the comments collected 
during the scoping project fully and determine that they were legitimately provided by residents. If the 
comments were not legitimate, they should be stricken from the project record.  

NEPA  

Paraphrasing from The Council on Environmental Quality (2021), TxDOT is obligated to evaluate feasible 
alternatives in enough detail so that a reader can compare and contrast the environmental effects of the 
various alternatives. Of note, NEPA reasonable alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from 
the technical and economic standpoint, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of TxDOT.  

“NEPA is About People and Places”  

"Impacts include ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health impacts, whether 
adverse or beneficial. It is important to note that human beings are part of the environment (indeed, that is 
why Congress used the phrase “human environment” in NEPA), so when an EIS is prepared and 
economic or social and natural or physical environmental effects are interrelated, the EIS should discuss 
all of these effects."  

It is clear that TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst, unsavory. I ask that 
TxDOT respond to each of the issues discussed. As it stands, if TxDOT proceeds with their preferred 
Segment A they will be irreparably harming the residents of Tucker Hill, unfairly seizing the residents’ 
ability to enjoy their neighborhood, severing them from their broader community and, potentially, justifying 
it with a fatally flawed Environmental Impact Study. 

Induced Demand  
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1. RMI SHIFT Calculator  

2. RMI_SHIFT (STATE HIGHWAY INDUCED FREQUENCE OF 
TRAVEL) CALCULATOR_About the methodology  

3. American Economic Review_2011_The Fundamental Law of Road Congestion: Evidence from US 
Cities  
4. California EPA Air Resources Board_2014_Policy Brief_Impact of Highway Capacity and Induced Travel 
on Passenger Vehicle Use and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 5. UC Davis_2015_Policy Brief_Increasing 
Highway Capacity Unlikely to Relieve Traffic Congestion  

Case Studies & TxDOT Publications  

1. Air Alliance Houston_2019_Health Impact Assessment of the North Houston Highway Improvement 
Project  
2. Air Alliance Houston_2022_Why are we still building highways?  

3. TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS  

4. TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS Appendix P Air Quality  

5. TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS Appendix V Greenhouse Gas and Climate Change 6. Thomson 
Reuters Foundation_2022_In 'world's most polluted city', Indian workers unaware of toxic air  
7. Reuters_2021_Pollution likely to cut 9 years of life expectancy of 40% of Indians 8. The 
Guardian_2022_‘It’s just more and more lanes’ the Texan revolt against giant new highways 

9. The New York Times_2022_Can Portland Be a Climate Leader Without Reducing Driving?  
10. TxDOT_2023_TxDOT Statewide On-Road Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis and Climate Change 

Assessment Update Summer 2023  
11. TxDOT_2018_Technical Report_Statewide On-Road Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis and 

Climate Change Assessment  

Tailpipe Emissions vs. Tire Friction Pollution  

1. The Guardian_2022_Car Tyres Produce Vastly More Particle Pollution Than Exhausts, Tests Show  
2. Jalopnik_2022_Emissions from Tire Wear Are a Whole Lot Worse Than We Thought  

Congestion vs. Idling Emissions  

1. City Observatory_2017_Urban Myth Busting: Congestion, Idling, and Carbon Emissions 2. 
Transportation Research_2012_Congestion and emissions mitigation: A comparison of capacity, demand, 
and vehicle based strategies  

Policy vs. Behavior Changes  

1. Transportation Research Interdisciplinary Perspectives_2023_Driven by head or heart? Testing the effect 
of rational and emotional anti-speeding messages on self-reported speeding intentions  

Effects on Human Health  

1. The Guardian_2019_Revealed: air pollution may be damaging ‘every organ in the body’ 2. 
Chest_2019_Air Pollution and Noncommunicable Diseases  

3. PNAS_2018_Global estimates of mortality associated with long-term exposure to outdoor fine 
particulate matter  
4. Environmental Pollution_2008_Human health effects of air pollution  

5. Environmental Health Perspectives_2007_Short-Term Effects of Carbon Monoxide on Mortality: An 
Analysis within the APHEA Project  
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6. Respiratory Medicine_2015_Allergy and asthma: Effects of the exposure to particulate matter and 
biological allergens  

7. American Journal of Physiology_2008_Particulate matter exposure induces persistent lung inflammation 
and endothelial dysfunction  

8. Environmental Health Perspectives_2016_Prenatal Air Pollution Exposures, DNA Methyl Transferase 
Genotypes, and Associations with Newborn LINE1 and Alu Methylation and Childhood Blood Pressure 
and Carotid Intima-Media Thickness in the Children’s Health Study  

9. Environmental Health Perspectives_2010_Childhood Incident Asthma and Traffic-Related Air 
Pollution at Home and School 

10. Environmental Pollution_2017_Maternal exposure to air pollutants during the first trimester and 
foetal growth in Japanese term infants  

11. Environmental Health Perspectives_2009_Association between Local Traffic-Generated Air Pollution and 
Preeclampsia and Preterm Delivery in the South Coast Air Basin of California  

12. Obesity_2016_Residential proximity to major roadways, fine particulate matter, and adiposity: The 
framingham heart study  

13. Environmental Health Perspectives_2006_Separate and Unequal: Residential Segregation and 
Estimated Cancer Risks Associated with Ambient Air Toxics in U.S. Metropolitan Areas  
14. The Guardian_2019_Air pollution deaths are double previous estimates, finds research 15. European 
Heart Journal_2019_Cardiovascular disease burden from ambient air pollution in Europe reassessed using 
novel hazard ratio functions  
16. The Guardian_2019_Air pollution 'as bad as smoking in increasing risk of miscarriage' 17. Fertility 
and Sterility_2019_Acute effects of air pollutants on spontaneous pregnancy loss: a case-crossover 
study  

18. Fertility and Sterility_2018_Ambient air pollution and the risk of pregnancy loss: a prospective 
cohort study  
19. The Guardian_2018_Air pollution particles found in mothers' placentas 20. The Guardian_2018_Air 
pollution causes ‘huge’ reduction in intelligence, study reveals 21. PNAS_2018_The impact of exposure 
to air pollution on cognitive performance 22. The Guardian_2017_Air pollution harm to unborn babies 
may be global health catastrophe, warn doctors  

23. BMJ_2017_Impact of London's road traffic air and noise pollution on birth weight: retrospective 
population based cohort study  

24. The Guardian_2017_Global pollution kills 9m a year and threatens 'survival of human societies'  
25. The Guardian_2018_Diesel pollution stunts children’s lung growth, major study shows 26. The 
Lancet_2019_Impact of London's low emission zone on air quality and children's respiratory health: a 
sequential annual cross-sectional study  
27. The Guardian_2017_How conniving carmakers caused the diesel air pollution crisis 28. The 
Guardian_2018_Childhood obesity linked to air pollution from vehicles 29. Environmental 
Health_2018_Longitudinal associations of in utero and early life  

near-roadway air pollution with trajectories of childhood body mass index 30. Preventive 
Medicine_2010_Automobile traffic around the home and attained body mass index: a longitudinal cohort 
study of children aged 10-18 years  
31. The Guardian_2016_Air pollution linked to increased mental illness in children 32. 
BMJ_2016_Association between neighbourhood air pollution concentrations and dispensed medication 
for psychiatric disorders in a large longitudinal cohort of Swedish children and adolescents  

33. The Guardian_2018_Air pollution: everything you should know about a public health emergency  
34. The Guardian_2017_Electric cars are not the answer to air pollution, says top UK adviser 
35. The New York Times_2022_Enough About Climate Change. Air Pollution Is Killing Us Now.  

36. Air Alliance Houston_No Safe Level of Transportation Emissions  

37. Elsevier_2017_Increased air pollution cuts victims' lifespan by a decade, costing billions 38. 
Harvard_2016_Air pollution below EPA standards linked with higher death rates 39. Environmental Health 
Perspectives_2016_Low-Concentration PM2.5 and Mortality: Estimating Acute and Chronic Effects in a 
Population-Based Study  

40. Texas Pedestrian Safety Coalition_2023_Exploring Transportation-Related Air Quality Impacts on 
Pedestrians in Disadvantaged Communities_Video  
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41. Texas Pedestrian Safety Coalition_2023_Exploring Transportation-Related Air Quality Impacts on 
Pedestrians in Disadvantaged Communities_Slides  
42. Texas Pedestrian Safety Coalition_2023_Exploring Transportation-Related Air Quality Impacts on 
Pedestrians in Disadvantaged Communities_HBW Notes.docx 43. University of British 
Columbia_2023_Traffic pollution impairs brain function 44. Environmental Health_2023_Brief diesel 
exhaust exposure acutely impairs functional brain connectivity in humans: a randomized controlled 
crossover study  
45. Dezeen_2023_MIT study finds huge carbon cost to self-driving cars 46. Journal of the American 
Heart Association_2022_Pandemic‐Related Pollution Decline and ST‐Segment‒Elevation Myocardial 
Infarctions  
47. American Lung Association_2022_Living Near Highways and Air Pollution 48. Environmental 
Health Perspectives_2011_Traffic-related air pollution and cognitive function in a cohort of older 
men  

49. The Lancet_2017_Living near major roads and the incidence of dementia, Parkinson's disease, and 
multiple sclerosis: a population-based cohort study  

50. Environmental Health Perspectives_2008_Association between traffic-related black carbon exposure 
and lung function among urban women  

51. The New England Journal of Medicine_2004_Exposure to Traffic and the Onset of Myocardial 
Infarction  

52. The Lancet_2002_Association between mortality and indicators of traffic-related air pollution in the 
Netherlands: a cohort study  

53. American Journal of Respiratory and Critical Care Medicine_2010_Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary 
Disease and Long-Term Exposure to Traffic-related Air Pollution_A Cohort Study  
54. The Urban Institute_2022_The Polluted Life Near the Highway  

Expert Publications & Guidelines  

1. Planetizen_2022_The Urgent Need for Climate Action Includes Land Use Reforms, IPCC Report 
Says  
2. IPCC_2022_Chapter 8 Transport  

3. WHO_2021_Global Air Quality Guidelines  

4. USPIRG_2021_Transform Transportation_Strategies For A Healthier Future 5. The World 
Bank and IHME_2016_The Cost of Air Pollution  
6. Transportation for America_Driving Down Emissions 

 

Induced Demand  

1. Journal of Transport Economics and Policy 2002 Induced Travel Demand and Induced Road Investment: 
A Simultaneous Equation Analysis  

Tailpipe Emissions vs. Tire Friction Pollution/ Brake Dust Pollution/ Electric Vehicle Pollution 1. Int J Environ 
Res Public Health 2017 Wear and Tear of Tyres: A Stealthy Source of Microplastics in the Environment  

2. Report EUR 2014 Non-exhaust traffic related emissions. Brake and tyre wear PM 3. Atmospheric 
Environment 2011 Investigation on the potential generation of ultrafine particles from the tire–road 
interface  

4. Journal of Environmental Protection 2013 Dust Resulting from Tire Wear and the Risk of Health Hazards  
5. Environmental Science & Technology 2004 Tire-Wear Particles as a Source of Zinc to the Environment  
6. Environmental Science and Pollution Research 2015 Brake wear particle emissions: a review  
7. Science of the Total Environment 2008 Sources and properties of non-exhaust particulate matter 

from road traffic: A review  
8. Science of the Total Environment 2020 Tyre and road wear particles (TRWP) - A review of generation, 

properties, emissions, human health risk, ecotoxicity, and fate in the environment  
9. Science of the Total Environment 2022 Tire wear particle emissions: Measurement data where are you?  
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10. Science of the Total Environment 2022 Effect of treadwear grade on the generation of tire PM 
emissions in laboratory and real-world driving conditions  

11. Emission Control Science and Technology 2021 Development of Tire-Wear Particle Emission 
Measurements for Passenger Vehicles  
12. Wear 2018 Investigation of ultra fine particulate matter emission of rubber tires 13. Bloomberg 2022 
New Tech Aims to Capture Electric Vehicle Tire Emissions 14. Arizona Department of Transportation 2006 
Tire Wear Emissions for Asphalt Rubber and Portland Cement Concrete Pavement Surfaces  

15. The Conversation 2020 Air pollution from brake dust may be as harmful as diesel exhaust on 
immune cells – new study  

16. UK Research and Innovation 2020 Brake dust air pollution may have same harmful effects on 
immune cells as diesel exhaust  

17. U.S. Department of Energy Alternative Fuels Data Center Emissions from Electric Vehicles  
18. U.S. Department of Energy Argonne Laboratory 2009 Well-to-Wheels Energy Use and Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions Analysis of Plug-in Hybrid Electric Vehicles 
19. National Renewable Energy Laboratory 2016 Emissions Associated with Electric Vehicle Charging: 

Impact of Electricity Generation Mix, Charging Infrastructure Availability, and Vehicle Type  
20. US News 2020 Brake Dust Another Driver of Air Pollution  

21. The New York Times 2021 How Green Are Electric Vehicles?  

22. Scientific American 2016 Electric Cars Are Not Necessarily Clean  

23. The Guardian 2016 Why electric cars are only as clean as their power supply 24. Biofriendly 
Planet 2022 Electric Vehicles and Their Impact on the Environment 25. California Air Resources 
Board 2022 California moves to accelerate to 100% new zero-emission vehicle sales by 2035  

26. CNN 2022 Car tires are disastrous for the environment. This startup wants to be a driving force in 
fixing the problem.  

VOCs/ PM2.5/ Greenhouse Gases  

1. World Health Organization 2019 Exposure to benzene: a major public health concern 2. American 
Lung Association 2022 Volatile Organic Compounds  
3. National Cancer Institute 2022 Benzene  

4. Environmental Research 2020 Characteristics of volatile organic compounds from vehicle emissions 
through on-road test in Wuhan, China.  
5. Aerosol and Air Quality Research 2018 Emission Characteristics of VOCs from On-Road Vehicles in an 
Urban Tunnel in Eastern China and Predictions for 2017–2026 6. Atmospheric Environment 2017 
Characteristics of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) from the evaporative emissions of modern 
passenger cars  

7. Atmospheric Environment 2012 Volatile organic compounds from the exhaust of light-duty diesel 
vehicles  

8. Analytical Sciences 2012 Measurement of volatile organic compounds in vehicle exhaust using single-
photon ionization time-of-flight mass spectrometry  

9. PubMed 2001 Exposure to volatile organic compounds for individuals with occupations associated with 
potential exposure to motor vehicle exhaust and/or gasoline vapor emissions  

10. Environmental Research 1999 Assessment of benzene and toluene emissions from automobile 
exhaust in Bangkok  

11. Atmospheric Environment 1967 Benzene, toluene and xylene concentrations in car exhausts and in 
city air  

12. Environmental Science and Technology 1992 On-line measurement of benzene and toluene in dilute 
vehicle exhaust by mass spectrometry  

13. Iowa State University 2015 Quantification of benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene and o-xylene in internal 
combustion engine exhaust with time-weighted average solid phase microextraction and gas 
chromatography mass spectrometry  

14. Journal of Exposure Science & Environmental Epidemiology 2003 Measurement of volatile organic 
compounds inside automobiles  

15. Chronic Diseases and Translational Medicine 2018 Fine particulate matter (PM2.5): The culprit for chronic 
lung diseases in China.  
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16. Journal of Thoracic Disease 2016 The impact of PM2.5 on the human respiratory system 
17. US EPA 2022 Health and Environmental Effects of Particulate Matter (PM) 18. Harvard School of 
Public Health 2011 Greenhouse gases pose threat to public health 19. CDC 2022 Climate Effects on 
Health.  

20. NAQTS, Emissions Analytics, Lancaster University 2018 Vehicle Interior Air Quality: Volatile Organic 
Compounds  

Congestion vs. Idling Emissions (Traffic Emissions)  

1. Transportation Research Record Comparison of Vehicular Emissions in Free-Flow and Congestion 
Using MOBILE4 and Highway Performance Monitoring System 2. Atmospheric Environment 2011 
Vehicle emissions in congestion: Comparison of work zone, rush hour and free-flow conditions  

3. Institute for Transport and Economics 2007 How Much does Traffic Congestion Increase Fuel Consumption 
and Emissions? Applying a Fuel Consumption Model to the NGSIM Trajectory Data  

4. Science of The Total Environment 2013 Air pollution and health risks due to vehicle traffic  
5. USA Today 2011 Study blames 2,200 deaths on traffic emissions  

Resources  

1. TxDOT 2022 DEIS 

 

  

 



From: Stephanie Weatherby 

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 12:11 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Stephanie weatherby  

6501 alderbrook place 

McKinney texas 75071 

 

 

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Foverview.mail.yahoo.com%2F%3F.src%3DiOS&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C0e60fff94840450a73a108db25783de2%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638144970598866118%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=UR8dDf07l9QT4DofOA%2FdtkpAWeEPhbNwubkR8GLTiXk%3D&reserved=0


-----Original Message----- 

From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 10:07 AM 

To: Stephen 

Subject: RE: 380 bypass in mckinney 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Stephen 

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 9:21 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 bypass in mckinney 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827. 

 

Thanks. Stephen Bishop 

 

[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) 

message]<https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsa

fety%2Ftraffic-safety-

campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C19ed4e826fbe4e

00c2a808db19a6cdc2%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131976419763340

%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6

Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=UDVaDINiSINoX1Mn9TGkaMoBwq0uTYxyPs4tjbH2UNk%3D&res

erved=0> 



From: Stephen Lyman 

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 8:03 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Dear Sirs, 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Stephen Lyman 

Wren Creek 

Stonebridge Ranch 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Stephen Shapiro  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 4:52 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Janell Pennington 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 8:34 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Why does the State want to spend more money for option A?   It does not make any sense along with 

the other reasons ….destroying fewer businesses and homes.    I am sick over the possibility of the state 

implementing Segment A.  Please listen to the voices of McKinney residents especially those impacted in 

Stonebridge Ranch and Tucker Hill 

 

Sincerely, 

Steve and Janell Pennington 

 

 

 

Sent from my iPad 



From: Steve Murray  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 5:27 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Cc: Jessica Murray 

Subject: TXDOT / US380 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Endres  

 

As a homeowner and resident of Stonebridge Ranch in McKinney, my wife and I strongly OPPOSE the 

construction of Segment A for the US380 Bypass from Coit RD to FM1827.  We believe that TXDOT has 

an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 

less homes and businesses and result in less disruption to the 36,000 residents of Stonebridge Ranch 

and thousands of residents of McKinney.   

 

We strongly urge you and TXDOT to implement Segment B as the preferred option for this US380 

Bypass.  My understanding is that this was what was originally discussed with many in the community 

and this change in direction is not only the wrong decision, it’s also challenging everyone’s faith and 

believe in our state government.   

 

Sincerely  

 

Steve and Jessica Murray 

7117 Langmuir DR 

McKinney, TX 75071 

 

 



From: Joelle Clink  

Sent: Friday, March 10, 2023 9:17 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   

 

Sincerely, 

Steve and Joelle Clink 
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From: Steve Richardson 

Sent: Tuesday, April 18, 2023 12:03 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Cc:

Subject: 380 comments

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres, 

As a resident of Tucker Hill, I am concerned about a number of the problems the proposed segment A will bring , and 

don’t believe the vetting process addresses ; 

How will emergency services be accomplished when construction starts and there is still only one street of egress? 

How was air pollution actually measured for our community , where were the testing monitors placed? How were they 

going to predict the pollution during the construction? 

Did the EIS studies take into account native animal and plant species that will be displaced? What about the new beaver 

dams along Wilson creek? 

Was the parking displacement in Harvard Park taken into account? Where will the business parking go? It will go into 

Tucker Hill  and take already precious little existing residential parking. Where in the EIS studies is this addressed? 

Finally, how was the potential added cost of over $200,000,000.00 over segment B justified. 

 

Sincerely 

Steve & Marianne Richardson 

 

 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 9:48 AM 

To: Steve Chappell 

Subject: RE: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Steve Chappell   

Sent: Monday, February 27, 2023 10:59 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, Texas, I strongly oppose the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827. Segment A doesn’t make sense for two very important reasons: it’s more expensive and 

less of a bypass.  

 

Steve Chappell  

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C62dcefecb588479b2a1e08db19a5d30e%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131972216251583%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=wO2iV9le%2BUao2EJw9sBZnDNt8v%2F01oYqllNzQfIPoCw%3D&reserved=0


From: Steve Daigle 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 5:44 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:40 PM 

To: Steve Lotz  

Subject: RE: NO to segment A, yes to segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Steve Lotz  

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 7:34 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: NO to segment A, yes to segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hi Stephen  

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827. 

 

Thank you for reconsidering. 

 

Anything you can do would be greatly appreciated. 

 

Steve Lotz  

 

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C35fec8a8fa274817ee3b08db19e112e9%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638132226687609773%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=DWytH2jPfCh0MG7j4DA%2FDrWnAwr%2FUti9%2FxAVh3VjYo0%3D&reserved=0


From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 9:56 AM 

To: Steve Meyer 

Subject: RE: NO to segment A, YES to segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Steve Meyer  

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 9:51 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: NO to segment A, YES to segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of Mckinney Texas, I strongly OPPOSE the construction of segment A and 

support segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827.   

 

Thank you.  

 

Steve Meyer  

1208 Canyon Wren Dr.  

Mckinney, TX  75071 

214-458-5961  

 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cfff83a8178e140e78baf08db19a555e3%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131970113122764%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=VfTCEG5iNPKa%2FdSQTxchrFOWtLWHNFnjqXgc%2F5w%2Bt1U%3D&reserved=0


From: Michelle Kordak 

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 9:57 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Steven and Michelle Kordak 

8725 Abbington Place 

McKinney, 75072 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Steven Clay 

Sent: Thursday, March 23, 2023 10:30 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Support for Segment A on 380 bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

To Mr. Stephen Endres and those it concerns, 

 

I am a McKinney business owner, a Prosper homeowner and a daily commuter on 380 and I SUPPORT 

SEGMENT A ONLY for the 380 bypass option. My family and I are in a unique position because we can 

see this from both McKinney and Prosper viewpoints and opinions.  However, when reviewing the 

detailed information TXDOT has provided all citizens of both cities and after reviewing the DEIS, 

Segment A is 100% clearly the best and only option for everyone's futures. Let's use our collective 

common sense and stand with the DEIS study that clearly shows Segment A as the most viable option 

and put this issue to rest. I ask you to NOT punish the many because of a few!  Citizens in every town 

and subdivision  along the 380 corridors are upset and being pitted against one another because of 

this expansion project. It's time to officially close the discussions on this and move forward with 

Segment A! 

 

I will say it again...my family and I support Segment A ONLY for this expansion project. 

 

Please Do The Right Thing!  Finalize Segment A as the final decision, close the discussions and let's all 

move forward. 

  

Respectfully, 

Steven Clay 

Prosper homeowner, McKinney Business Owner and daily commuter 



380 Bypass Comments 

 

Construction Phase Traffic: 

Regarding Segment A vs. Segment B, the comparison used for the recommendation is lacking because it 
fails to address the impact to traffic on US 380 during the period of construction, which based on the fly 
through video most recently shared, will be substantial. 

 

Segment B could be built from the NE to the SW, with the it-in to the current 380 taking place during 
the final stage of construction, which would allow traffic to flow normally for the majority of the 
construction project. Contrast that with Segment A, which impacts a much larger extent of the existing 
road, creating a substantial impact to road traffic during the construction phase. 

 
Since the main project objective, as we have been told, is to improve traffic on 380, the feasibility 
comparison cannot be complete without comparing the impact of the project’s execution on the end it 
pursues. The absence of this comparison on the draft EIS is substantial grounds to revisit the decision. 

 

Wildlife habitat: 

Property 2689146 is a county-designated wildlife habitat with an active management plan. The area is 
home to a substantial population of coyotes, active songbirds, waterfowl, dear, bobcats, and bevers. The 
robust beaver population creates a natural wetland that serves as a habitat unique to the area in that it is 
accessible to nature enthusiasts and large enough to support the numerous species identified above. The 
wetland ecosystem created naturally in this area is an important flood control measure. The EIS is 
performed in the absence of assessing the net impact on watershed due to construction on the Wilson 
Creek corridor to the SE of the proposed project. Reducing the wetland area in the proposed 
development region will put additional strain on the downstream areas of Tucker Hill that are also 
increasingly narrowed and hardened with concrete. AN updated holistic floodplain analysis must be 
undertaken to ascertain the feasibility of safely construction this project, given development outside of 
its boundaries. 

 

Steven Lenney 



From: Stonebridge Ranch Communications 

 

Sent: Monday, April 3, 2023 4:22 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Cc: ; Jon Dell'Antonia; Amanda Batson 

Subject: US 380 Petition from Stonebridge Ranch, McKinney Residents 

Attachments: Stonebridge Ranch Residents US 380 Petition NO to Segment A.pdf 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Endres 

 

The Board of Directors of Stonebridge Ranch Community Association, a 9,400-home master-

planned community, voted unanimously  

to make an official statement adamantly opposing TxDOT's preferred Segment A of the "Blue 

Alternative" and continue to support Segment B. 

 

Please see attached written petition that has been signed by homeowners and citizens of 

McKinney, TX. 

 

Thank you for your time, 

 

Communications 

Stonebridge Ranch Community Association 



US 380 Proposed Route - NO to Segment A, YES to
Segment B
https://www.thepetitionsite.com/756/446/652/us-380-proposed-route-no-to-segment-a-yes-to-
segment-b/

Author: Susan Spoonemore
Recipient: Stonebridge Ranch Residents

Petition:

SAVE STONEBRIDGE RANCH LIFESTYLE: 
EVERY COMMENT COUNTS

In the US 380 Bypass project (Coit Road to FM 1827), TxDOT has proposed the construction
of Segment A which will cause untold damages to our Stonebridge Ranch lifestyle.  Join the
SRCA Board of Directors in opposing construction of Segment A in the proposed US 380
Bypass project.

NO to Segment A 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of
Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand
TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B,  that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on
McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption
to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney.  

I strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass
from Coit Road to FM 1827.    

SIGN THE PETITION NOW!
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4. Susan S MCKINNEY, TX
5. Michelle J McKinney, TX
6. Leila R McKinney, TX
7. Chris C MckinneyMcKinney,

TX
8. Elizabeth N McKinney, TX
9. Girlie C Mckinney, TX
10. Nilesh N McKinney , TX
11. Alison M Mckinney, TX
12. Judy B McKinney , TX
13. Michael T McKinney, TX
14. Valerie Y McKinney, TX
15. Elissa S McKinney, TX No to option A!
16. samantha s Mckinney, TX
17. Mark J McKinney, TX
18. Peter C McKinney , TX
19. Sean D McKinney, TX
20. Chris M McKinney, TX
21. Donald M McKinney, TX
22. Jeff L McKinney, TX
23. Jo Ann L McKinney, TX NO to Segment A. YES to Segment B
24. Richard R McKinney , TX
25. Heather R Mckinney, TX
26. Daniel M McKinney, TX
27. Rafael S McKinney, TX Stonebridge Ranch is a 30 year community with more than

9200 homes and 32000 residents who bought in this
community because of the green space and peaceful
lifestyle, option B effects far fewer people and businesses.
Please select option B or something further north where and
is just being developed.

28. Amber P Mckinney , TX No to segment A
29. Kathryn S Mckinney, TX
30. Davina G McKinney, TX
31. Julie B McKinney , TX Please do not destroy our community with the Segment A

plan. Please implement the Segment B plan.
32. Kelly N Mckinney, TX
33. Brian M Dallas, TX No to A

Name From Comments
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Name From Comments
34. Amanda B McKinney, TX I strongly oppose construction of Segment A. The cost to all

McKinney taxpayers is significant and the damages to
Stonebridge Ranch are untold.

35. Brett L McKinney , TX
36. Jodi L McKinney, TX
37. Jeanne F McKinney, TX
38. Roman S Mckinney, TX US 380 Proposed Route - NO to Segment A, YES to

Segment B
39. Joseph A McKinney, TX Please consider the economic impacts of your decision.
40. James R McKinney, TX
41. Sheila F McKinney, TX
42. Amy O McKinney , TX
43. Michael B McKinney , TX
44. John W Mckinney, TX
45. Larry W McKinney, TX
46. BRIAN K McKinney, TX, TX
47. Robert C McKinney, TX US 380 Proposed Route - NO to Segment A, YES to

Segment B
48. Richard B McKinney, TX
49. Jeanette C McKinney, TX
50. Jerry H MCKINNEY, TX
51. james e Mckinney , TX
52. Jack H McKinney, TX
53. Mike M McKinney , TX
54. Charles O McKinney , TX
55. Sheri S McKinney , TX
56. Cyril R McKinney, TX
57. Russ C McKinney , TX
58. Ricardo S McKinney, TX
59. Ken V Mckinney , TX
60. Nancy J McKinney, TX NO to segment A! YES to segment B!!!
61. Gaye L McKinney, TX I believe segment A is NOT the right choice. B is better for

ourMcKinney community.
62. Susan H Mckinney, TX
63. Jacqueline Bishop

B
McKinney, TX

64. Austin B Mckinney, TX
65. Jennifer D McKinney, TX
66. Curtis J Mckinney , TX
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Name From Comments
67. William E McKinney, TX
68. Kara M McKinney, TX
69. chris c McKinney, TX
70. Andrew M McKinney, TX
71. Steven N McKinney, TX
72. Beverly L McKinney, TX
73. David L McKinney , TX
74. Mark D McKinney , TX
75. Mark S Mckinney, TX
76. TraeAnn J McKinney, TX Segment B is a much better option!!!
77. Marion Y McKinney, TX
78. Jack D McKinney , TX
79. Brad K Mckinney, TX
80. Craig C MCKINNEY, TX No to Segment A; Yes to Segment B
81. Brad S McKinney, TX
82. Henry James S Mckinney, TX
83. Erik H McKinney, TX
84. Chip M McKinney, TX The TxDOT route is more expensive and adversely affects

more businesses and residences that other routes.
85. Paige D McKinney , TX
86. Timothy L McKinney, TX
87. Valerie P McKinney, TX
88. Lari K Mckinney, TX
89. Rene L McKinney, TX
90. Erika F McKinney, TX
91. Joan D McKinney, TX NOOOOO to A . . .Use B instead
92. Michael G McKinney , TX I support plan B.
93. Holly T McKinney, TX No to Segment A. That large of a road should veer north

before it ever gets to Custer Road for the least impact to
McKinney home and businesses.

94. HEATHER B McKinney, TX NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B
95. Bruce E McKinney, TX
96. Michelle P McKinney , TX
97. Jessica V Mckinney, TX The right choice is Segment B, donth right thing!
98. Meri L Mckinney, TX
99. RJ P McKinney, TX
100. Pam S McKinney , TX No to segment A, yes to segment B.
101. Patricia N McKinney , TX
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Name From Comments
102. Tom F Mckinney, TX No to segment A yes to segment B
103. Jacob T McKinney, TX
104. Ed H McKinney, TX Segment A is short sighted as homes & business and transit

traffic will continue to develop around the Segment, thus
continuing to hamper traffic flow. Be a Leader and continue
to enhance the benefits of living in McKinney.

105. Jeanne V McKinney , TX
106. David V McKinney, TX No to A go with B
107. Elizabeth R Mckinney, TX This will cost more money !! Ridiculous funding!
108. George T McKinney, TX, TX
109. Scott Z Mckinney , TX
110. James N Mckinney, TX
111. Carrie S McKinney, TX
112. Walter E P McKinney, TX
113. Todd H McKinney, TX
114. David R McKinney, TX Yes to Segment B
115. Seth D Mckinney , TX
116. R D McKinney, TX No to A yes to B
117. Kirk R Mckinney, TX Stop segment A
118. thomas s mckinney, TX A is too disruptive to mckinney’s current and planned

development.
119. Ruth W Mckinney, TX
120. Heather P McKinney, TX As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX, I strongly

OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380
Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I
understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that
will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents,
destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less
overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents
and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 
I strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the
preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to
FM 1827.

121. John S McKinney, TX
122. Michael H McKinney, TX
123. James T McKinney , TX Not Segment A
124. Roberto F McKinney , TX
125. David G Mckinney, TX
126. Matthew S McKinney, TX
127. Sally K Mckinney, TX
128. Bryan S McKinney, TX
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Name From Comments
129. Judith B McKinney, TX
130. Donald H McKinney, TX
131. Ronald B McKinney, TX
132. Diane H McKinney, TX Please select Segment B … it costs less, reduces taxes on

McKinney residents, less homes and businesses destroyed,
and less disruption to thousands+ McKinney residents in
Stonebridge Ranch and McKinney. Thank you!

133. Jeff P McKinney , TX
134. Scott B McKinney, TX
135. Marcia S McKinney, TX No to Segment A
136. Herbert B MCKINNEY, TX
137. Lori D McKinney, TX
138. Keith S Mckinney, TX
139. Myrna d mCkINNEY, TX
140. Tony R McKinney, TX
141. Sandra B McKinney, TX
142. Ernest T McKinney, TX B is the best plan for now and the ever increasing future

traffic. Spend that $100M extra for the better plan - B.
143. Vee G Mckinney, TX Yes to B
144. Lindsay R McKinney , TX No to segment A
145. Sharon R McKinney, TX
146. Melody T. S Mc Kinney, TX
147. Jennifer P McKinney, TX
148. Kelly R McKinney, TX
149. Keith K McKinney, TX Segment A will cost unnecessary extra tax dollars. Segment

B is the best solution.
150. John B Mckinney , TX
151. Brian d McKinney, TX
152. Larry H McKinney, TX
153. Lori P McKinney, TX
154. Penelope H Mckinney, TX Vote No
155. Carolyn F Mckinney, TX
156. James T Mckinney, TX
157. Ken K McKinney, TX No to A route, yes to B route
158. Jack N McKinney, TX Route B least disruptive to community
159. Alice H McKinney , TX Segment A will ruin our lifestyle in McKinney. We will no

longer be “unique”. It ruins so many existing businesses and
everyday life for so many residents in its path. It’s not right!
(continues on next page)
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159. Alice H McKinney , TX (continued from previous page)

Segment B does not affect near the number of families or
businesses. Choose B or forget this road!

160. Robert S McKinney, TX I oppose the proposed Segment A.
161. Gary C McKinney, TX We support Segment B. It make more sense in the long

term.
162. Jesse G McKinney, TX
163. Robert L McKinney, TX
164. Barry R McKinney, TX Why is the city McKinney affected the most? Something is

rotten in Denmark!
165. David H McKinney, TX The purpose of this project is to help relieve congestion on

an already heavily used roadway, correct? Yet, segment A
of the preferred option, has the higher impact to motorists
over segment B while construction will be underway,
causing more congestion and headache to those that use it
on a daily basis.
No to segment A.

166. Robert L Mckinney, TX
167. Jill M McKinney , TX
168. Greg G McKinney, TX
169. Mike G McKinney , TX No to Segment A Plan. Yes to Segment B Plan which is less

disruptive to property and business owners, and less
expensive to taxpayers.

170. Nancy G McKinney , TX Please do not destroy the Stonebridge Ranch
neighborhoods. And, save tax payers millions of dollars by
going with A instead of B.

171. Mary P McKinney, TX
172. David S Mckinney, TX
173. Cody H McKinney , TX
174. T B McKinney , TX
175. Laura D McKinney, TX NO TO SEGMENT A - YES TO SEGMENT B!!
176. Albert D McKinney , TX No to Segment A!
177. Adelle S Mckinney, TX The right thing to do is bypass Custer Rd congestion.
178. Mildred S McKinney, TX
179. Chelsey C McKinney, TX
180. Jim B McKinney, TX
181. Thomas J Mckinney, TX
182. Sherry G McKinney, TX No to Segment A Yes to Segment B
183. Janet L McKinney, TX
184. William A McKinney, TX
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185. Wayne G McKinney, TX From point a to b on segment B is shorter than than A Also

not as sharp of a curve for safety reasons . So to me this is a
no brainer looking at it from an engineering aspect. COST,
SAFETY, and consideration for the people and businesses it
will hurt. NO TO A.

186. Randie C McKinney, TX
187. Danielle K McKinney, TX No to segment A, YES to segment B
188. Renee G McKinney , TX No to Segment
189. Christine H mckinney, TX NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B
190. Ron H MCKINNEY, TX
191. Keisha B McKinney , TX
192. Marcia T McKinney, TX Yes to Segment B
193. Rebecca K McKinney , TX The other routes cost less and impact far fewer reside.

Please do not ruin our neighborhoods!
194. Kenneth Z MCKINNEY, TX
195. Jill A McKinney, TX
196. Chad T McKinney, TX B is MILLIONS CHEAPER AND FAR MORE EFFECTIVE

IN RELIEVING TRAFFIC
197. Juan G McKinney, TX
198. Diane M McKinney, TX
199. Dennis C McKinney , TX
200. Keith F McKinney, TX
201. Ronald R McKinney, TX Why not push this 1 mile north and begin it west of Prosper?

Lots of empty land to the north... these plans make no sense.
202. Donald A McKinney, TX
203. Henry W MCKINNEY, TX
204. Charisse B MckinneyMcKinney,

TX
205. Nicole R MckinneyMcKinney,

TX
206. Larry R McKinney, TX
207. Roxanne G McKinney, TX
208. Peter A MCKINNEY, TX
209. Alicia A McKinney, TX No to segment A because of the cost, loss of homes &

businesses, etc. We recognize that growth has to happen
but let’s be smart about it and go with Segment B option.

210. Tara W McKinney, TX No to segment A!!
211. Dave K Mckinney, TX
212. Jordan H McKinney, TX
213. Emily C Mckinney , TX
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214. Jill P Mckinney, TX
215. William H McKinney, TX
216. Ken M Mc Kinney, TX
217. Rich W McKinney, TX No to Option A, please. Yes to Option B.
218. John D McKinney, TX
219. Mike B McKinney, TX
220. Sue V McKinney, TX YES TO SEGMENT B
221. Edward R McKinney , TX
222. Jennifer J McKinney, TX
223. Larry P McKinney , TX
224. Alton S McKinney, TX
225. Ryan V McKinney, TX Yes to B!!! No to A!!
226. Melissa B Mckinney, TX No to segment A, Yes to segment B
227. Karen F McKinney , TX
228. Joe W McKinney, TX
229. Tena W McKinney, TX
230. Marissa P McKinney, TX
231. Sharon H McKinney, TX No to segment A -- too expensive and too intrusive. Yes to

Segment B!
232. Pam S McKinney, TX No to segment A. Yes to segment B.
233. Laura C Mckinntye, TX No to Segment A, Test to Segment B
234. Cindy L McKinney, TX
235. Daniel A McKinney, TX Yes to B.
236. Sydney V McKinney, TX
237. Janet P McKinney, TX
238. Elizabeth B Mczkinney, TX No to segment A in US bypass project.
239. Nancy G McKinney, TX
240. Wendell H McKinney, TX
241. Kent P MckinneyMcKinney,

TX
This seems fishy. It seems like the Darlings are holding this
up. McKinney, offered a land swap but they turned down.
Although for a good cause, it is just a way for the Darlings
property to sky rocket. Either y’all are naive or taking
“favors”

242. Alan B McKinney, TX
243. JAMES H McKinney, TX
244. Mark W McKinney, TX Please go with route B. Thank you.
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245. Steve P McKinney, TX Segment A is much more expensive, more dangerous, and

impacts more residents and businesses. The homes going
up near the path of segment B should be stopped, as should
the building of business units on 380 where route A would go
if it were to be foolishly implemented. It is clear that route B
makes more sense from nearly every angle. Route B is the
way to safely go.

246. Ken T Mckinney, TX
247. Nancy C McKinney , TX
248. Lorri F McKinney, TX
249. Anita J McKinney , TX
250. Cynthia B McKinney , TX
251. Neil J McKinney, ax No to Segment A. Yes to Segment B.
252. Jerry & Connie K McKinney, TX NO for plan A & YES with plan B
253. Adrianne K Mckinney, TX
254. James K McKinney, TX
255. Janet M McKinney, TX
256. Vanessa B Mckinney , TX No to segment A, YES to segment B
257. Kathryn H Mckinney, TX
258. Christine W McKinney , TX Segment A is unnecessary and will add even more traffic to

380.
259. Mary Lee F McKinney, TX I support plan B. Plan a was significantly hurt the lifestyle of

Stonebridge Ranch.
260. Stacy H McKinney , TX Save StoneBridge Ranch
261. David C McKinney, TX Yes to B. No to A. Do the right thing for the thousands of

residents, not the few individuals with a certain vested
financial interest.

262. Chad B Mckinney , TX NO to segment A, YES to segment B.
263. Taylor S Mckinney, TX
264. Maureen D McKinney, TX
265. Chris D McKinney, TX
266. David I Mckinney, TX
267. Joseph P Mckinney, TX
268. Andrea D McKinney, TX NO to segment A, YES to segment B.
269. Cheri D McKinney , TX
270. Michael G McKinney , TX
271. Troy H McKinney, TX NO to Segment A!!!
272. Jillian H Mckinney, TX
273. Lynette M Mckinney , TX Save stonebridge! No to segment A
274. Judy W McKinney, TX No to Segment A; Yes to Segment B
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275. Mary P McKinney, TX
276. Megan R Mckinney, TX
277. Andrew M Mckinney, TX
278. Zachary H McKinney, TX
279. Thomas M Mckinney, TX
280. George B McKinney, TX Yes to segment B
281. Claudine B McKinney, TX As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX, I strongly

oppose the construction of Segment A. Segment B will cost
less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, result in
less disruption and require fewer businesses and homes to
be destroyed. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B
as the preferred option for the US 380 bypass from Coit road
to FM 1827.

282. Deena P Mckinney , TX
283. Kristin H McKinney, TX SUPPORT OPTION B! As a homeowner and citizen of

McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of
Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing
option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden
on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and
homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000
Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens
throughout McKinney. 
I strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the
preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to
FM 1827.

284. Elizabeth M McKinney , TX Absolutely NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B. Segment
A would have a direct impact on my home. It just makes
sense to implement Segment B which would cost less and
negatively impact fewer people.

285. Gerene G McKinney, TX Please implement Segment B for the US380 Bypass project.
I strongly oppose Segment A. Segment B costs less and
provides the least disruption to residents of McKinney.

286. Kim B McKinney, TX NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B
287. Sharon L Mckinney, TX
288. Andrea E McKinney, TX As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly

OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380
Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I
understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that
will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents,
destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less
overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents
and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney.

289. Daniel S McKinney, TX
290. april C McKinney, TX
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291. Alison D McKinney, TX
292. Stephanie C McKinney, TX
293. Nick M Mckinney , TX
294. Joe M McKinney, TX NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B
295. Gary K McKinney, TX If Proposal A is used I am very concerned about an increase

of traffic thru Stonebridge Ranch development on Lake
Forest , Ridge Road and Stonebridge Drive all of which have
elementay schools on them inside our community

296. Nicole F McKinney, TX
297. Katharine T McKinney, TX No to plan A and yes to plan B Plan B is less disruptive, less

costly and just makes sense.
298. Andrew Z McKinney, TX
299. Clarence P McKinney , TX No to segment A
300. John H McKinney, TX
301. Rick C McKinney, TX
302. Jessica B McKinney, TX
303. Kelly H McKinney, TX
304. Judy W McKinney, TX
305. Chris B McKinney, TX
306. Michael H McKinney, TX
307. Lynn B Mckinney, TX
308. Karthik K McKinney, TX
309. Andrea C MCKINNEY, TX NO TO SEGMENT A, YES TO SEGMENT B or NO BUILD

.......
310. Blake R McKinney , TX
311. Lisa K Mckinney, TX
312. Megan W McKinney, TX
313. Charlotte W McKinney , TX I strongly oppose option A and support Option B
314. Crystal C Mckinney, TX
315. Cheryl S McKinney, TX
316. Megan P McKinney , TX US 380 Proposed Route - NO to Segment A, YES to

Segment B
317. Eric B McKinney, TX
318. Sarah W McKinney , TX
319. Kandis S Mckinney, TX
320. Janet F Mckinney, TX
321. Carlos F Mckinney, TX
322. Michaela R McKinney, TX No to Segment A!
323. Katherine S Mckinney, TX
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324. Ella D McKinney, TX US 380 Proposed Route - NO to Segment A, YES to

Segment B
325. Jason B Mckinney, TX
326. Brian L Mckinney, TX
327. Octavian C McKinney, TX NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B
328. Ashley S McKinney, TX
329. Jeffrey R McKinney, TX No to Segment A
330. Lisa W MckinneyMckinney,

TX
331. Betty A McKinney , TX
332. Alfonso S McKinney, TX
333. Laura S McKinney, TX
334. Kori G McKinney, TX
335. Scott J McKinney, TX Segment A is the worst and most disruptive route. We

support B!
336. Laura C Mckinney, TX
337. Joyce S McKinney, TX
338. Joji S McKinney, TX
339. Peggy B McKinney , TX No to Segment A. Yes to Segment B.
340. Kristin W Mckinney, TX
341. Dawn G McKinney , TX
342. Ben H Mckinney, TX
343. Saskia P McKinney, TX
344. Victoria R McKinney, TX
345. Bailey P McKinney, TX NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly
OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and support
Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT
for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.

346. Matan H McKinney, TX
347. Colleen M McKinneyMcKinney ,

TX
348. Piotr L McKinney, TX Do not destroy Stonebridge!
349. Debbie L McKinney, TX
350. Rebekah A MCKINNEY, TX
351. Mary S McKinney, TX No to A. Option B would be better for all
352. MACK M McKinney, TX
353. Patricia B McKinney , TX I am opposed to Segment A.
354. Dayna K Mckinney, TX
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355. Margaret O McKinney, TX
356. Greg R McKinney , TX No to A, yes to B.
357. Martella, C McKinney , TX
358. Albert K McKinney, TX No to segment A and Yes to segment B.
359. Gail S Mckinney, TX
360. Mark J McKinney, TX I strongly oppose the proposed “Segment A” expansion.
361. Samuel L McKinney, TX
362. William Larry W McKinney, TX
363. Grisell L Mckinney, TX
364. Marshall W Mckinney, TX
365. Carlos N McKinney, TX
366. Brian H Mckinney, TX
367. Mari B McKinney, TX
368. Danielle A McKinney, TX
369. Kim A McKinney, TX
370. Carl H Mckinney, TX
371. elliott a mckinney , TX
372. Mark M McKinney, TX
373. Kirsty B Mckinney, TX
374. Joe L MckinneyMcKinney,

TX
375. Allison R McKinney, TX No to segment A. Yes to segment B.
376. Dani P McKinney, TX
377. Dennis S McKinney, TX No to seqment A and yes to seqment B.
378. Joanne P McKinney, TX US 380 Proposed Route - NO to Segment A, YES to

Segment B
379. Michael B McKinney, TX US 380 Proposed Route - NO to Segment A, YES to

Segment B
380. Kaitlyn N McKinney , TX
381. Andy B McKinney, TX No to segment A, yes to segment B
382. Jon A Mckinney, TX NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B
383. Joseph P Mckinney, TX No to segment A
384. Sherry B McKinney, TX
385. Rick N McKinney, TX
386. Jane W McKinney, TX
387. Kevin L McKinney, TX
388. John H McKinney, TX
389. Rae C Mckinney, TX
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390. Chidananda S Mckinney, TX
391. Vila N Mckinney, TX
392. Tammie A McKinney, TX
393. Diane D McKinney , TX
394. Chad E McKinney, TX
395. Ron W Mckinney, TX
396. Sheri M Mckinney , TX No to segment A. Yes to segment B.
397. Nancy B Mckinney, TX
398. Jan F McKinney, TX
399. Willyn B McKinney, TX
400. Gay H McKinney, TX No to segment A -YES to segment B.
401. Kathleen G McKinney, TX
402. Kelli A Mckinney, TX
403. Lucas K McKinney, TX
404. Brock R McKinney, TX
405. Alan S McKinney, TX
406. Cantu M Mckinney, TX
407. Emilie A McKinney, TX
408. Eddie S McKinney, TX
409. Jennifer V McKinney , TX
410. Abigail M McKinney , TX
411. Timothy S McKinney, TX I strongly oppose Segment A as it will DESTROY OUR

PEACEFUL COMMUNITY!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
412. Jeff G Mckinney, TX
413. Blake H McKinney, TX
414. Brooke R Mckinney , TX
415. Marcia M McKinney , TX
416. Ronald W McKinney, TX
417. Jessica S McKinney, TX
418. Troy H Mckinney , TX
419. edward B McKinney, TX No to Segment A and YES to Segment B
420. Sydney S McKinney, TX
421. Brian D McKinney, TX
422. Debbie H Mckinney, TX
423. Earl T Mckinney, TX I vote for route segment B
424. David B McKinney , TX
425. Jeremy K mckinney , TX
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426. Kendra G McKinney, TX
427. JoAnne D McKinney, TX
428. Steve and Janell P McKinney, TX We support Segment B. Why spend more money for

Segment A. It makes no sense.
429. Stephanie C McKinney , TX
430. Bryce B McKinney , TX No to Segment A, Yes to Segment B
431. Dan P McKinney, TX
432. Nadyne B Mckinney, TX
433. Katherine E Mckinney, TX
434. Christian E McKinney, TX
435. Monica W McKinney, TX
436. James D McKinney, TX Segment B is the obvious choice since it cost less, is less of

a tax burden, destroys fewer business and homes!!
437. Ruth H Mckinney, TX
438. Natalie M Mckinney, TX
439. Betty P McKinney , TX No to A. YES TO B
440. David G Mckinney , TX No to segment A, yes to B
441. Miranda m McKinney , TX
442. Regina P McKinney, TX
443. Angie W McKinney, TX
444. Janice B McKinney, TX
445. Jennifer G McKinney, TX
446. Jonathan A McKinney, TX
447. Bridgett R Mckinney, TX
448. Lynda M McKinney, TX
449. Brian B Mckinney , TX Oppose segment A. Yes to segment B.
450. Christine M McKinney, TX
451. Adam R McKinney , TX
452. Kimball N Mc Kinney, as
453. Carol H McKinney, TX
454. Laura R Mckinney, TX no to segment A, Yes to segment B
455. Christopher R McKinney, TX
456. Bruce T mckinney, sg
457. Dedra P McKinney,, TX
458. Joe R Mckinney, TX
459. Horace G McKinney, TX
460. Athourina G Mckinney, TX
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461. Gregory y mckinney, TX I support segment B of the proposed US 380 route.
462. Arina K McKinney , TX
463. Jennifer H McKinney, TX
464. Connie S McKinney, TX Why are you choosing the more expensive disruptive route?

You have my email….I would love to hear the reasoning
behind your decision to push for Segment A. Common sense
dictates Segment B…as well as your stewardship to the
taxpayers money. I anxiously await your reply.

465. Rae K Mckinney, as
466. KARREN V Mckinney, TX
467. Marcus B Mckinney, TX
468. Joseph K McKinney , TX
469. Tamara H McKinney, TX
470. Dan B Mckinney, TX
471. James G McKinney, TX
472. Robert B MckinneyMckinney,

TX
473. Annette P McKinney , TX NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly
OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and support
Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT
for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.

474. Lynne S McKinney, TX Option A doesn’t make sense. It disrupts existing
businesses and residences vs future development that can
be reworked. It takes traffic congestion further east on Hwy
380, and It costs considerably more than Option B.

475. Charles R mckinney, TX
476. Donna P Mckinney, TX
477. Steve Z Mckinney, TX
478. Robin L McKinneyMcKinney,

TX
479. Mark W McKinney, TX
480. Joe H McKinney , TX I strongly support segment. Segment B and oppose

Segment A. If you have to do one or the other, Segment B is
the only logical choice.

481. Jan M McKinney, TX
482. Laura W McKinney, TX No to A. Yes to B. B is the only logical option cost wise and

safety wise.
483. Garrett H McKinney, TX No to segment A, yes to segment B.
484. Charles D McKinney, TX NO to segment A!!!
485. Robin C McKinney, TX
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486. Linell F McKinney, TX YES to Segment B
487. Lee M Mckinney, TX
488. Ivan H McKinney, TX Definitely do not want Segment A.
489. Tiffany M Mckinney, TX
490. Vicki S McKinney, TX dropping down at Segment A still leaves much of 380 with

congestion. It seems to make more sense to extend the
re-entry down further. Segment B just makes more sense.

491. Ruth F Mckinney , TX
492. Paul W McKinney, TX I believe Segment B would cause less disruption to people,

homes and businesses. I request you support option B.
493. Jack H McKinney, TX Yes, to segment B. Most “common sense” option!
494. Nikah H Mckinney, TX
495. Mary Lou B McKinney , TX No to Section A. Yes to Section B which is less costly, less

disruptive to businesses and homeowners communities,
reducing more of 380 congestion.

496. Karin D McKinney, TX
497. Dagmar M Mckinney, TX
498. Albert S McKinney, TX As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly

OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380
Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I
understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that
will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents,
destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less
overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents
and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 
I strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the
preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to
FM 1827.

499. Jan F McKinney, TX
500. Stephen L McKinney, TX
501. Ben H McKinney, TX Option A is going to disrupt the lives of many more people

than Option B. Option A cost $100 million if tax payer
money. How have we become so irresponsible with public
funds? Option B is cheaper…..Prosper needs to understand
that.

502. Stacy P Mckinney, TX
503. Robert A McKinney, TX
504. Theresa H McKinney, TX
505. Steven M McKinney, TX
506. Jackie S McKinney, TX
507. Margaret P McKinney, TX
508. Shobha c McKinney, TX
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509. Kimberley N Mckinney, TX NO TO SEGMENT A yes to segment B
510. Sherry D McKinney, TX
511. Jack S MCKINNEY, TX TxDot -- your own data supports B. Please reconsider..
512. Terry Mckinney, TX
513. Therese H McKinney, TX No to Segment A - Yes to Segment B
514. James Scott H McKinney, TX No to Segment A, Yes to Segment B
515. Jan E McKinney, TX
516. Douglas B McKinney, TX
517. Kaye F McKinney, TX
518. Marcey O Mckinney, TX
519. Patrick H McKinney, TX I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Yes to
Segment B!

520. Diana D McKinney, TX
521. Kinda O McKinney, TX
522. Madhu N Mckinney, TX NO to SEGMENT A
523. Alpino B Mckinney, TX
524. William Y McKinney, TX
525. Shannon D McKinney, TX
526. Sandra M McKinney, TX
527. Channa J McKinney , TX
528. Susan H McKinney, TX
529. robert j McKinney, TX
530. Dale D McKinney, TX
531. Kate H McKinney, TX No to Segment A, yes to segment B
532. David N McKinney , TX
533. Vikas R Mckinney, TX
534. Arlen B McKinney, TX
535. Pam G McKinney, TX Strongly oppose Segment A. Please use option B. Costs

less, destroys fewer businesses and homes.
536. Kate R McKinney, TX
537. Daniel O McKinney, TX
538. Teri M Mckinney, TX
539. Thomas D McKinney , TX
540. Robyn C McKinney, TX No vote for Segment A. It will directly impact lives in

Stonebridge Ranch , the second largest master planned
community. Segment B is the desirable plan as it will have
the least effect on residents lifestyle. Merging the proposed
(continues on next page)
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540. Robyn C McKinney, TX (continued from previous page)

bypass at Coit Road is the better route as this will allow the
convergence to occur in a lesser populated section of 380,
and not within the already congested section of 380 which
runs through McKinney.

541. Whitney A Mckinney , TX
542. MG H Mckinney, TX
543. Joseph R. J McKinney, TX
544. CAREY M McKinney, TX
545. Val M McKinney, TX No to Segment A, Yes to Segment B
546. Mary Ann P Non Hispanic/Latino,

TX
547. Donna C Mckinney, TX
548. Eugene P McKinney , TX We don\'t want a major highway bypass right outside our

neighbor elementary school!
549. Marvin N Mckinney, TX
550. Alicia R McKinney, TX
551. Gary K McKinney, TX
552. Bonnie and Don L McKinney, TX
553. Rick S McKinney, TX
554. Michael W McKinney , TX NO to segment A and YES to Segment B
555. Kenneth Y McKinney, TX Why would we waste so much money on Segment A?

Simple math tells you to say no, not to mention the bottle
neck in traffic that will be created by having to make a 90
degree turn. Have you ever driven on the NTDR during rush
hour north of the Galleria? A simple \"S\" turn created a
traffic nightmare. Absolutely do not build segment \"A\".

556. Peter S Mckinney, TX
557. Kathleen R McKinney, TX
558. Joni W McKinney, TX
559. Joan S McKinney, TX
560. Jutta W Mckinney, TX I opt for plan B of the proposals.
561. Ryan W McKinney , TX
562. Margie B Mckinney, TX
563. Connie E McKinney, TX We are vehemently opposed. We can’t attend local meetings

due to health, but it makes no sense to uproot so many
businesses. From what we have read, you’ve never provided
good reasoning for your adherence to this plan when other
plans would be less disruptive. We are registered voters and
will not vote for any local funds to support this plan.

564. James M McKinney, TX
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565. Stacie K McKinney, TX
566. David Z McKinney, TX
567. Sharon C McKinney , TX
568. Lucas W McKinney, TX
569. Jeff B McKinney, TX
570. Christopher B McKinney, TX
571. Bonnie K McKinney, TX
572. Betty B McKinney, TX I would love it to bypass all of McKinney. Bring a senior is a

challenge in McKinney due to traffic!
573. SALLY H McKinney, TX No to A
574. Mike G McKinney, TX There are several problems associated with high vehicle

traffic through residential areas, including:
1. Safety concerns: High traffic volume can increase the risk
of accidents and collisions, especially in residential areas
where there may be more pedestrians, children, and
bicyclists.
2. Noise pollution: The constant noise from vehicles can be
disruptive and stressful for residents, affecting their quality
of life and health.
3. Air pollution: Vehicles emit harmful pollutants, including
particulate matter and nitrogen oxides, which can negatively
impact air quality in residential areas and lead to health
problems.
4. Reduced property values: High traffic volume can reduce
property values, making it more difficult for homeowners to
sell their homes or get a fair price for their property.
5. Increased traffic congestion: High traffic volume can lead
to increased traffic congestion, making it more difficult for
residents to get in and out of their neighborhoods, as well as
making it difficult for emergency vehicles to respond quickly
to calls.
6. Increased wear and tear on roads: High traffic volume can
increase the wear and tear on roads, leading to more
frequent repairs and maintenance, which can be costly for
local governments and taxpayers.
The Texas DOT should ethically limit high traffic to
commercial areas West of Stonebridge Ranch and Custer
Road. Protect the citizens living in residential areas.
Re

575. Bobbie B McKinney, TX
576. Jennifer Y Mckinney, TX
577. Jan C McKinney, TX
578. Terry C McKinney , TX
579. Sandy C McKinney , TX No to segment A!
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580. Craig J McKinney, TX The two 90 degree turns in option A will cause a major

slowdown and distribution in traffic. Doesn’t make sense.
Option B is the logical route to go with.

581. Kenneth H McKinney, TX
582. Thomas K McKinney, TX
583. Lisbeth K Mckinney, TX
584. Randy W Mckinney, TX
585. Lynn S Mckinney, TX
586. Shaun M McKinney, TX
587. Chad J Mckinney, TX
588. Rhodel M Mckinney , TX
589. Gloria K McKinney, TX
590. Diane T McKinney , TX
591. Robert T McKinney , TX
592. Kathleen M McKinney , TX
593. Lisa K Mckinney, TX
594. Rachel R McKinney, TX As a homeowner in McKinney Texas I oppose segment A. I

support the segment B route.
595. Hank S McKinney, TX
596. Jennifer G MckinneyMcKinney,

TX
597. Betty T Mckinney, TX
598. Liz W Mckinney , TX
599. Jack W McKinney, TX NO SEGMENT A!
600. Todd P McKinney, TX As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly

OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380
Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I
understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that
will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents,
destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less
overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents
and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly
urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for
the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.

601. Nathan M Mckinney, TX
602. Diana L MCKINNEY, TX
603. Cynthia S McKinney, TX No to segment A -
604. Sharon M McKinney, TX
605. Linda W McKinney, TX Use Segment B
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606. Kevin S McKinney, TX As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly

OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380
Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I
understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that
will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents,
destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less
overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents
and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 
I strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the
preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to
FM 1827.

607. Sarah H McKinney , TX
608. Laura A McKinney, TX No to segment A
609. Deana W McKinney, TX
610. Robyn B McKinney , TX Avoid destroying our homes and investments with segment

A. No to segment A. B is the only sensible choice.
611. Lynne W McKinney, TX Option B is less expensive and less disruptive. Please

consider the many Stonebridge residents’ safety and quiet.
612. Kathy P Mckinney , TX
613. Nevin M Mckinney, TX
614. Jennifer L McKinney, TX
615. Suzy S MCKINNEY, TX NO to segment A !!! YES to segment B.
616. Steve S Mckinney, TX
617. Andrew L Mckinney, TX
618. Yoko N McKinney , TX Not to segment A
619. Dean F McKinney , TX No to A
620. Steve M McKinney , TX
621. kathleen M McKinney , TX
622. Andrew B McKinney , TX
623. Kathleen W McKinney, TX
624. Gary R McKinney, TX I am a Stonebridge Ranch resident and I oppose Segment A

and agree with Segment B.
625. Larry C Mckinney , TX
626. Kristine S McKinney, TX
627. Michael M McKinney, TX No to A, Yes to B
628. Lori B Mckinney, TX Please consider segment B, not A
629. Jim K McKinney, TX
630. Kristi M Mckinney , TX No to option A
631. Kristen J McKinney, TX
632. Cynthia K McKinney, TX
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633. Lindsay B McKinney, TX No to segment A and yes to B
634. Pablo M McKinney, TX
635. Clint W Mckinney , TX
636. Margaret H McKinney, TX
637. Kelley R Mckinney, TX
638. Yongsuk L McKinney, TX
639. Jon D McKinney, TX
640. Carolyn M Mckinney, TX
641. John M Mckinney, TX No to segment A
642. Perry I McKinney, TX
643. Dina D McKinney, TX
644. rich f mckinney , TX Yes to segment B
645. Kevin C McKinney, TX
646. Lisa D McKinney, TX
647. PAULA M MCKINNEY, TX
648. Dayn J McKInney, TX No to Segment A, Yes to Segment B. My home is close to

the intersection of Stonebridge Dr / 380, so I will be
negatively impacted by Segment A and most likely will need
to move after a 16.5 year residence in my Stonebridge
home.

649. Sylvia W McKinney, TX NO to Segment A.
650. Tanza S Mckinney , TX My vote for the US 380 Proposed Route. NO TO

SEGMENTA, YES TO SEGMENT B.
651. Sonya S Mckinney , TX
652. Mikayla B McKinney, TX
653. Melissa B McKinney, TX
654. Joanne K McKinney, TX I find it difficult to understand how this can be a viable option

- right in the middle of large residential areas. What are you
thinking? Which landowners/investors paid off State
officials? Please do not destroy our peace and
neighborhoods with the noise and air pollution of a freeway.
NO TO SEGMENT A!!!

655. Kim C McKinney , TX
656. Clay Y Mckinney, TX
657. Leslie A McKinney, TX
658. Mark R McKInney, TX
659. Darrin C MckinneyMcKinney,

TX
660. Angee W Mckinney, TX
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661. Catherine G McKinney, TX The decision between choosing Proposed segment A vs

Proposed segment B CANNOT be based on public opinion
regarding the MainGait Horse facility!! ALL points of
comparison between the 2 proposed options make choosing
Segment B the OBVIOUS route (based on COST,
engineering feasibility, safety of route, traffic flow addressing
the congestion at the intersection of 380 & Custer, impact to
existing neighborhoods vs undeveloped land, utility
complications,). At some point, the “popularity” & public
campaign of ManeGait HAS to be set aside and facts need
to be the deciding factors. Segment B makes sense!!

662. Barbara S McKinney, TX
663. Tom B Mckinney, TX
664. Leigh T McKinney , TX
665. Suzette M McKinney, TX Option A is far more expensive, far more environmentally

and economically damaging than option B and will create an
undue hardship via noise, air pollution and accessibility on
the residents of Tucker Hill, all of whom have front porches

666. Cam R McKinney, TX
667. Dasha E McKinney, TX
668. Mary McKinney , TX No to Segment A
669. Rob R Mckinney, TX
670. Brian D McKinney, TX
671. Ellen L McKinney, TX
672. Diane R McKinney, as
673. Holly R McKinney, TX
674. Judy C McKinney , TX
675. James L McKinney, TX Segment B will cause significantly more disruption than

Segment A.
676. David C McKinney, TX
677. Christine H McKinney, TX
678. LeighAnn W Mckinney, TX “option” A makes no sense at all being so insanely more

expensive than B and the number of homes and businesses
it will destroy and displace.

679. Michelle N McKinney, TX NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B!!!!!!
680. Linda B McKinney, TX Option B is less costly and better for quality of life!!!
681. DeeAnn C McKinney, TX
682. Cathy B McKinney, TX
683. Janie M Mckinney, TX Segment A is too expensive, imposes on more homes,

businesses.
684. Dru D Mckinney, TX
685. Phil R Mckinney, TX
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686. Mary C MCKINNEY, TX
687. Zouheir A McKinney, TX
688. Nancy P SHELBURNE, VT
689. ryan, k MckinneyMcKinney ,

TX
I have a son with autism and the noise and air pollution will
negatively impact him and other Tucker Hill Residents.

690. Tracy G Mckinney, TX
691. Wendy D McKinney, TX
692. Pamela P McKinney, TX Please reconsider the extra expense of option A and spare

the hard working businessman and women who will be
severely impacted. For many Our homes are our investment
for our retirement future. Greatly effected home values
before and during the projects timeline make a huge
negative impact for those that need to consider relocating
due to job changes or health reasons. I am very
disappointed in the fiscal irresponsibility of the taxes we are
being required to cough up. I also don’t understand why the
proposed ending of the bypass doesn’t even make it to the
tollway after its completion

693. Sarah H McKinney, TX
694. Todd C McKinney, TX
695. John H McKinney, TX
696. Laura G McKinney , TX Segment B!! Save our homes!
697. Cara S McKinney, TX
698. Brandon C Prosper, TX
699. Traci S McKinney, TX
700. Lou P McKinney , um No to segment A
701. Deborah S McKinney , TX
702. Debra C McKinnet, TX
703. Joanne T McKinney, TX Not just Stonebridge but also Tucker Hill as well. Absolutely

No to A and yes to B
704. Shannon E McKinney, TX No to segment A. The segment B option costs less and less

disruptive to well established McKinney neighborhoods!
705. Martina G McKinney, TX I cannot understand why Option A was chosen when it is so

much more expensive and impacts more homes, school and
businesses. Is it that campaign donations carry more weight
than common sense. Look for the study by other equine
centers have done that says construction and new roads
near them have had no impact. Proof of that is the widening
of N Custer. There are more ways for fire trucks and
ambulances to reach Option B communities than say Tucker
Hill

706. Chris S McKinney, TX
707. Ed G McKinney , TX
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708. Patricia G McKinney , TX
709. Tanya P Mckinney, TX
710. William M McKinney, TX Please use Segment B to save MUCH more money, homes

and businesses. Come on guys - It makes more sense!
711. Kristi G McKinney, TX
712. Robert C McKinney, TX
713. Brandi M Mckinney, TX No to segment A — yes to segment B
714. Phillip F McKinney, TX Fiscal Responsility is needed here. Choose Option B over A

because it saves hundred of millions of dollars, destroys less
business, or revisit and make new alternatives.

715. James D McKinney, TX
716. John C McKinney , TX NO to Segment A and YES to Segment B!!! It’s obvious that

Segment B is the best way to go with all the data that has
been collected. Please TxDOT make the right
decision-Segment B.

717. Cynthia G MckinneyMcKinney ,
TX

718. David K McKinney , TX
719. John G McKinney, TX Option B is less expensive and less disruptive. All the

evidence presented in the studies make it the obvious
choice. Please reconsider selecting Option B as the
proposed choice from Coit Rd to FM 1827

720. Michael L McKinney, TX
721. Mary Beth P McKinney, TX My health will be impacted by this decision. Not only is it

fiscally irresponsible, but pollution noise and environmental
impact to residents is adverse.

722. Noemi G McKinney , TX homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly
OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380
Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I
understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that
will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents,
destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less
overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents
and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 
I strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the
preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to
FM 1827.

723. Debora K Mckinney, TX
724. Julie G McKinney, TX
725. Jennifer G Mckinney, TX
726. Britteny L McKinney , TX
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727. Stefani L McKinney, TX The decision between choosing Proposed segment A vs

Proposed segment B CANNOT be based on public opinion
regarding the MainGait Horse facility!! ALL points of
comparison between the 2 proposed options make choosing
Segment B the OBVIOUS route (based on COST,
engineering feasibility, safety of route, traffic flow addressing
the congestion at the intersection of 380 & Custer, impact to
existing neighborhoods vs undeveloped land, utility
complications,). At some point, the “popularity” & public
campaign of ManeGait HAS to be set aside and facts need
to be the deciding factors. Segment B makes sense!!

728. Marne L Mckinney , TX
729. Sarah Y McKinney , TX
730. ALEXANDER M McKinney, TX
731. Matt L McKinney, TX
732. Greg W MCKINNEY, TX
733. Deborah A McKinney, TX
734. Kaitlin A Mckinney, TX
735. William S McKinney, TX
736. Shay S McKinney, TX
737. Lindsey F Mckinney, TX
738. Kristyn H McKinney, TX
739. Melissa S McKinney, TX As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly

OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380
Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I
understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that
will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents,
destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less
overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents
and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 
I strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the
preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to
FM 1827.

740. Laurie O McKinney, TX
741. Oriol F McKinney, TX
742. Misti R Mckinney, TX
743. Dave J McKinney, TX A decision of this magnitude should consider the increased

construction disruption to residents, which is by far more
significant with option A. In addition, the KNOWN costs point
to selecting option B. Speculation regarding future
development that may occur in the path of segment B serves
as a shallow criterion for decision-making. Properties can be
zoned and rezoned at the will of a given town or city.
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744. Stacy W McKinney, TX The increased noise, decrease in property value, higher cost

to taxpayers, displacement of businesses, and decreased
safety in my neighborhood makes option A the wrong choice
for everyone.

745. Rachel T McKinney, TX
746. Jay A McKinney, TX I oppose Segment A. The alternative B is less expensive and

destroys fewer businesses and homes. OF MAJOR
CONCERN is the current noise pollution study and existing
scientific data showing an association between traffic noise
and physical and mental health problems. As currently
planned, it appears that TxDOT and other segment B
supporting officials may be knowingly supporting an
alignment (A) that will likely cause health problems among
residents when another viable and less expensive option is
available. Homes cannot be moved. Horse farms can.

747. Richard L McKinney, TX
748. Kim M Mckinney, TX
749. Jasmijn M Mckinney, TX Research shows Option B is much less disruptive than

Option A. Please reconsider or provide alternatives versus
displacing residents and businesses all the while spending
more money.

750. Kerry B McKinney , TX
751. Hannah P Mckinney, TX The noise pollution this would cause to our exceptional

community would be almost impossible to live with.
Hundreds of homes will be negatively impacted by this
decision.

752. Brian S McKinney, TX
753. Matt F Mckinney, TX
754. Robert L McKinney, TX
755. Roger D L Mckinney, TX
756. Laura B McKinney, TX Segment A is a ridiculous waste of money.
757. Denise C McKinney, TX
758. Trish A McKinney, TX Oppose! Oppose! Oppose! Terrible idea!
759. Jeff R McKinney, TX No to Segment A, Yes to segment B
760. Leroy H Mckinney, TX
761. Stephanie C Mckinney, TX
762. Damon V McKinney , TX
763. Nancy B McKinney, TX
764. Nancy V McKinney, TX
765. Mike C Mckinney, TX
766. Jessica S Allen, TX
767. Michelle S Mckinney , TX
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768. Nancy P Mckinney, TX
769. Laurie S McKinney, TX Section A has far greater impact in all matters: economically,

environmentally, noise and safety. I support B.
770. Donna R McKinney , TX
771. Sally H McKinney , TX No to segment A Yes to Segment B
772. Amie V Mckinney, TX
773. Erik B McKinney, TX Segment B is more direct, cheaper, and safer- this should be

a no brainer!
774. Pietro S Allen, TX
775. Tatum D McKinney, TX
776. Ferdinand T McKinney, TX Segment B is less disruptive and cheaper. Segment A does

not make sense.
777. Steven E mckinney, TX
778. Michael L McKinney, TX I strongly disagree with this alignment and push for

alignment B.
779. Krystal H Mckinney, TX
780. Christan H McKinney , TX
781. Nicholas W McKinney , TX
782. Jimmie B Mckinney, TX
783. Katie C Mckinney, TX
784. Elena R McKinney , TX
785. Lori W McKinney, TX
786. Elon R McKinney, TX
787. Christopher T McKinney, TX No to segment A
788. Julie H Mckinney, TX
789. Clay G McKinney, TX Segment A does NOTHING to move traffic east or west!

Segment B is consistent with the purpose of the new
roadway. Only B makes any sense. It is the highest and best
use of the public’s funds.

790. Paulette A McKinney, TX
791. Susan M MCKINNEY, TX
792. Lawrence M McKinney, TX
793. Kevin D MCKINNEY, TX
794. Clint K McKinney, TX The cost to tax payers and the number of real-live

people/businesses impacted should drive this decision.
Please, please don’t sell out when real lives are being
adversely impacted!

795. Terry S McKinney, TX
796. Frank E McKinney, TX
797. Katy K McKinney, TX
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798. Charlotte B McKinney , TX Yes to segment B
799. J A mckinney, TX
800. Shea C Mckinney, TX
801. Laura B McKinney , TX
802. Kelly P Richardson , TX
803. Tana N McKinney, TX
804. Justin W McKinney, TX
805. Jennifer Anne C MCKINNEY, TX Segment A is costly and extremely disruptive to already

existing businesses and residential areas. Segment B does
not impact near as many business and yet to be established
homesites.

806. Natalia E McKinney, TX
807. Kathy S Mckinney, TX
808. Mark F McKinney, TX No to Segment A
809. James S McKinney, TX
810. Mike B McKinney, TX
811. Robin D McKinney , TX
812. Samantha V McKinney , TX
813. michael h McKinney , TX
814. Stephen L McKinney, TX
815. Virginia R Mckinney, TX
816. Lee Ann M Hurst, TX
817. David C Mckinney, TX
818. STEVEN R MCKINNEY, TX 100 MILLION MORE TO APPEASE A RICH

DELVELOPER\'S HORSE HOBBY?
819. Megan K McKinney , TX
820. Jon B McKinney, TX Greater cost, great negative impact to business and the

environment. Effectively severs NE McKinney from
McKinney.

821. Matthew R McKinney, TX No to Segment A!
822. Jenna D mcKinney, TX
823. Ryan D McKinney, TX B is $100-$200 M cheaper , displaces 0 businesses and

utilizes less of the existing 380 which is the entire purpose of
a bypass

824. Jonathan D Mckinney , TX
825. Minnie L McKinney, TX
826. Graham W McKinney, TX $100M More expensive (!?); uproot and impact EXISTING

businesses and homes v. PLANNED; ignores established
noise pollution and its fallout; Stonebridge, Tucker Hill,
(continues on next page)
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826. Graham W McKinney, TX (continued from previous page)

Auburn Hills, and more affected negatively; school bus
routes and daily traffic entry / exit points impacted...\"A\"
seems like a suspicious choice.

827. Peggy D Mckinney, TX The B route is less expensive and reduces the impact on
existing homes and businesses. B can be built on
undeveloped land which is a more rational solution.

828. Veronica D MCKINNEY, TX No on Segment A It will destroy and ruin hundreds of
businesses and communities. A fat NO.

829. Kristen C Mckinney, TX
830. Josh W McKinney, TX NO to Segment A- As a homeowner and citizen of

McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of
Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM
1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing
option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden
on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and
homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000
Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens
throughout McKinney. 
I strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the
preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to
FM 1827.

831. Adrienne V Mckinney , TX
832. Tamira S McKinney, TX Strongly SUPPORT Segment B. OPOSE Segment A!
833. Deborah K McKinney, TX
834. Stephanie D McKinney, TX
835. Divakar K MCKINNEY, TX
836. Sheri M McKinney , TX
837. ERNEST

MICHAEL S
McKinney, TX

838. Catherine M Mckinney, TX
839. Bogdan D McKinney, TX Plan B is simply the most logical choice. I oppose Segment

A.
840. Linda C McKinney, TX
841. Hannah D McKinney, TX
842. Amy G McKinney, TX
843. June P McKinney , TX
844. Trish J McKinney, TX
845. William C McKinney, TX
846. Lee M McKinney , TX Please reconsider and select route B. Taxpayers money will

be wasted on route A.

Page 32    -    Signatures 826 - 846



Name From Comments
847. David H Mckinney , TX I am a senior citizen living in the area that would be

drastically affected if Route A was selected, by
Enviornmental issues and the inability to obtain immediate
medical attention. I requested Route B be selected for the
care of my family. Please do not block us in.

848. Anonymous frisco, TX
849. Dave S McKinney , TX
850. Laurie S McKinney , TX No to Route A! It’s alarmingly more expensive and

encroaches on long existing McKinney neighborhoods.
851. Kevin C McKinney , TX
852. Monte S McKinney, TX Tucker Hill was designed to be a “Front Porch” community

with neighbors sitting outside and enjoying conversation…
TxDot has stated there will not be any sound barriers in front
but have not commented on sound from East side of
encroaching expressway. We will be hit on TWO sides!!
Noise decibel levels will be much higher than recommended
due to increased speeds & no stop lights!! Any wrecks will
cause TH residents extreme hardships getting home to
backed up traffic from Ridge or Stonebridge!! “B”” Route is
less costly, less noise, less destruction of
homes/neighborhoods/sound/construction/environment/business!!!!

853. Myra Rene M McKinney, ad
854. Pamela M McKinney, TX
855. Lynette M McKinney, TX
856. Dana H McKinney, TX
857. George R McKinney, TX Plan B should be chosen because it is less expensive than

plan A and less disruptive to businesses and homes. We are
also hearing the bypass will be moved 900 feet closer to
Tucker Hill. Seems like two large developers are influencing
TXDOT into making decisions favorable to their properties
and detrimental to McKinney citizens.

858. Sonia V Lucas, TX
859. Jennifer G McKinney, TX
860. Julie D McKinney, TX
861. Grant C McKinney, TX
862. Tamara P McKinney , TX
863. Amanda S McKinney, TX
864. Deb D McKinney, TX
865. Grayson L McKinney, TX I absolutely oppose Segment A and prefer Segment B for

displacement, tax & financial, and environmental reasons.
Segment B is better for both the McKinney and Prosper
communities in the long-term.

866. Paul A McKinney, TX
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867. Clay Y Mckinney, TX Option A is irresponsible! Option B makes much more sense

financially & environmentally!
868. Camille C McKinney, TX I strongly oppose segment A. It is very irresponsible and will

destroy our area of McKinney. The cost and damage to
existing homes and businesses is just wrong.

869. Sally Y Aubrey, TX No to segment A. Segment B makes more sense. My vote is
for segment B makes more sense.

870. Renee D Mckinney, TX No to option A. It\'s mind boggling that a cheaper option is
available without major disruption to neighborhoods and
families. People have invested their entire livelihoods to live
in in this area. We not only pay taxes but we contribute daily
to the businesses, restaurants etc that help support
Mckinney\'s economy. We should have a say in this. I\'m a
registered nurse and I believe that MainGate is a wonderful
place that helps many people. However....it can be relocated
to an even better, bigger facility to help people. Option B is
the better, cheaper option that would disrupt fewer homes,
families and businesses. If MainGate was not located on that
tract of land would option B already have happened?.
Please rethink option A plan and go with option B for the
sake of the citizens that give back daily to this wonderful
community.

871. Delores M McKinney, TX I’m am against Option A. I’m 81 years old and rather not
have to move due to road construction affecting my home!!

872. Mary O McKinney, TX US 380 Proposed Route- NO to Segment A, Yes to
Segment B

873. Chase M McKinney, TX The project in its entirety ought to be scrapped. However, A
will limit access to the neighborhood grocery stores and
restaurants that serve a community. Route B places the
freeway in a manner that does not divide a community,
including hindering access to cheap grocery options for
apartment living families. Additionally, with the opening of a
Whole Foods along route A, the residents of multi-family
residents will be hindered in accessing fresh food.

874. Christine M McKinney, TX
875. Michael D Mckinney, TX
876. Barry B McKinney, TX B is the only real bypass!!!
877. Jaqueline W McKinney , TX NO to segment A!!!!!
878. Pat S McKinney, TX I live in Stonebridge Ranch, close to 380. I strongly oppose

Option A, for reasons listed by many others. Please vote for
Option B.

879. Jill S McKinney, TX Segment B is cheaper and impacts fewer people. Please
reconsider the decision.

880. Ronald A McKinney, TX
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881. Edward K McKinney, TX Please save taxpayers money, save businesses in our

community, and implement option B.
882. Norm H McKinney, TX This is stupid. Build an expressway north of here from

Denton to past McKinney then drop down to I30. Another
outer loop like 1642 in San Antonio.

883. Judith S McKinney, TX I am retired. This put a highway in between me and my
family and my doctors. I don’t understand why they put a
segment through existing neighborhoods when there is a
section just north that goes through mostly undeveloped
areas. Option A makes no sense and impacts more people
that option B

884. Justin W Mckinney, TX A is a terrible option for homes, developments and
businesses located in its path. Access to homes/
developments as well as noise and property values will
suffer. It is irresponsible use of taxpayer monies to approve
option A, which to my understanding will cost $90-100
Million MORE than option B.

885. L. T McKinney , TX I am against option A. Option A is irresponsible. I am for
option B which doesn\'t waste tax payer dollars, disrupt
neighborhoods and businesses. it is shameful important
information is being overlooked because of MainGate and
politics. Option B is clearly financially and environmentally
the correct option. Please consider community input.

886. Stratton W McKinney, TX
887. Jessica W McKinney, TX
888. Jane A Mckinney, TX
889. Tracey A McKinney, TX
890. Kim H Mckinney, TX Segment A would completely destroy Tucker Hill as we

know it. Countless scores of families enjoy our ambience
and unique neighborhood during all of the holiday seasons,
whether it is pumpkin patches, Christmas Light displays or
taking pictures in front of the fountain. Not to mention the
beautiful irreplaceable old trees that grace our entry - they
will be destroyed.

891. Kenneth F McKinney , TX Absolutely route B. This shouldn\'t be a hard choice unless
ulterior motives are involved.

892. Danny S McKinney, TX Our family has serious concerns with the excessive noise
and pollution that will severely impact us and our
neighborhood during both the extensive construction phase
of Segment A and the traffic that will be using the completed
roadway. The construction of the 380 route will severely
impact not just our home values but potentially our health as
well. Routing to Segment B is not a perfect plan but will
greatly minimize the disruption of people’s homes and lives
but also local businesses along the Segment A route. Please
consider the hundreds of homes, businesses and families
(continues on next page)
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892. Danny S McKinney, TX (continued from previous page)

that will be impacted by the Segment A route and adjust to
Segment B as that is a more cost effective plan and
minimizes the potential life altering destruction of our Tucker
Hill community and adjacent neighborhoods as well.

893. Joan B McKinney , TX 200 million more tax dollars for a worse solution is
unacceptable.

894. Rebecca B McKinney, TX
895. Jason A Mckinney, TX
896. Jim C McKinney , TX
897. Gayle C McKinney, TX
898. Micah K McKinney, TX
899. Patricia H McKinney , TX
900. Kimberley K Mckinney, TX
901. Scott F McKinney, TX Plan B is much less expensive and much less disruptive to

existing development, homeowners, and businesses.
902. corey j mckinney, TX
903. Greg S McKinney, TX No to A. B effects fewer CURRENT and future residences

plus is $200,000,000.00 less. by every matrix TXDOT used,
B is less impactful then A.

904. Cruz R Mckinney, TX yes Segment B
905. Paul B McKinney, TX It\'s hard to fathom why Segment A is still on the table.

Clearly this decision is not being made based on what
makes the most sense financially, what is the safest, least
disruptive during construction or to the environment and
existing businesses.

906. SCOTT K MCKINNEY, TX
907. Susan W Mckinney, TX
908. William S McKinney, TX My wife and I say NO to Segment A and YES to Segment B.
909. Stephen W McKinney, TX
910. Joseph R Mckinney , TX No to A yes to b if you feel the need to spend money with a

third rate bandaid
911. Glen G McKinney, TX
912. Mary D McKinney, TX
913. Jaime B McKinney , TX
914. Walt & Jenny B McKinney,, TX
915. Melissa P McKinney , TX Please save taxpayers money, save businesses and homes

in our community, and implement option B.
916. Myra R Plano, TX
917. Kathy M McKinney, TX The current bypass destroys homeowners and is way too

expensive
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918. Amy L McKinney, TX
919. Marianne R McKinney , TX Segment A will deeply affect our neighborhood
920. Edward S McKinney , TX Please, find a common sense solution.
921. Terrie R McKinney, TX NO to Segment A
922. KARRIE P Frisco, TX
923. Debbie B McKinney, TX No to segment A ….YES to SEGMENT B!!
924. Cynthia A McKinney, TX
925. Jennifer M Mckinney, TX
926. ARTHUR N MCKINNEY, TX Current design of Segment A reduces emergency vehicle

access to Tucker Hill and increases noice level. For
comparison check the noise level of Central Expressway
and Southwestern Blvd in Dallas.

927. Lisa B McKinney, TX
928. Carol O McKinney , TX
929. Hannah Z Mckinney, TX
930. Kyle H Mckinney, TX
931. Brian M McKinney, TX NO to Segment A.
932. Terry B McKinney, TX
933. Pat B Mckinney, TX
934. phyllis k dallas, TX
935. Pamela K Mcknney, TX
936. Stephen R McKinney , TX I believe the segment A will adversely affect several

neighborhoods including my own. This will result in more
noise and air pollution for more residents. This will adversely
affect home values for many more owners compared to the
option to drop in just West of Custer where there are fewer
homes and business.

937. Abbey L McKinney, TX
938. Laresa W McKinney, TX
939. Chad W Mckinney , TX
940. Marilyn S McKinney, TX
941. John W McKinney , TX No to Segment A!
942. Tommy L McKinney, TX No to A
943. Lee Ann M McKinney, TX
944. Vicki P McKinney, TX No to Segment A
945. Kristen T McKinney, TX
946. Shawna M Mckinney , TX
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947. Tiffani L McKinney , TX It isn’t logical to pick the more expensive route while

displacing so many businesses that are valuable tax revenue
that would help pay for the bypass. Why would you choose
the route that costs more and causes the most disruption to
businesses and residences.

948. Patrick L McKinney, TX
949. Matt N Mckinney, TX Go through Prosper
950. Michael G McKinney , TX
951. Scott C McKinney , TX Do not go with A! It looks like a 90 degree turn and looks

dangerous.
952. Tracy G Mckinney, TX
953. Joseph C Mc Kinney, TX
954. Robert J McKinney , TX
955. Nancy B Frisco, TX
956. Willene P Mckinney, TX
957. Pam P McKinney , TX
958. Ashley S Mckinney, TX
959. Param S Mckinney, TX
960. Paul J McKinney, TX
961. Nancy P Frisco, TX We just moved from McKinney, we have many friends there

and go there a lot. How could you build this road and not
build a wall question mark

962. Terence M McKinney, TX No to A
963. Sam R McKinney, TX
964. Reba C McKINNEY, TX NO TO SEGMENT A - YES TO SEGMENT B
965. David S Mckinney, TX
966. Monica C McKinney, TX NO to Segment A
967. Mark P Frisco, TX
968. Emily W McKinney, TX No to segment A; yes to segment B. I strongly urge TxDOT

to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US
380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.

969. Paul C McKinney, TX Resident of the Tucker Hill community which stands to be
impacted negatively by option A.

970. Lisa B Mckinney, TX
971. Michael B Mckinney, TX
972. Auri B Mckinney , TX
973. Susan M McKinney, TX
974. Emily O McKinney, TX
975. Jenilee L McKinney, TX
976. Aaron P McKinney, TX
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977. Jennifer C McKinney, TX I oppose segment A.
978. Lori H McKinney, TX NO TO SEGMENT A - YES TO SEGMENT B
979. Alex N Mckinney, TX
980. Linda C Mckinney, TX
981. Lawrence K McKinney, TX No to segment A:Yes to segment to B
982. Fabian L McKinney, TX
983. Heather T McKinney, TX No to segment A; yes to segment B. I strongly urge TxDOT

to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US
380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Route B looks like
a safer road system with less turns, accidents and traffic
delays. Additionally B will have less of negative impact on
the environment and climate change as the traffic will flow
more efficiently.

984. J T McKinney, TX Strongly oppose Segment A!! This option is more costly &
makes absolutely NO sense.

985. Allen C McKinney , TX
986. Emily S Mckinney, TX
987. Martin T McKinney, TX
988. Todd G McKinney , TX
989. Cindy H Dallas, TX NO to segment A…. YES to segment B.
990. Margie M McKinney , TX No to option A. Option B is more cost effective and better for

the community
991. Tama M McKinney , TX
992. Alison M McKinney, TX
993. Marcia P McKinney, TX
994. Shelly B Mckinney, TX
995. Adrianne K McKinney, TX What is the path of least resistance and would cause the

least amount of collateral damage...oppose segment A
996. Cynthia G Mckinney, TX Concerned with pollution and noise level with turning north. I

will be surrounded on two sides with large highway. I
understand the need for 380 and being depressed helps
with noise but a sound wall is needed for the new
road/highway going North. I just can’t grasp the impact on
our families with this impact.

997. Andrea E McKinney , TX
998. Tyler C McKinney, TX
999. Shannon D Mckinney, TX No to segment A. This option is more costly and short

sighted than segment B
1,000. royce d mckinney, TX yes to segment B
1,001. Patti C Mckinney, TX
1,002. Randy W McKinney, TX
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1,003. Sharon B McKinney, TX
1,004. Sydney S Mckinney, TX No to segment A
1,005. Traci H McKinney , TX
1,006. Christy B McKinney , TX
1,007. Barry F McKinney, TX No to segment A Yes to segment. B.
1,008. Diana W Mckinney, TX
1,009. Robin F McKinney, TX
1,010. Anne A McKinney , TX No to Segment A
1,011. Lauren K McKinney, TX No to Segment A, YES to segment B.
1,012. Angela A McKinney, TX
1,013. Maria F MCKINNEY, TX
1,014. Amie M McKinney Texas , TX No to segment A
1,015. Karen C McKinney, TX
1,016. Bruce P McKinney , TX No to segment A
1,017. Gail P McKinney , TX No to segment A
1,018. Kaitlin M McKinney , TX
1,019. Marguerite L Mckinney, TX
1,020. Kaitlin H McKinney, TX No to Option A. Option A is much more disruptive to existing

infrastructure. Please consider option B.
1,021. Renita B McKinney, TX
1,022. Jesse F McKinney, TX
1,023. Kirk W McKinney, TX NO to Segment A. YEs To Segment B.
1,024. Cedric C McKinney, TX No to Segment A. Insufficent noise reduction around Tucker

Hill. Additioanlly, considering the substantial commercial
growth west of Custer Rd, it seems the western portion of
the bypass is too far east, making it obselete before it even
gets constructed.

1,025. Catherine A Celina, TX
1,026. Suzanne G McKinney, TX Unable to understand reason Segment A since it will cost

$100 Million more than B.
1,027. Mary F McKinney , TX
1,028. Jim L Mckinney, TX
1,029. Sherry S McKinney, TX I totally understand the need for something to be done with

the traffic on 380; however, no one can understand how
anyone could feel that segment A would be the better
choice. Homes on Grassmere where 380 Rt A will run on the
East side of Tucker Hill will be only 1,628 feet from this the
highway. This section is a raised 8-lane with frontage roads.
Homes facing east will not only have traffic noise from the
below grade roadway but now will have new noise in the
(continues on next page)
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1,029. Sherry S McKinney, TX (continued from previous page)

back and side of their homes. My understanding is that
TxDOT did not even test or report on noise abatement for
this and have stated to us only homes that are within 500
feet of the roadway are eligible. The damage being done to
our Tucker Hill and Stonebridge communities is disgraceful .
I too strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the
preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to
FM 1827.

1,030. Diana R McKinney, TX My neighborhood that I moved to to keep away from high
traffic will only get noisier. Unless they plan to redo all our
windows to noiseless windows.

1,031. Melody B McKinney, TX
1,032. Sara H McKinney, TX
1,033. Doug R McKinney, TX
1,034. Kristy S Mckinney, TX
1,035. Carole H McKinney, TX No to Segment A!
1,036. Nancy S Mckinney, TX No to segment A
1,037. Becky M McKinney, TX
1,038. Craig B McKinney , TX I do not approve of option A. There is much more open land

to use with Option B, would be less disruptive and cost less.
1,039. Pamela N McKinney , TX NO to Segment A

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly
OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380
Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I
understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that
will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents,
destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less
overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents
and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 
I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.

1,040. Vicki F McKinney, TX Our Neighborshoods will be filled with Noise & Congestion
due to Plan A …Plan B is the lesser of 2 evils!!!! We
happened to like the country environment when we bought
our home!! All that is lost with a Major freeway running thru
our neighborhood!!!! Plus the animals needlessly killed from
All the Major Construction!!!!!!!!

1,041. Ann M McKinney , TX
1,042. Prudence H Plano, TX
1,043. Dana G Mckinney, TX
1,044. Tana W McKinney , TX
1,045. Michelle C McKinney , TX
1,046. William Y Aubrey, TX Vote proposal B
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1,047. Maria V McKinney , TX As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly

OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380
Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I
understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that
will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents,
destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less
overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents
and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney.

1,048. Paola B Mckinnwy, TX
1,049. Karri A Fort Worth, TX
1,050. Jose M McKinney, TX Option of segment B please
1,051. Kasey O Mckinney, TX
1,052. Christine H McKinney , TX
1,053. Melanie S McKinney, TX I oppose Option A. I have lived in McKinney since 2002 and

lived through 121 being built. 380 is in my backyard and I
don’t want to be able to hear it all the time. I can already
hear it sometimes. Plus it’s more expensive.

1,054. Robert W Mckinney, TX
1,055. Susan N McKinney , TX
1,056. Jacqueline M McKinney , TX No to Option A Yes to Option B
1,057. Todd C McKinney, TX
1,058. Judy S Mckinney , TX No to segment A. Yes to B.
1,059. Lucy C McKinney , TX
1,060. Carolyn H McKinney, TX
1,061. Pat P McKinney, TX
1,062. Chris C McKinney, TX It is the responsibility of our government to use tax payer

funds in a responsible manner - Cost of Segment A burns up
an excess of $99 million or more than Segment B. Building
segment A is fraud, waste and abuse of tax dollars.

1,063. Jennifer C McKinney , TX
1,064. Julie W Mckinney, TX
1,065. Craig D Mc Kinney, TX
1,066. Barbara R Mckinney, TX
1,067. Brad T Mckinney, TX
1,068. Eric H McKinney, TX
1,069. Heather R Mckinney, TX
1,070. Stephanie M Mckinney, TX No to A
1,071. Jerome L Mckinney, TX
1,072. Mike W McKinney, TX
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1,073. steve r mckinney, TX in what reality does a rich developer\'s horse hobby farm

justify a $100 million plus tax payer cost addition, along with
environmental and noise pollution?neither common sense
nor logical.

1,074. Judith B McKinney, TX As a homeowner and a citizen of McKinney, TX, I strongly
OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380
Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I
understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that
will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents,
destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less
overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents
and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. I live in the
Wren Creek neighborhood of Stonebridge Ranch which
partly borders on US 380. The increased noise and pollution
from the proposed Segment A will not only adversely affect
our quality of life but will also surely adversely affect the
value of our property.

1,075. Gerald B McKinney, TX No to Plan A
1,076. Terry B MCKINNEY, TX No to segment a yes to segment b 380 proposed route
1,077. Christina D McKinney , TX No to A yes to B
1,078. Kenney H McKinney, TX
1,079. Kyle S McKinney, TX Segment B is a better choice than A due to lower cost, less

disruption to existing businesses, and avoidance of two right
angle turns, which are problematic for any throughway
project.

1,080. Deborah C McKinney, TX
1,081. Mark M MCKINNEY, TX
1,082. Sherry B McKinney, TX
1,083. Jay F Mckinney, TX
1,084. MARY LYNN C McKinney, TX
1,085. Paul W McKinney, TX
1,086. Carol C Mckinney, TX Please choose option A.
1,087. Cindy A McKinney , TX Noooooooooooooo to A! Yes to B!
1,088. James A Mckinney , TX
1,089. Phillip F McKinney , TX Want TxDot to use State Funds in the most efficient and

effective manner. Save the $200 milllion and reconsider the
option B over Option A.

1,090. Ashley C McKinney, TX
1,091. Traci M McKinney, TX
1,092. Eric F McKinney , TX
1,093. Theresa M Mckinney, TX
1,094. Anita C McKinney, TX
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1,095. Charles H mcKinney, TX
1,096. Maria S McKinney, TX
1,097. Merrick M Mckinney, TX I strongly disagree with the proposed placement of the 380

bypass. It will bring increased noise to out neighborhood and
cause terrible congestion at our only neighborhood entrance.

1,098. Lorraine B McKinney , TX
1,099. Haley R Mckinney, TX
1,100. Eric D McKinney, TX
1,101. Korey D McKinney, TX
1,102. Ken C McKinney , TX Due to higher cost, more displacement, noise levels
1,103. Edward S McKinney , TX It would appear that those with the loudest voices take

precedence over common sense.
Adding a route parallel to 380 as far as I 35 north of Denton
will provide significant traffic relief for decades.
Now 380 is used for local traffic and is the primary route
East and West to the tollway and Denton.
The cost of fuel will move the big trucks to the freeway to
avoid the stoplights. That alone would open up 380 because
those trucks block traffic by running side by side holding up
two or three lanes.
Residents of Prosper and West would most likely choose to
add a few miles to their drive as it would be a faster drive to
75 on a new freeway with savings in fuel and emissions.
380 has a lot of businesses bringing revenue to the city.
Disrupting those businesses will be a tax burden to the
residents. A new road will provide opportunities for new
businesses to surface and help with future tax needs.
Put yourself in the position of driving from 75 to the toll way.
Given the choice of option A or driving a new freeway, which
would you honestly choose? This is what we are all facing. 
Main gate can and should be moved. This single obsticle is
impeeding the lives of 10\'s of thousand people for years to
come.
I could probably write chapters on why route A is a poor
choice but my single voice in a crowd of yelling people will
go unnoticed. 
I appreciate the opportunity to share a few of my opinions.
Warm Regards,
Edward Sommer

1,104. Paul S McKinney, TX
1,105. Joanne T Mckinney , TX No to segment A! Yes to B.
1,106. Laurie N MckinneyMcKinney,

TX
1,107. Rebecca J Mckinney, TX Segment B is not only less expensive but also less disruptive

to communities that have been here for decades. Use the
option that is available and saves tax payer dollars
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1,108. Chelsey C McKinney , TX
1,109. Tim J McKinney, TX
1,110. Jason T McKinney, TX
1,111. Joseph M Mckinney , TX No to segment A, yes to Segment B
1,112. Cynthia D McKinney, TX This would be a huge impact to the community - not good.

Don’t turn this area into a freeway community…look at Los
Angeles….NIGHTMARE.

1,113. Jonathan T McKinney, TX
1,114. Dianne W McKinney, TX
1,115. Susan A McKinney, TX This construction puts undue traffic, crime & pollution stress

on the area where we wlive. There is an easy alternative that
affects fewer people.

1,116. THOMAS V Mckinney, TX
1,117. Clarenda J McKinney , TX
1,118. Stephanie O McKinney, TX
1,119. Rodney C McKinney, TX
1,120. Jillian H McKinney, TX No to A. Strongly support B!
1,121. William F McKinney, TX
1,122. David K MC KINNEY, TX It is very clear that the Segment A route would be much

more destructive to current businesses and more disruptive
to homeowners - and to traffic flow. Has TXDOT done any
traffic flow modeling to determine which route would work
better - realizing the amount of traffic \"back up\" at the stop
lights on A vs B segments??

1,123. Leonore S McKinney, TX
1,124. Richard J McKinney, TX
1,125. Jim P McKinney, TX As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly

OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380
Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I
understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that
will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents,
destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less
overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents
and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 
I strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the
preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to
FM 1827.

1,126. Edmund
MCCURTAIN M

McKinney , TX

1,127. Suzette L McKinney, TX
1,128. Kay S McKinney, TX
1,129. victor d Mckinney, TX YES to Segment B only
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1,130. Debra J McKinney , TX No more high traffic flow in our communities
1,131. Maek J Mckinney , TX No to segment A, Yes to segment B
1,132. SHIRAZ P MCKINNEY, TX
1,133. Gerald P McKinney, TX
1,134. Kimberly B Mckinney , TX
1,135. Edward J McKinney, TX No on Segment A yes to Segment B. Changing now is just

wrong and too costly to McKinney tax payers.
1,136. Roberto M McKinney, TX
1,137. Nancy L McKinney , TX
1,138. Randy W McKinney, TX
1,139. Sean K McKinney , TX
1,140. Carl H McKinney, TX No to segment A, yes to Segment B
1,141. Eileen S McKinney, TX
1,142. Bernard N McKinney, TX No to segment A!!!!!!!
1,143. Kathy M McKinney , TX No to Segment A, yes to Segment B
1,144. Raquel R McKinney, TX
1,145. Lynne W McKinney, TX No to A! Yes to B!
1,146. Joe E McKinney, TX
1,147. Dollie W Mckinney, TX
1,148. Thomas H McKinney, TX No to segment A. It is hard to understand why segment A

would be picked over segment B given the added
destruction and cost. By looking at a map of the two options
it is obvious all traffic wanting to access segment E will be
driving much further by using segment A instead of segment
B wasting gasoline, diesel fuel, electricity and time for
decades to come.

1,149. Elaine C McKinney, TX My tax dollars can be better spent than on segment A.
Segment B is the better choice since it is more cost effective
and destroys fewer businesses and established homes.

1,150. Kent H McKinney, TX Yes to Segment “B”, No to “A”
1,151. David & Sara L McKinney, TX Option A is the wrong decision
1,152. Amy S Mckinney , TX
1,153. Marie Christine D Mckinney, TX
1,154. Don W Mckinney, TX
1,155. Jennifer S McKinney , TX No to segment A. Yes to segment B.
1,156. Adam C McKinney, TX
1,157. Andrew D McKinney, TX No to A
1,158. Julie S McKinney, TX
1,159. Diane E Mckinney, TX
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1,160. Bob D McKinney, TX
1,161. Cindy M McKinney, TX
1,162. Michael L McKinney, TX Please use B, E, C!
1,163. Roy S Mckinney, TX
1,164. Douglas D McKinney , TX
1,165. Bruce S McKinney , TX
1,166. William S McKinney, TX No to A, Yes to B
1,167. Larry G Mckinney, TX
1,168. Reed F McKinney, TX I oppose segment A. I support segment B
1,169. Steve C Mckinney, TX
1,170. Louise B Mckinney, TX No to Segment A, Yes to segment B.
1,171. Preston L McKinney, TX
1,172. Robert D Mckinney, TX
1,173. Herbert H McKinney , TX Oppose the plan A and favor plan B.
1,174. Patricia a R McKinney, TX
1,175. Cindy K McKinney, TX Segment B is by far the most intelligent way to go. Segment

A cost much more money to construct and will impact many
more citizens.

1,176. Deborah F Mckinney, TX
1,177. Steve D McKinney , TX Oppose segment A.
1,178. John P Mckinney, TX
1,179. Diane D McKinney, TX Segment B is the best
1,180. Catherine M McKinney, TX
1,181. Linda S Mckinney , TX
1,182. Tina S McKinney, TX
1,183. Sally H McKinney, TX
1,184. Marianne L McKinney, TX
1,185. Elizabeth O Mckinney, TX
1,186. Helen W McKinney , TX I vote in favor of Option B.
1,187. Marcie S MCKINNEY, TX Segment B
1,188. John S Mckinney, TX
1,189. Kathy K McKinney, TX
1,190. John J Plano, TX in favor of Segment B
1,191. Teresa G McKinney, TX
1,192. Maey D Mckinney, TX No to A - Yes to B
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1,193. Holly M Mckinney, TX As a Realtor for 33 years and a lifelong resident of McKinney

I am extremely familiar with the traffic on Hwy 380. The loop
is highly necessary but the Coit road route is clearly the best
route.

1,194. Chris C McKinney, TX
1,195. Robert B McKinney, TX
1,196. Elizabeth A McKinney, TX I strongly oppose the construction of Segment A for the US

380 Bypass from Coit Rd To FM 1827. The option of
Segment B appears to be far less disruptive, less expensive
and will destroy fewer businesses and homes. Segment B
option has my support.

1,197. Ann C Mckinney, TX
1,198. Rick C Mckinney , TX
1,199. Larry R McKinney, TX Opposed to segment A and fully support segment B.
1,200. Jay L McKinney, TX
1,201. Wendy P MCKINNEY, TX II am against segment A for the US 380 Proposed Route

and for Segment B.
1,202. Thomas G McKinney, TX
1,203. A R Mckinney, TX No to A
1,204. John M McKinney, TX
1,205. Joel H McKinney, TX
1,206. Elizabeth H Mckinney, TX
1,207. Ron H Mckinney, TX
1,208. CONRAD K MCKINNEY, TX Apparently this Segment A choice is purely POLITICAL for

some groups in Prosper. Totaly illogical that taxpayers
should pay a million more for the Segment A option that
would displace so many homes and businesses compared
to Segment B. It is time to be responsible to your taxpayers.

1,209. Patrick S McKinney, TX Stonebridge Ranch is a quiet residential area and the noise,
congestion, and $200,000,000 additional cost for segment A
is ridiculous. If Mane gat is an issue find them suitable land
to allow them to continue their fine work. Horses do not mind
which field to graze. A few million dolļars to relocate Mane
Gate verses the $200 million expense of segment A, the
noise, and congestion for tens of thousands of Stonebridge
Ranch residents a waste of tax payer money. Be financially
responsible with our tax dollars and use Segment B.

1,210. Peter F McKinney, TX
1,211. Michelle Y Mckinney, TX
1,212. Thomas H Mckinney, TX The choice should be Segment B through Prosper, not

Segment A through Mckinney. It will cost less and not
damage as much existing properties in Mckinney.

1,213. Kristen M McKinney , TX Yes to segment B
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1,214. Martha W McKinney, TX
1,215. Roberta S McKinney , TX
1,216. Angel V mckinney, TX I amhere supporting the NO to Segment A and YES for

Segment B
1,217. Mascha M McKinney, TX Keep McKinney “Unique by Nature”. We are tired of taking

up the tax burden for other cities to reap the rewards and for
us to lose what attracted long-term residents to begin with.
Families that have been here for generations are leaving.
“Progress” isn’t always good; this highway needs to be as
far away from McKinney as possible. We don’t want the
traffic noise, and we don’t want any more air pollution!

1,218. David K McKinney, TX
1,219. Carrie G Bennett, CO
1,220. Chuck K McKinney, TX I am here supporting the NO to Segment A and YES for

Segment B
1,221. Anthony B McKinney, TX
1,222. Joshua C Mckinney, TX Our family will be forced to move out of a neighborhood that

we love if this passes.
1,223. Rendi E McKinney, TX
1,224. Jerry P McKinney, TX No to Segment A - Yes to Segment B!!!
1,225. Andrea S McKinney, TX
1,226. Scott K McKinney , TX
1,227. MARKnO TO

sEGMENT a yES
T C

MCKINNEY, TX NO TO SEGMENT A yes TO b

1,228. Gina P Mckinney, TX
1,229. Susan K McKinney, TX
1,230. Richard I McKinney, TX
1,231. Jalal D McKinney, TX
1,232. Curtis S McKinney, TX
1,233. Mary R Mckinney , TX No to segment A
1,234. Brittany A Celina, TX
1,235. CARLA S MCKINNEY, TX
1,236. Sonya V McKinney, TX
1,237. Shannon H McKinney, TX
1,238. JAMES M Mckinney, TX
1,239. Aleksejs B McKinney , TX No to Segment A - Yes to Segment B.
1,240. Steve S McKinney, TX
1,241. Douglas A MCKINNEY, TX
1,242. Judy C McKinney, TX Definitely I prefer option B
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1,243. Joel P Mckinney, TX Yes to segment B.
1,244. Joyce H McKinney, TX As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX, I support

Project 380 Segment B and strongly oppose Project 380
Segment A of the “Blue Alternative”. In addition, I
vehemently oppose the Segment A \"shift\", which would
bring the 12-lane freeway and its elevated ramps and
overpasses even closer to Stonebridge\'s Kensington Village
residents, while sending eastbound Highway 380 drivers
speeding toward Freedom Drive and shining headlights into
our windows. As for the 2050 projected noise level assessed
at 1:00 pm, it is preposterous and absolutely insulting to
state that homeowners would be non-impacted by the noise
of an elevated freeway so close to their homes (and the
Segment A \"shift\" noise level would be even higher). The
noise and pollution would make living in our homes
unbearable. In addition, Segment B is the vastly less
expensive option, while disrupting fewer homes and
businesses.

1,245. Eric G McKinney, TX NO TO SEGMENT A, YES TO SEGMENT B
1,246. Tracey P McKinney, TX As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly

OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380
Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I
understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that
will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents,
destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less
overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents
and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 
I strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the
preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to
FM 1827.

1,247. David N McKinney, TX
1,248. Debora K Mckinney, TX NO TO SEGMENT A, YES TO SEGMENT B
1,249. Francisco C McKinney, TX
1,250. Christopher R McKinney , TX
1,251. Russell M McKinney, TX
1,252. Joshua B Mckinney, TX
1,253. Tamara M McKinney , TX
1,254. zeke o savannah , TX
1,255. Eric O Savannah, TX
1,256. Diana G McKinney , TX
1,257. Jason D McKinney, TX
1,258. Lona E Mckinney, TX
1,259. Gregory F Mckinney, TX
1,260. Tara K McKinney , TX
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1,261. Michelle U Mckinney, TX
1,262. Amy D Mckinney, TX
1,263. Keerthi M McKinney, TX
1,264. Tanvi P McKinney , TX
1,265. Katherine R Mckinney, TX
1,266. Chris R McKinney , TX
1,267. Sarah R McKinney , TX
1,268. Mark K McKinney, TX
1,269. Marylin K McKinney , TX A would ruin her new retirement home.
1,270. Robert & Kathy B Mckinney, TX Why would we choose to pay millions more to accomplish

the same expansion?
1,271. Robert K Leavenworth, KS
1,272. Cynthia C McKinney, TX No to Segment A and YES to segment B
1,273. Kim C McKinney, TX Segment A will cause irreparable harm to the residential

segments known as Stonebridge Ranch as well as lowering
safety and value to family structure within that area.

1,274. Isabella V Mckinney, TX
1,275. Ed D McKinney, TX
1,276. Margaret D McKinney, TX I strongly oppose Segment A and support Segment B
1,277. Merritt W McKinney , TX This is not the best option!!
1,278. Nga V McKinney, TX
1,279. Mike K McKinney , TX
1,280. Kim L McKinney, TX
1,281. Ieva S McKinney , TX
1,282. Doreen H McKinney, TX
1,283. Julie B McKinney, TX No to segment A and yes to Segment B
1,284. Caitlin C Mckinney, TX
1,285. Melissa W Dallas, TX I drive out there often!! I visit my daughter who lives out

there. The traffic will be unbearable & the noise once
completed will make living near 380 also unbearable!

1,286. Thomas E. M McKinney, TX
1,287. Carol H. M McKinney, TX
1,288. Patrick R Mckinney, TX
1,289. Wendy P McKinney, TX No to segment A and yes to Segment B
1,290. Eliud G McKinney , TX
1,291. Linda G McKinney, TX
1,292. bobby l McKinney, TX
1,293. EDWARD F MCKINNEY, TX What is driving TxDOT to choose Segment A when Segment

B is clearly the better choice from a cost/benefit standpoint.
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1,294. Katherine B McKinney, TX
1,295. Aliaksei K McKinney, TX
1,296. Robert J McKinney, TX As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly

OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380
Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I
understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that
will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents,
destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less
overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents
and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 
I strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the
preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to
FM 1827.

1,297. Shane J McKinney , TX No to Segment A. As a community, I understand managing
growth can be difficult but allowing developers to persuade
government agencies for their own gain at the expense of
the taxpayer is down right criminal. We all can make the
argument about property value, noise, pollution, disruption to
current life but how can we justify forcing more small
businesses to move and the tax payer to foot the $100M bill
for the benefit of someone’s personal farm. Manegait does
great things for the special needs community, no argument
there, but let’s focus on the greater community. It’s obvious
what the correct choice is because of the major response by
these powerful people. The further west the thoroughfare
starts, the more relief 380 will get which in turn will allow
more future growth and access to DNT and 75 for Prosper,
Celina, Weston, Melissa, and Anna. This isn’t hard, don’t
make it.

1,298. Greg M McKinney , TX
1,299. Brian F McKinney , TX No to the 380 bypass!
1,300. Richard T McKinney, TX
1,301. Ted K McKinney, TX
1,302. Joy B McKinney, TX
1,303. Phyllis C McKinney , TX
1,304. Monica W McKinney , TX Oppose segment A!
1,305. Brian & Sarah W McKinney , TX NO TO SEGMENT A, YES TO SEGMENT B
1,306. Rodger K McKinney, TX
1,307. Robin K Mckinney, TX
1,308. Brad T McKinney, TX
1,309. patricia d Mckinney, TX
1,310. Steve F McKinney , TX
1,311. Tom P McKinney, TX I strongly urge TXDOT the following, No to Segment A. Yes

to Segment B. It saves money and my taxpayer funds.
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1,312. Daniel K McKinney, TX No to Segment A. Why would the TxDOT even consider

theSegment A which cost more, Increases the tax burden on
McKinney residents, destroy more businesses and homes,
and result in more overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge
Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout
McKinney?

1,313. JENNIFER M McKinney, TX
1,314. Karen B McKinney, TX
1,315. Lisa E McKinney, TX
1,316. Karen M McKinney, TX
1,317. Corey G McKinney, TX
1,318. Elyse G McKinney, TX
1,319. Mary R McKinney, TX
1,320. Rhodri R Mckinney, TX This is a horrible idea.
1,321. Troy P McKinney, TX
1,322. Warren G McKinney, TX
1,323. Amy P McKinney, TX
1,324. Tony L MCKINNEY, TX
1,325. S D H McKinney, TX NO to segment A!
1,326. James P Mckinney, TX
1,327. John C McKinney, TX
1,328. Elda S McKinney, TX I cannot fathom paying 100m more (minimum) of tax payer

money, when there are other, more feasible options. Option
B will be devastating to our neighborhood, as we have the
misfortune of being positioned the closest to 380. Please
reconsider.

1,329. Deborah M McKinney, TX
1,330. Randy N Mckinney, TX Money to taxpayers is my concern. Route should go where

the cost is less.
1,331. Chris A Mckinney, TX
1,332. Paul C McKinney, TX This route makes zero sense. The route that needs to be

considered is one that starts at the DNT or even further
west. Pursuing any of the currently proposed EIS routes is
akin to kicking the can down the road and failing to
acknowledge the growth west of Custer that is happening.
With the new PGA, Fields, and Universal projects the traffic
will just increase and TXDOT will have to revisit this again in
5 years to address this. Do it right the first time and save the
taxpayers, home owners, and businesses the hassle.

1,333. Karen K McKinney, TX
1,334. Robert B McKinney, TX
1,335. Janet M McKinney, TX I strongly oppose Segment A
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1,336. kyle h mckinney, TX supprt segment b
1,337. Barbara W MCKINNEY, TX No to Segment A.
1,338. Deborah P MCKINNEY, TX NO to Segment A. YES to Segment B.
1,339. Renee L McKinney, TX
1,340. Douglas F McKInney, TX
1,341. Karen B McKinney, TX
1,342. James K McKinney, TX
1,343. Laura W MCKINNEY, TX Yes to Segment B
1,344. Kim S McKinney, TX
1,345. James D Mckinney, TX Proportion B
1,346. Cynthia Y McKinney, TX
1,347. Robert W Mckinney, TX
1,348. Ed M mcKinney, TX
1,349. Christopher G McKinney, TX
1,350. Ronald F McKinney, TX Please do the correct thing
1,351. KAREN G Mckinney, TX As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly

OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380
Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I
understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that
will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents,
destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less
overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents
and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 
I strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the
preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to
FM 1827.

1,352. Terri M McKinney, TX
1,353. Amy L mckinney, TX
1,354. Mary R McKinney , TX
1,355. Brent M McKinney , TX
1,356. David P McKinney, TX I strongly oppose Segment A
1,357. Mark F McKinney, TX Segment B provides a more direct east-west route for the

bypass, and also avoids a larger number of developed
residential neighborhoods.

1,358. Chris R McKinney, TX Segment B provides a more direct east-west route for the
bypass, and is cheaper. Do The Right Thing.

1,359. Daryle G McKinney, TX
1,360. Claudette T McKinney, TX
1,361. Barbara H McKinney, TX
1,362. David J McKinney, TX

Page 54    -    Signatures 1,336 - 1,362



Name From Comments
1,363. jo C McKinney, TX
1,364. Billy B McKinney, TX
1,365. Lindsey Mckinney, TX
1,366. Richard K MCKINNEY, TX
1,367. Norma K McKinney, TX No to Segment A , Yes to Segment B
1,368. Merle S MCKINNEY, TX I am vehemntly opposed to the Segment A route as it makes

noo sense at all. It is more costly and destroys homes and
businesses unnecessarily. The disruption is excessive.
Segment B makes so much more sense in every way. It
doesn\'t take a rocket scientist to figure this out, and the
politicians will feel the impact if moving forward. Do what is
right for TExas and McKinney!!

1,369. Charles P McKinney , TX YES to Segment B, NO to Segment A
1,370. Jeff K MCKinney, TX
1,371. Pauline P MCKINNEY, TX
1,372. Bonnie L McKinney, TX
1,373. John R mckinney, TX
1,374. Angela F McKinney , TX
1,375. Keith P Mckinney, TX Yes to segment B this has been discussed for 15 years,

move it north to limit the quality of life impact on established
neighborhoods.

1,376. Sherri W Mckinney , TX Option B more direct, less disruptive to current
residents/businesses.

1,377. Patricia D McKinney, TX
1,378. JULIAN ABEL C Mckinney, TX
1,379. Scott B McKinney, TX
1,380. Cheryl D McKinney, TX
1,381. Dinah R McKinney, TX NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B
1,382. Robert B McKinney , TX NO to segment A
1,383. Jim N McKinney, TX NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B
1,384. Joanna S McKinney, TX
1,385. Jeff S Mckinney, TX
1,386. Kim C McKinney, TX
1,387. Greg T McKinney, TX
1,388. Joan T McKinney, TX
1,389. Sandra H Mckinney, TX I vote Segment B
1,390. Michele B McKinney , TX
1,391. Lucinda P Mckinney, TX No to segment A. Yes to B
1,392. Dee P McKinney, TX Oppose segment A, strongly support segment B
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1,393. Charlotte L McKinney, TX
1,394. Susan c McKinney, TX NO to Segment A
1,395. Sandra B McKinney, TX
1,396. Shannon S McKinney, TX I strongly oppose option A and vote for option B!!
1,397. Carlos H McKinney, TX
1,398. Madeline B McKinney, TX
1,399. Gerald G McKinney, TX
1,400. Tracy C McKinney, TX
1,401. William M McKinney, TX
1,402. bill b McKinney, TX
1,403. Allison F McKinney, TX
1,404. Kay G McKinney, TX, 75072,

TX
1,405. Chad P McKinney, TX I oppose option A and vote for option B.
1,406. Kelly T McKinney, TX
1,407. Kim R McKinney, TX
1,408. Bonnie B McKinney, TX
1,409. John W McKinney, TX
1,410. Brandi M McKinney, TX
1,411. Hermon P McKinney, TX
1,412. Melissa R McKinney, TX
1,413. ALAN A McKinney, TX
1,414. Edward H McKinney, TX
1,415. William C MCKINNEY, TX
1,416. James B McKinney, TX Segment B please.
1,417. Roy C MCKINNEY, TX I vote no for Segment A! YES to Segment B!!
1,418. Olga B Mckinney, TX
1,419. Keith H McKinney, TX Voicing strong opposition to Segment A. Segment B is less

expensive and less impactful to people, businesses and the
environment. Keep politics and power out of this decision -
do what is right for the majority with the most benefit for the
future.

1,420. Anna C Mckinney, TX NO TO SEGMENT A, YES TO SEGMENT B
1,421. William E McKinney, TX no to segment A
1,422. Linda C MCKINNEY, TX
1,423. Corey H McKinney, TX
1,424. Culbert P McKinney , TX NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B
1,425. Melanie H McKinney, TX
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1,426. Will X Mckinney, TX
1,427. Shawn W McKinney, TX
1,428. James B McKinney , TX
1,429. Sam S McKinney, TX Really not understanding why would do an option that cost

way more when the option is available and will cause less
damage to existing structures.

1,430. Regina D McKinney , TX
1,431. Andrew M Mckinney, TX
1,432. Robert C McKinney, TX I am strongly in favor of segment B over segment A.
1,433. Christine S McKinney, TX
1,434. Brenda J Mckinney , TX
1,435. Richard J McKinney , TX
1,436. Peggy B McKinney, TX
1,437. William P MCKINNEY, TX
1,438. Thomas S McKinney, TX Option B is a much better decision financially. Option A will

decimate the value of houses in Tucker Hill, and add an
unreasonable amount of exhaust pollution and noise
pollution. Unless McKinney is prepared to pay each
homeowner in Tucker Hill for property value losses, and add
walls to mitigate noise and exhaust pollution, Option A
should be eliminated.

1,439. Jerry B MCKINNEY, TX Another instance of not considering tax payers and
supporting the most expensive and disruptive plan. No to
Plan A

1,440. Louise S McKinney, TX
1,441. Marilou W McKinney, TX NO to option A, YES to option B
1,442. James O McKinney, TX As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly

OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380
Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I
understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that
will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents,
destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less
overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents
and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly
urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for
the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Sincerely,
James Olsen

1,443. Mary lynn C Mckinney , TX
1,444. Billie S McKinney , TX
1,445. James S McKinney , TX
1,446. Melanie P McKinney , TX
1,447. Jim B Mckinney, TX Against this route, I understand it costs more and will disrupt

more than the other route
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1,448. Tonya R McKinney, TX
1,449. Stacey A McKinney, TX
1,450. Amr C McKinney, TX
1,451. Amye W Mckinney, TX
1,452. Keith B McKinney, TX
1,453. Amber C McKinney, TX
1,454. Lori T Mckinney, TX
1,455. Janette W McKinney , TX
1,456. Gerald S McKinney, TX No to A, Yes to B !!
1,457. Maria R McKinney , TX
1,458. Michele D Mckinney, TX
1,459. Robin B McKinney, TX NO to Option A!
1,460. Lisa P McKinney, TX No to A. Yes to B !!
1,461. Meredith B McKinney, TX
1,462. Susan P McKinney , TX
1,463. Gina S Mckinney, TX
1,464. Brooke G McKinney , TX
1,465. Bria N Mckinney, TX
1,466. Julie E McKinney, TX No to segment A..........Please
1,467. Amy R McKinney, TX
1,468. Kathryn W McKinney, TX I moved to Tucker Hill 4 years ago for its quaint charm and

quiet community. In the past 4 years, almost every patch of
green has been built up into housing and strip malls. Now
they are talking about putting a 12 lane hwy right next to our
homes. Our property values will plummet, our peace and
quiet will disappear and will literally take away all the
reasons I moved here in the first place. Also, I do not
understand why the plan that has this hwy going through
Tucker Hill will cost double of the other plan. Isn’t is a no
brainer?

1,469. Buddy L McKinney, TX No to Segment A, Yes to Segment B
1,470. Adam H McKinney, TX
1,471. Julie M McKinney, TX
1,472. Cynthia P McKinney , TX
1,473. Tricia A McKinney , TX
1,474. Jeff F McKinney, TX
1,475. Diane G McKinney, TX
1,476. Annette P McKinney, TX
1,477. Melody T Mckinney, TX
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1,478. Duncan P Mckinney, TX
1,479. Noah P McKinney , TX
1,480. Lisa D McKinney, TX
1,481. Brett T Mckinney , TX
1,482. Rebecca G McKinney, TX I don’t know why anyone would choose to construct a

massive freeway like this on an already existing high traffic
road. Construction will cause tremendous interruptions and
additional traffic. Not to mention the expense and what about
all the businesses that are currently undergoing construction
in the path? One established business already has
scheduled their shutdown. Also, Tucker Hill is a unique
community that people love and this project will have
numerous negative effects. I’m afraid for the change in value
of our homes and how this will change what people love
about Tucker hill. No to segment A!!

1,483. Suzanne C McKinney, TX
1,484. Shanda C McKinney, TX No to Segment A
1,485. Noelle L Mckinney, TX
1,486. Aimee L Mckinney, TX
1,487. Jessica E McKinney, TX No to segment A. Yes to segment B
1,488. Wes C McKinney , TX No to Segment A
1,489. Gretchen B Mckinney, TX NO to Segment A
1,490. doug l Mckinney, TX STRONGLY OPPOSE the construction of segment A and

STONGLY SUPPORT the segment B construction option.
1,491. Lisa P McKinney, TX No to segment A
1,492. Stephen R McKinney, TX No to Segment A
1,493. Ken B McKinney, TX
1,494. Monica W Mckinney , TX
1,495. Norma A Mckinney, TX No to segment A.
1,496. Pete W McKinney, TX
1,497. James M McKinney, TX
1,498. Gregory T McKinney, TX NO to Segment A! YES to Segment B!
1,499. Matthew S McKinney, TX
1,500. Debbi B McKinney , TX
1,501. Lenora V McKinney , TX
1,502. Rachel G Mckinney , TX NO to A, Yes to B!
1,503. Darrel C Mckinney, TX It is inconceivable to me that the current choice for the 380

Loop stands up to any logical scrutiny. $200m more in cost
and vastly more impactful to existing developed uses.
Please reconsider the route being mindful of all the cost
financial and otherwise.
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1,504. Jennifer C McKinney, TX No to Segment A, YES to Segment B
1,505. Kelly K Mckinney, TX LEGAL ACTION WILL BE TAKEN
1,506. Mark B McKinney, TX
1,507. erin Clare b mckinney, TX
1,508. Jennifer W Mckinney, TX
1,509. David J McKinney, TX No to segment A, Yes to segment B
1,510. Shannon S Mckinney, TX
1,511. Debra M Mckinney, TX
1,512. Amy O McKinney , TX
1,513. Mark M Mckinney, TX
1,514. Deborah S McKinney (Tucker

Hill), TX
Vote No to proposed Segment A YES TO B for obvious
reasons! Lower tax dollars, less business impact, less noise
pollution in Tucker Hill, less fatality risk to name a few
obvious reasons! I oppose proposed Segment A, and vote
NO TO SEGMENT A!!! VOTE YES TO B AS THE
PREFERRED OPTION

1,515. Julie M Mckinneu, TX
1,516. Bonnie K McKinney, TX
1,517. Lola R McKinney, TX Please section b!!
1,518. Wendell M McKinney, TX Please do not crowed the 380/stone bridge drive areas any

further. Move the loop west on 380 toward prosper area and
develop around that area. Huge highways in stone bridge
area is not a wise idea.

1,519. Brandon R Mckinney, TX Please do the right thing. Route A DECREASES mobility.
Why on earth would we do that?!

1,520. Daniela R Mckinney, TX
1,521. Don S McKinney , TX Common sense and logic would choose segment B over

segment A! The reasons are obvious!
1,522. Hannah S Mckinney, TX
1,523. Roger M McKinney, TX
1,524. preston m mckinney, TX
1,525. Ann L McKinney, TX
1,526. Kim I McKinney, TX
1,527. Sandra Z McKinney, TX No to Segment A
1,528. Hector C McKinney, TX
1,529. Patti E McKinney , TX
1,530. Ann A McKinney, TX
1,531. Cindy N McKinney, TX
1,532. Rhea L McKinney, TX 380 is already a nightmare as it is! Let\'s not make it worst.

No to Segment A! Yes to B!
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1,533. James Y Mc Kinney, TX If the city of McKinney supports option A, every city leader

who supports that option, should lose their position next
election. Why would the city want TXDOT to spend more
money, increase the tax burden, disrupt more homes and
businesses and ignore the 36,000 residences (voters)
Stonebridge Ranch, one of the premier communities in
McKinney. It’s unthinkable. It’s time take some action No to
option A, YES to option B.

1,534. dennis m McKinney, TX
1,535. Donna K Mckinney, TX NO to segment A.
1,536. Becky S McKinney, TX
1,537. Rachel H Mckinney, TX
1,538. David D McKinney , TX This expansion of 380 would destroy our neighborhood and

effect our hearing
1,539. Dick E McKinney , TX No to A. B is a better option.
1,540. Kristy T McKinney , TX
1,541. Lorice A McKinney, TX
1,542. Curtis B McKinney, TX
1,543. Eric M McKinney , TX
1,544. Chris S McKinney , TX No to segment A!! YES to segment B
1,545. Angela L McKinney, TX No to segment A!
1,546. Grogman S Mckinney, TX
1,547. Matthew M McKinney, TX
1,548. Kyle A McKinney, TX
1,549. Sharron C McKinney, TX
1,550. Archie P Mckinney, TX
1,551. WILLIAM M MCKINNEY, TX
1,552. Debra P McKinney, TX Highway 380: No to Segment A. Yes to Segment B.
1,553. Ann C McKinney, TX Ann Cason
1,554. Deborah B MCKINNEY, TX
1,555. Charles A McKinney, TX
1,556. Emery H Mckinney, TX
1,557. Bradley M McKinney, TX No to segment A and Yes to Segment B.
1,558. Vicki M McKinney, TX
1,559. Miguel C Mckinney, TX
1,560. Charles S McKinney, TX
1,561. Lisa Q McKinney, TX No to Segment A!!
1,562. Carolyn F Mckinney, TX
1,563. Allison P McKinney, TX
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1,564. Julie N McKinney , TX
1,565. GAIL R McKinney, TX NO! TO SEGMENT A . . . Period!!!
1,566. David J McKinney, TX
1,567. Walter E P McKinney, TX
1,568. Erin L McKinney , TX
1,569. Kathlin A Mckinney, TX
1,570. Susan M McKinney, TX NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B!
1,571. no n mckinney, TX STRONGLY OPPOSE the construction of segment A and

STONGLY SUPPORT the segment B construction option.
1,572. Matt M McKinney, TX As a taxpayer I am highly concerned that TxDOT has

chosen the more costly option that will destroy existing
businesses and residents. Choose Segment B!

1,573. Brenda D Mckinney, TX Please keep some of this madness away from the more
established neighborhoods.

1,574. Allyson W McKinney , TX
1,575. Joseph S TX - McKinney, TX
1,576. Rick G McKinney, TX NO to segment A. YES to segment B.
1,577. Melissa O McKinney, TX
1,578. Vicki L McKinney , TX
1,579. Jodi L McKinney , TX No to segment A!
1,580. Christine C Mckinney, TX
1,581. John P McKinney, TX
1,582. Holly H McKinney , TX
1,583. Doug W McKinney, TX
1,584. Glenna L Mckinney, TX
1,585. Douglas T McKinney, TX Choose the B route!
1,586. Marcia C McKinney, TX No to segment A, yes to segment B
1,587. Staci H McKinney, TX
1,588. Greg F McKinney, TX Solution B is a far superior route than solution A. Less

impact on effected homes and property and less exspensive
1,589. Candace G McKinney, TX
1,590. alex t mckinney, TX why select the most expensive option?
1,591. James N McKinney, TX
1,592. Kristi R McKinney, TX
1,593. Korey H McKinney , TX
1,594. Patricia W McKinney, TX I opposed the proposed construction of Segment A. It

appears the other options will not only cost less but displace
fewer residents and places of business. I fear we are too far
(continues on next page)
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1,594. Patricia W McKinney, TX (continued from previous page)

behind in making wide improvements to 380. Would it not be
better to make the outer loop the main road to divert traffic
from 380?

1,595. Michael S McKinney, TX
1,596. P B McKinney, TX
1,597. Robert H McKinney , TX Oppose Segment A
1,598. Linda D McKinney, TX
1,599. Jan Y McKinney, TX
1,600. Jerri U McKinney, TX No to Segment A...Yes to Segment B Please
1,601. Ariellen B Mckinney, TX
1,602. Linda S McKinney, TX
1,603. Derreck W Mckinney, TX
1,604. Marilyn S McKinney, TX
1,605. Justin C Mckinney, TX This is not the best route. I work in the commercial real

estate industry (software and data solutions) and know who
owns every single parcel in the USA including those whose
ownership is disguised by LLC\'s and other types of entities
to hide the true owner. I know who has influence and why
certain routes or other segments were not chosen. Its clear
that influential developers and political donors have much
more to say then regular, everyday people, living in local
neighborhoods. It\'s a joke and sad.

1,606. Lea P Mckinney, TX
1,607. Mary M McKinney, TX Please go with Plan B and do not put excessive noise, traffic

and other potentially dangerous situations so close to
neighborhoods that purchased homes not aware of this
change. Do not put displacing homes and businesses aside
for the sake of progress. Plan B is also more expensive for
taxpayers.

1,608. Ron H McKinney, TX
1,609. Robert E McKinney, TX
1,610. Maureen M McKinney , TX
1,611. Sigurd T TX - McKinney, TX
1,612. Ana C McKinney , TX
1,613. Scott W McKinney, TX Segment B would be much less impactful to existing homes

an businesses.
1,614. Michael W McKinney, TX
1,615. Kenny D McKinney, TX US 380 Proposed Route - NO to Segment A, YES to

Segment B
1,616. Susan R McKinney, TX Strongly oppose segment A
1,617. Ray W McKinney, TX
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1,618. Jon M McKinney , TX
1,619. Janelle F McKinney, TX NO to segment A - it doesn\'t make financial or traffic flow

sense. Yes to Segment B.
1,620. Ann D McKinney, TX I strongly oppose Segment A because of much higher cost,

loss of more businesses and homes, and more disruption to
home owners and existing businesses.

1,621. Jacqueline H McKinney, TX
1,622. Melinda S McKinney, TX
1,623. Lauren C Mckinney, TX
1,624. Anup P MCKINNEY, TX
1,625. Diana H Mckinney , TX
1,626. Brandon C McKinney , TX
1,627. Tammy K Mckinney , TX
1,628. George C McKinney, TX
1,629. Stephanie C McKinney, TX Segment B will cost less and displace fewer

residents/businesses in Collin County. It is the overall best
choice for the 380 Bypass.

1,630. Thomas H McKinney, TX
1,631. Donald M Mcakinney, TX Segment B only !!
1,632. Jeannette M McKinney, TX Stop the “bait and switch”. We already agreed on the

preferred route and now it is switched with no reason given.
1,633. Liz S Mckinney, TX
1,634. Anne W McKinney, TX
1,635. Geoffrey B McKinney, TX
1,636. Cindy A MCKINNEY, TX As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly

OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380
Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I
understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that
will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents,
destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less
overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents
and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 
I strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the
preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to
FM 1827. Thank you

1,637. Laura N McKinney, TX No to Segment A
1,638. Susan H McKinney, TX
1,639. Ricky H McKinney, TX I strongly oppose the construction of Segment A. This route

has a much higher impact on existing homes and
businesses as well as the significantly greater impacts on
existing traffic during the construction period. Please
reconsider and choose Segment B.
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1,640. Heather H Mckinney, TX
1,641. Mike A McKinney , TX
1,642. Richard H MCKINNEY, TX
1,643. Donna M McKinney, TX
1,644. Michael C McKinney, TX
1,645. Roger N MCKINNEY, TX
1,646. Mary S McKinney , TX
1,647. Craig L McKinney , TX TxDot 380 bypass. I oppose segment A, yes to segment B
1,648. Colleen P McKinney , TX I strongly Oppose Segment A! I support Segment B as a

better option.
1,649. Elaine D McKinney, TX
1,650. Chris W Mckinney, TX
1,651. Sara S Mckinney, TX
1,652. Larry P McKinney, TX As a taxpayer I am highly concerned that TxDOT has

chosen the more costly option that will destroy existing
businesses and residents. Choose Segment B! Therefore, I
STRONGLY OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and
STRONGLY SUPPORT the construction of Segment B
construction option. THANK YOU VERY MUCH!

1,653. Christy E McKinney, TX I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A !
1,654. Kara J Mckinney, TX
1,655. Ann C McKinney, TX I am not in favor of Segment A. Please implement Segment

B.
1,656. Michael G McKinney, TX
1,657. Sheri Y McKinney, TX
1,658. S S Mckinney, TX No to segment A. yes to segment B
1,659. Monica H McKinney, TX
1,660. Brandon F McKinney, TX
1,661. Nancy R McKinney, TX
1,662. Michelle B McKinney, TX No to segment A. Segment B will cost less and displace

fewer residents/businesses in Collin County. It is the overall
best choice for the 380 Bypass.

1,663. Juan C McKinney , TX
1,664. H M Mckinney, TX
1,665. Rich N McKinney, TX
1,666. Matthew A McKinney, TX Segment A would cause far more permanent disruptions

than Segment B. We STRONGLY oppose the construction
of Segment A, and will do everything in our power to have
TxDot reconsider.

1,667. Donna W McKinney, TX I oppose Segment A.
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1,668. Olga K McKinney, TX No to segment A
1,669. Whitney C McKinney , TX
1,670. William L McKinney, TX
1,671. Polly D Mckinney, TX I’m in favor of Segment B that benefits the homeowners.
1,672. Linda F McKinney, TX
1,673. Carla S McKinney, TX
1,674. Melissa H McKinney , TX Segment B costs less money and has less impact on

existing homes and businesses.
1,675. Sasha R McKinney, TX As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly

OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380
Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.

1,676. Marguerite L McKinney, TX
1,677. Jeff W McKinney, TX
1,678. Jeffrey B McKinney, TX YES to segment B.
1,679. Randall B McKinney, TX NO to segment A. YES to segment B.
1,680. Linda C McKinney, TX
1,681. Jonathan C McKinney , TX I am sharing my voice that I’d like no to segment A and yes

to segment B. From what I understand is that it costs less
and least impact to the least amount of people and
businesses. As a steward of taxpayer funds it is your duty to
choose the most economical option which what I stated
above.

1,682. Ellen W McKinney, TX
1,683. Teresa H McKinney, TX Yes to Segment B - NO to segment A regarding Hwy 380 -

Segment A is a poor choice - do not support for our city or
my neighborhood.

1,684. Evelyn J McKinney , TX
1,685. Howard R McKinney, TX
1,686. Margie G McKinney, TX
1,687. Dale H McKinney, TX
1,688. Larry M McKinney, TX
1,689. gary m McKinney, TX Segment B is the best solution for price, duration and

closures!!
1,690. Beth H Mckinney, TX
1,691. John A Mckinney, TX I want below grade when passing by stonebridge ranch
1,692. Bonnie D McKinney , TX
1,693. Moorthy M Mckinney, TX
1,694. Jennifer C McKinney, TX Cheaper, less impact to property holder, less congestion

and pollution, more traffic actually bypassed. Seems like a
no brainer.
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1,695. Edgar Z McKinney, TX
1,696. Courtney H McKinney, TX NO to segment A
1,697. MARK B McKinney, TX
1,698. Amy H McKinney, TX
1,699. Sierra F McKinney, TX No to Segment A. I thought we already voted on this. Why

wasn\'t this issue raised in the City\'s CIP? If it were these
plans would have already been in place. Someone drop the
ball?

1,700. Maria M McKinney, TX
1,701. Ann R McKinney , TX
1,702. Carolyn P MCKINNEY, TX Please preserve our communities and businesses.
1,703. Jennifer H McKinney , TX I vote no to segment A
1,704. Warren F McKinney, TX
1,705. Richard T Mckinney, TX
1,706. ALLISON B McKinney, TX
1,707. Ashley B McKinney, TX
1,708. Sarah R Mckinney, TX
1,709. Diana G Mckinney, TX
1,710. JoAnn B McKinney, TX
1,711. Larry B McKinney, TX No to segment A
1,712. Whitney K McKinney , TX As a citizen of McKinney, TX., living in the Kensington

subdivision of Stonebridge Ranch, I strongly OPPOSE the
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit
Road to FM 1827. Segment A directly impacts me, my
family, and my neighborhood in a negative way.
Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option,
Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on
McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes,
and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge
Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout
McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as
the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road
to FM 1827.
In addition, \"segment A alternate design\" will more
NEGATIVELY IMPACT MY COMMUNITY and the Tucker
Hill community as the alternate design puts the bypass
closer to both communities, which will cause greater noise,
construction debris, traffic delays, and decrease the safety
in my subdivision. Please consider the THOUSANDS OF
CURRENT RESIDENTS and tax payers in these
communities that will be NEGATIVELY IMPACTED as
opposed to giving the benefit to an upcoming apartment
complex that has yet to be built in the path of the current
proposed 380 segment A plans.
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1,713. Jean Ann T McKinney, TX
1,714. Gwyn L Mckinney, TX
1,715. Kathleen G McKinney, TX
1,716. Pam L McKinney, TX
1,717. Stacy S McKinney, TX
1,718. Noelle B McKinney , TX No to Segment A. YES TO SEGMENT B.
1,719. Julie T McKinney , TX
1,720. Grant L Mckinney, TX
1,721. Jean W McKinney , TX Please choose segment B. Segment A goes by two

elementary schools about 200 yards from 380 on
Stonebridge and Ridge. They have together about 1000
hound children that would be affected by this project. The
kids and their families are constantly outside and would be
affected by the air pollution and noise 24 hours a day. Many
families have backyards on both sides of 380 very near
segment A( close to 30 yards away. When there’s another
option that doesn’t effect so many lives, please choose
segment B. Thank you for really listening ❤️

1,722. Allison J McKinney, TX
1,723. Rodney J McKinney , TX
1,724. alexa p mckinney, TX
1,725. Dianna D McKinney , TX Not to segment A. I strongly urge TxDOT to implement

Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass
from Coit Road to FM 1827.

1,726. Jason W McKinney, TX
1,727. Robert E McKinney, TX
1,728. Laura D McKinney, TX
1,729. Richard E McKinney, TX
1,730. Alfred R McKinney, TX No to Segment A. Yes to Segment B.
1,731. Tyler J McKinney, TX NO to segment A. YES to segment B.
1,732. Jorge R McKinney , TX
1,733. ATEESH V McKinney, TX
1,734. Arlin H McKinney, TX NO to segment A. YES to segment B
1,735. John M MCKINNEY, TX NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B
1,736. Julie W McKinney, TX
1,737. Jennifer C McKinney, TX NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B
1,738. Michael H McKinney, TX Adamantly against Segment A plan for 380. I cannot

understand why the most EXPENSIVE plan is put forth as
the best. Segent B is the plan my wife and I support.

1,739. Danielle S Mckinney, TX
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1,740. Thomas S McKinney , TX
1,741. Steven H McKinney, TX
1,742. Christine C McKinney , TX No to segment A!!!!
1,743. Travis W Mckinney, TX
1,744. Jeanette M McKinney, TX The worst traffic on 380 is at school hours, which the

expansion will not impact. I’ve personally driven down 380 at
5:30/6:00 without delay. The expansion using Segment A is
too short to do any good, much like the now-to-be destroyed
I-980 segment in Oakland, CA!

1,745. Isaac M McKinney, TX
1,746. Veronica K McKinney, TX I vote No to A.
1,747. Lucinda K McKinney , TX B
1,748. Theresa S mckinney, TX
1,749. Gina F Mckinney, TX Stop wasting taxpayer money! Choose B!
1,750. Katelyn C McKinney, TX
1,751. Dylan S McKinney, TX
1,752. Sonya L Mckinney, TX
1,753. Pat P McKinney, TX Wait and see how the new Dallas Loop performs, before

more construction on 380.
1,754. Rita B McKinney, TX
1,755. Paul C McKinney, TX No to Segment A
1,756. William S McKinney, TX I strongly oppose construction of Segment A for the US 380

bypass. I strongly urge TXDOT to implement Segment B as
the preferred option.

1,757. Jeffrey G McKinney, TX B-E-C just makes sense.-OR- go up top over 380 in
McKinney where existing right-of-way is not wide enough.

1,758. Frank D McKinney, TX
1,759. Ron W McKinney, TX
1,760. Karen D McKinney, TX Segment A is more expensive and disrupts more homes and

businesses. Some of these impacted businesses are
currently under construction. Segment A is also much more
expensive. I believe there are also more environmental
concerns. Please choose section B.

1,761. Janet G McKinney, TX Protecting our property values, and quality of residential
living is paramount to citizens and neighborhoods directly
affected by other options offered to us.

1,762. Madison S McKinney, TX
1,763. Jan H McKinney , TX I strongly oppose segment A!
1,764. Lauta A McKinney, TX I strongly oppose Segment A
1,765. Heidi M McKinney, TX
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1,766. Jim H McKinney, TX Go South. TIe in to 121/399 and get back on 380 at DNT.

380 Loop south go much further North. Current options are
pointless. The area will be saturated before current plan can
even begin.

1,767. Patsy F McKinney , TX Too expensive and causing many homes to be purchased .
Totally opposed to this!

1,768. Colleen S McKinney, TX Although either route doesn’t affect my home, I am
absolutely opposed to segment A. Why would we choose a
more expensive option that disrupts fewer businesses and
homes? Not to mention it doesn’t ‘bypass’ enough, doesn’t
bypass Custer. Please do the right thing and choose
segment B.

1,769. Tim B McKinney , TX
1,770. Patricia R Mckinney , TX
1,771. Randall S McKinney, TX
1,772. Rick D Mckinney, TX I’m concerned this route will negatively affect my

Stonebridge home value
1,773. Jeryl G McKinney, TX
1,774. CLAYTON M MCKINNEY, TX
1,775. Debbie H McKinney , TX
1,776. Sheryl L McKinney, TX
1,777. Michelle M McKinney , TX My home will not be directly affected by the 380 decision,

but I am strongly OPPOSED to option A. It does not make
sense to spend significantly more money on an option that is
too far east of where the traffic is coming from. Apart from
Prosper digging in their heels, it is beyond my
comprehension that all this extra money is being spent to
keep them happy. The negative impact is far more
significant to McKinney in terms of loss of existing homes
and businesses and it still won’t solve the problem. The A
segment will solve the problem and at a lower expense to
the tax payers. It is incumbent upon all decision makers to
serve the needs of the community in the most effective and
financially responsible manner possible. Option A will
accomplish neither.

1,778. John B McKinney, TX No to Segment A; Yes to Segment B
1,779. Anthony E McKinney, TX
1,780. Janice E McKinney, TX
1,781. Glenda E McKinney, TX
1,782. Dan S Mckinney, TX
1,783. Sharon S Mckinney , TX
1,784. Diane H Mckinney, TX
1,785. Merrie H McKinney , TX
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1,786. Philip M McKinney, TX
1,787. daniel w mckinney, TX
1,788. PATRICIA N MCKINNEY, TX
1,789. Elizabeth S McKinney, TX I strongly support option B. Oppose option A!
1,790. Gary K McKinney, TX
1,791. Barbara D McKinney, TX
1,792. Thomas M McKinney, TX
1,793. KAREN B MCKINNEY, TX STRONGLY APPOSE SEG A YES TO SEGMENT B
1,794. Jason M McKinney, TX
1,795. Susan P McKinney, TX
1,796. Charles F McKinney, TX
1,797. Theresa K McKinney, TX
1,798. Robert P McKinney, TX I oppose Segment A and Support Segment B
1,799. Gail L McKinney , TX B is more cost effective and saves so much residential and

business disruption.
1,800. Kathy M McKinney, TX
1,801. Michaela M Mckinney, TX
1,802. Stephen B McKinney, TX
1,803. Kari O Mckinney , as
1,804. Kristin G Mckinney, TX
1,805. Tauri O McKinney , TX The value of my home and my peace will be greatly

diminished if the 380 bypass moves forward with plan A. I do
not have the wherewithal to relocate. This will be
devastating.

1,806. Rebecca B Mckinney, TX Please don\'t disrupt our life with this project. We like our
community as is. This project does not belong in this area. It
is too close to residents that live in this neighborhood. NO to
Segment A.

1,807. Sandra T McKinney, TX
1,808. Thomas M McKinney , TX Go with most cost efficient route. Don\'t acquiesce to special

interests that end up costing tax payers more.
1,809. Steven S McKinney, TX Route A places a 12 lane highway within 1/2 mile of my

home and will devalue it greatly.
1,810. kevin m Mckinney , TX
1,811. Jessica M McKinney , TX I don’t want a Highway by my house. The environmental

impact would be devastating. I love my home and
neighborhood. My husband and I worked very to build this
home and this community. I strongly OPPOSE the
construction of Segment A.

1,812. John L McKinney, TX I am vehemently opposed to Segment A. strongly support
Segment B
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1,813. Jami B McKinney, TX NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B. The delay in

addressing the traffic and issues of 380 has already caused
enough problems. Don’t make it worse by bringing even
more traffic to our neighborhoods.

1,814. Nathan D McKinney, TX
1,815. Paul M McKinney, TX
1,816. Terie B McKinney, TX
1,817. Theresa B Mckinney, TX
1,818. Samantha S Mckinney , TX
1,819. Frank T McKinney , TX
1,820. Scott H McKinney, TX
1,821. Patrick M McKinney , TX
1,822. Daniela A Mckinney , TX
1,823. Sahar n MCKINNEY, TX
1,824. Chuck D McKinney, TX I strongly OPPOSE the proposed \"Segment A\" plan for the

upcoming 380 bypass road project.
1,825. Adam T Mckinney, TX
1,826. Kathleen G McKinney , TX No, to segment A. Yes to segment B
1,827. Todd R McKinney, TX
1,828. David F McKinney, TX Choose the $150M cheaper option to taxpayers.
1,829. Sheryl H McKinney, TX
1,830. Blayne B Mckinney, TX
1,831. Andrew B McKinney, TX NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B
1,832. Paul D McKinney , TX No to A!
1,833. Fain J McKinney, TX
1,834. Stacey S Mckinney, TX No ! Use the outer loop.
1,835. Donald S MCKINNEY, TX
1,836. Lisa S McKinney , TX
1,837. Elizabeth Q McKinney , TX
1,838. Peter L McKinney, TX
1,839. Mercedez B McKinney , TX
1,840. James H McKinney, TX
1,841. Toria C McKinney, TX I adamantly oppose segment A. Yes for segment B. The

bypass will be extremely close to our subdivision & we’re not
in the position to move.

1,842. Mary and William
S

McKinney, TX NO to Segment A

1,843. Kelli P McKinney, TX
1,844. Lois E Mckinney, TX
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1,845. Todd Z McKinney, TX NO to segment A.
1,846. Matthew M McKinney, TX
1,847. Chris A McKinney, TX
1,848. Rachel G McKinney, TX
1,849. James P McKinney, TX Yes to Segment B; No to Segment A!
1,850. Claire W Mckinney, TX
1,851. Bob Y McKinney , TX Segment B is the only one that makes sense. We need to

save taxpayer money and keep this road away from our
existing neighborhoods and businesses.

1,852. James H McKinney, TX
1,853. Jenny A McKinney, TX NO to Segment A

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly
OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380
Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I
understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that
will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents,
destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less
overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents
and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney.
I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.

1,854. Nate K Mckinney , TX Iption A puts a freeway within throwing distance of my
house. Will ruin all the value we\'ve worked so hard to
achieve in Mckinney. I don\'t like the idea of a bypass at all.
But option B is my choice

1,855. Kevin B Mckinneu, TX As a McKinney resident, I find that TXDOT’s
recommendation of Segment A over Segment B ignores the
findings of the environmental study, applies criteria to
support this decision inconsistently, is fiscally irresponsible
to the taxpayers and places an unsupportable financial
burden on the City of McKinney and its taxpayers.
Findings of the Environmental Impact Study should have led
to selection of Segment B.
● No businesses displaced, rather than 15 current
businesses displaced in Segment A.
● 2 rather than 7 major utility conflicts in Segment A
● No hazardous material sites impacted, rather than 2 in
Segment A.
● Nearly twice the impact to rivers and streams; 1⁄2 mile vs.
1 mile
● Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage
trees, aged over 150 years.
Segment B saves over $150 million dollars for Collin County
Taxpayers vs. Segment A
● $153M in right of way costs, rather than $198M in
Segment A.
(continues on next page)
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1,855. Kevin B Mckinneu, TX (continued from previous page)

● $25M in utility relocation costs, rather than $75 in
Segment A.
● $588M in design and construction costs rather than
$608M in Segment A.
● $40M savings in utility relocation for the City of McKinney.
TXDOT’s own findings indicate that the continued emphasis
on ManeGait is unwarranted.
● The design updates to Segment B have fully mitigated any
impact to ManeGait
● TXDOT has received a copy of a study from Shea Center
& Dreamcatchers, California service ranch
with a similar project that impacted their area which found
there was minimal impact.
● TXDOT has said that Segment B “would not make the
ManeGait inaccessible to persons with
disabilities and would not violate the Americans with
Disabilities Act”
Priority has not been given to safety and the increased risk
of fatal accidents
● Segment A contains two 90 degree turns with a change of
grade which will present a greater risk of fatal accidents.
● TXDOT did not reveal the comparison between fatality
analysis for Segment A & B
Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of
existing 380 Highway increasing the risk of work zone
accidents, and disrupting existing traffic patterns.
● According to TXDOT, 26,000 work zone crashes in 2021
resulted in 244 deaths.
● The extended construction time required to regrade the
existing road bed will increase the disruption to
existing traffic for several years of construction.
Criteria used to support Segment selection was not applied
consistently. The criteria applied to recommend Segment C,
would conclude Segment B is the preferred option.
● C vs. D was compared based on objective cost data
● A vs. B comparison featured subjective measures, such
as counting the number of comments
submitted vs. objective facts
The current TXDOT budget and plans do not include the
mitigation measures necessary to address the impact of
increased environmental and noise pollution, as well as
concerning traffic hazards, for the current McKinney
neighborhoods impacted by Segment A. In addition to the
depressed roadway:
● A sound wall across the full length of Tucker Hill property
fronting 380 consistent with the character of the entry being
removed and providing privacy from cut thru traffic. Built in
tandem with an independent firm with expertise in the
physics of sound.
(continues on next page)
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1,855. Kevin B Mckinneu, TX (continued from previous page)

The extension of Stonebridge Drive and new entrance on
Townsend Boulevard for Tucker Hill residents in the
character of the current entrance at Tremont Boulevard

1,856. Andrew C McKinney, TX
1,857. jUdi G McKinney, TX As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly

OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380
Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I
understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that
will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents,
destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less
overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents
and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 
I strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the
preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to
FM 1827.

1,858. Sarah R MCKINNEY, TX
1,859. Beth B McKinney, TX
1,860. Felicia M McKinney, TX
1,861. Chad A McKinney , TX
1,862. HARRY B McKinney, TX
1,863. Mary B McKinney, TX
1,864. Doug R Mckinney, TX
1,865. Mac H McKinney, TX
1,866. Philip N McKinney, TX I don\'t understand what makes Segment A \"preferred\" by

TxDOT. What\'s the preference criteria? Increased cost of
$150M, impact to 57 existing homes and businesses,
accommodate relatively small corner of Prosper. Keep it
simple, less expensive and less disruptive - No to Segment
A, YES to Segment B.

1,867. Kenny G McKinney, TX NO to Segment A 
As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly
OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380
Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I
understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that
will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents,
destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less
overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents
and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 
I strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the
preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to
FM 1827.

1,868. Josh C Mckinney, TX
1,869. Chuck K McKinney, TX
1,870. Nicole M Mckinney, TX No to segment A
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1,871. Jerry R McKinney, TX
1,872. Linzee R McKinney, TX I writing to advocate for Segment B over Segment A.

Segment B will cost less, reduce the tax burden on
McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes,
and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge
Ranch residents. I strongly urge TxDOT to implement
Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass
from Coit Road to FM 1827.

1,873. Craig M Mckinney, TX
1,874. Camille p Mckinney, TX
1,875. Bentley D McKinney, TX Yes b
1,876. Dustin M Mckinney, TX Save the restaurants!
1,877. Chengfar M McKinney , TX
1,878. Erik E Mckinney , TX
1,879. Phiv E Mckinney , TX
1,880. Doug H McKinney , TX
1,881. Michael M Mckinney , TX I vote for segmemt B
1,882. Thomas W Mckinney, TX No to A
1,883. Jodi W McKinney, TX NO to A. C, E, B makes more sense to me.
1,884. Caleb M McKinney, TX The worst traffic on 380 is at school hours, which the

expansion will not impact. I’ve personally driven down 380 at
5:30/6:00 without delay. The expansion using Segment A is
too short to do any good, much like the now-to-be destroyed
I-980 segment in Oakland, CA! The worst traffic around
McKinney/Frisco is on Custer and Preston - not 380!

1,885. Leah C Mckinney, TX
1,886. Kathleen B Mckinney, TX
1,887. Pauline G McKinneh, TX
1,888. Dawn F McKinney, TX
1,889. Bruce S Mckinney , TX Pleas don’t select Segment A. B is a much better option.
1,890. Chelsea T McKinney, TX
1,891. Joseph T McKinney , TX
1,892. Kristen W McKinney, TX
1,893. Anonymous Dickinson, TX I oppose segment A.
1,894. Jessica H Mckinney, TX
1,895. Jackie F Mckinney, TX
1,896. Amy S McKinney, TX
1,897. Kristen C McKinney, TX
1,898. Jason S McKinney, TX
1,899. Teagan T McKinney, TX
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1,900. Janice G McKinney , TX
1,901. Madisyn W McKinney , TX NO TO SEGMENT A

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly
OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380
Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I
understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that
will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents,
destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less
overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents
and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney.
I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.

1,902. Amber S McKinney, TX
1,903. Rebecca W Mckinney, TX
1,904. Michelle B McKinney, TX
1,905. Stephen F McKinney, TX
1,906. Patricia L McKinney, TX
1,907. James P McKinney, TX Noboyd ever mentions the impact to Timberridge. It doesn\'t

even show on the maps as being a \"point of interest\" and
this highway will run

1,908. Sayaka P McKinney , TX
1,909. Yukari V McKinney, TX
1,910. Kim G Mckinney, TX
1,911. Frank A McKinney, TX NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B
1,912. Charlette V McKinney, TX
1,913. Corey F Mckinney, TX
1,914. Stacy S McKinney , TX No to A. Yes to B. Segment A costs more, is 1 mile longer,

requires 1 more grade– separated interchange, has 5 more
major utility conflicts that would cost $49M to relocate, will
displace many businesses and be detrimental to
Stonebridge, Tucker Hill and surrounding home owners and
380 businesses. Segment A will impact 12.9 acres of
statewide important farmland, will increase noise and
pollution levels near front porch communities, will threaten
several protected species in their habitats, has 2 high-risk
hazardous material sites, increases the likelihood of
accidents, will put peoples lives at risk when seconds matter
most- construction & the Segment A design will increase the
amount of time vs now that affected residence, guests, area
business owners, employees and patrons can get to the
closest ER or have emergency rescue assistance (police,
fire, rescue…) reach them. McKinney shouldn’t bear the
entire 380 bypass. Segment B is the way to go & contains
more empty land that can be designed around, is less
disruptive & less costly.
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1,915. Cynthia M McKinney, TX
1,916. Kathleene D L McKinney, TX Please consider the health & safety of all Tucker Hill

residents who have invested so much time & money into
their homes and selected this neighborhood as a quiet,
beautiful place to reside.

1,917. Jim G McKinney, TX
1,918. Connie G McKinney, TX
1,919. Samantha G McKinney, TX
1,920. Ai T Mckinney, TX
1,921. Beth R McKinney, TX
1,922. Melinda J McKinney, TX
1,923. Cory N mcKinney, TX
1,924. Cynthia B McKinney, TX NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B
1,925. Alissa P McKinney, TX
1,926. Aaron P McKinney , TX
1,927. debbie c MCKINNEY, TX No to segment A
1,928. Deidre M McKinney , TX
1,929. Susan D McKinney , TX No to segment A
1,930. Joel A McKinney , TX
1,931. Nick S Allen, TX My grandmother is looking at moving in the area and closing

on a house and this will cause severe issues for response
times to her not with standing it will also depreciate the value
of the home tremendously by putting an interstate right next
to it. I don’t appreciate people getting special treatment just
because they’re on other boards and they’re on the cake
because they’re getting a rub “money to not have this road
put in where it belongs that’s on acceptable.

1,932. Dean S Mckinney, TX
1,933. C. M McKinney, TX I would like to add my voice in urging TxDot to implement

Segment B for US 380 bypass from Coit Rd to FM 1827. I
agree that 380 needs traffic congestion relief, however,
doing so at the expense of area homeowners, when another,
more viable option is available, is not acceptable and will
make the area less desirable to live in.

1,934. chloe m mckinney, TX YES to Segment B!
1,935. Anonymous Crossroads, TX
1,936. dan w McKinney, TX The impact of Segment A will have a direct impact on my

family safety and health along with negative impact to
housing prices to Tucker Hill. Segment B is cheaper and a
smarter alternative taking in consideration of existing
homeowners over developers.

1,937. james a MCKINNEY, TX
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1,938. Victoria W McKinney, TX
1,939. James W McKinney, TX As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly

OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380
Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I
understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that
will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents,
destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less
overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents
and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 
I strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the
preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to
FM 1827.

1,940. Carol S McKinney , TX No to Segment A- b/c it’ll cost millions more & is a tax
burden, it’s more disruptive to area homeowners and the
environment & will negatively impact our health & safety.
Yes to Segment B.

1,941. Al S McKinney , TX As a taxpayer & Stonebridge resident that often visits family
in Tucker Hill, I adamantly oppose Segment A. It’s costly,
will increase area taxes, will make my nearby commute to
Tucker Hill & the hospital & doctors offices more dangerous,
more difficult & extend my commute time. Segment A
disrupts more residences & business’ and could be
catastrophic to area lives. I urge TXDot to go with Segment
B.

1,942. Sonna B McKinney, TX
1,943. Joseph A McKinney, TX
1,944. Karen A McKinney, TX Don’t ruin McKinney with plan A; please use plan B! I’m so

thankful we moved from CA to McKinney, TX 2 years ago. I
call it “heaven on earth”. Pease don’t change it! I’ve lived
‘that way’ already.

1,945. Chris G McKinney, TX As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly
OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380
Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I
understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that
will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents,
destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less
overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents
and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly
urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the preferred
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.

1,946. JOE C McKinney, TX Why in the world would they select the more expensive
option? They picked C over D; why not B over A?

1,947. Pilar M McKinney, TX
1,948. Aditi S Mckinney, TX NO to Segment A

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly
OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380
(continues on next page)
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1,948. Aditi S Mckinney, TX (continued from previous page)

Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I
understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that
will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents,
destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less
overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents
and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney.
I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred
option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.
Sincerely,

1,949. Carol R Mckinney, TX
1,950. Helen B McKinney, TX No to Segment A I strongly urge TxDOT to implement

Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass
from Coit Road to FM 1827.

1,951. Victoria F McKinney, TX
1,952. David L Mckinney, TX
1,953. Marion J Mckinney, TX
1,954. Bo L Mckinney, ad No to Segment A I strongly urge TxDOT to implement

Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass
from Coit Road to FM 1827.

1,955. Marissa J MCKINNEY, TX
1,956. Steve S McKinney , TX
1,957. William H McKinney , TX
1,958. caroline l McKinney, TX As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly

OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380
Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I
understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that
will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents,
destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less
overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents
and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 
I strongly urge TxDOT to implement Segment B as the
preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to
FM 1827.

1,959. Amy D Mckinney, TX
1,960. Jane A McKinney, TX You must choose the drastically less expensive Segment B

to prove that Texas is home to fiscally responsible and
sensible people. How the less practical, and far more
expensive Segment A was endorsed by TxDOT is just
incomprehensible to me.

1,961. Marion L McKinney , TX
1,962. Karin S Mckinney, TX
1,963. Dolores J Mckinney, TX
1,964. Long N MCKINNEY, TX
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1,965. Jackie F Mckinney , TX Please say no to segment A!
1,966. Amy W McKinney, TX
1,967. Early I McKinney, TX
1,968. Margie H McKinney , TX Please DO NOT select segment A on 380. It displaces more

residents and businesses and is more expensive. Please
select Segment B. Thank you!

1,969. Lisa O MCKinney , TX
1,970. John A McKinney, TX
1,971. Cindy G McKinney, TX I vote NO to prop. A and yes to B. We don’t need all of the

destruction. I also kindly request that you use stop lights
instead of roundabouts. Stop lights are much safer. Please
no roundabouts!!!

1,972. Kenneth H Mckinney, TX
1,973. Eric S McKinney , TX I vote No to Segment A.
1,974. Peter N McKinney , TX
1,975. Jim M Mckinney, TX No to the A.
1,976. George W McKinney, TX
1,977. Catherine C McKinney, TX
1,978. Craig C McKinney, TX
1,979. Ashleigh B McKinney, TX
1,980. Sharon G Mckinney, TX This is devastating to our neighborhood and there is a better

option. Please choose plan B!
1,981. Krista A McKinney, TX
1,982. Kelly B McKinney , TX
1,983. sal c mckinney, TX No to optional A
1,984. Thomas G McKinney, TX No to Segment A. Yes to Segment B, please.
1,985. James L McKinney, TX
1,986. Suzanne K McKinney, TX
1,987. Dee K Mckinney, TX
1,988. Paul P McKinney, TX
1,989. Stephen W Mckinney, TX
1,990. Joanna P McKinney, TX We STRONGLY oppose Segment A blue alternative route.
1,991. Cindy T McKinney, TX
1,992. Willena H McKinney, TX
1,993. April M Mckinney, TX
1,994. David T McKinney, TX
1,995. Steven M Mckinney, TX NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B
1,996. Peggy B McKinney, TX
1,997. Gaylan K Mckinney, TX
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1,998. Stacey H McKinney, TX I strongly oppose the Segment A option. Segment B, as the

less expensive and less disruptive option, would be the
better choice.

1,999. Lori H McKinney, TX
2,000. Dolisa D McKinney, TX I strongly oppose the Segment A option. Segment B, as the

less expensive and less disruptive option, would be the
better choice.

2,001. Benita E McKinney, TX
2,002. Stephanie W Mckinmey, TX
2,003. Patrick B McKinney, TX NO
2,004. Krystal M McKinney , TX
2,005. Lynn H Mckinney , TX
2,006. David D McKinney, TX
2,007. Andrea D McKinney, TX
2,008. Glen R McKinney, TX
2,009. Rebecca V McKinney, TX
2,010. Denise C Anna, TX
2,011. Alessia E Mckinney , TX
2,012. William H McKinney, TX
2,013. Sam H McKinney, TX
2,014. Griffin L McKinney, TX
2,015. Judson W Fairview, TX
2,016. Sam B McKinney, TX
2,017. Justin C Fairview, TX
2,018. Raymond H McKinney, TX
2,019. Michelle H Mckinney, TX
2,020. Zachary H McKinney , TX
2,021. Rachel H Mckinney, TX
2,022. Andrew H McKinney, TX
2,023. Geddes B McKinney, TX
2,024. Sarah R McKinney, TX Choosing segment A ignores many of the damages and

fiscal impacts that the environmental impact survey
explained. Segment A is the wrong choice for the community
of McKinney. Segment B is an excellent choice with far less
detrimental repercussions. Please reconsider and do the
right thing for our city!

2,025. Cynthia B Mckinney, TX
2,026. Tara C McKinney , TX Strongly oppose Segment A
2,027. Keith H McKinney, TX
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2,028. Kathlin A Mckinney, TX
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From: sue rump 

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 11:02 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 8:53 AM
To: Susan Bates 
Subject: RE: NO TO ROUTE C
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 
 

From: Susan Bates  
Sent: Saturday, February 18, 2023 3:41 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: NO TO ROUTE C
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Route C would tragicallyand negatively impact several friends of mine. These folks positively impact
the community providing theraputic riding, church and community riding and events, lical hat
fornrescue animals, and so much more.
 
It would run through all their front pastures, completely destroy their riding arena and honey bee
yard, and it’s less than 100 feet from homes and barns. 
 
I support Route D, which goes through the flood plain and disrupts only 7 homes as opposed to the
29 homes on Route C.
 
Sincerely, 
Susan Bates
 

 

mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
mailto:sbagwellrudy@burnsmcd.com
mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7C5d7e163dc2a54dc3094108db13532f59%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638125020212208422%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=JZDp7cm0BrTCXiJNQyrVreCFxU6nIJ4M2cWNCMzzZew%3D&reserved=0
mailto:thisissusan@gmail.com
mailto:Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov


From: Susan Cane  

Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2023 11:44 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Coit Rd to 1827 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

I am writing today to express my concern regarding the diversion on Coit Rd.  Since moving to Whitley 

Place in 2017 we have endured many changes to our environment.  As a cancer patient I'm concerned 

about the air quality in our neighborhood.  We have already seen the widening of Custer Road and the 

influx of traffic that it has resulted in.  Also the additional expansion of First Street to accommodate two 

New Schools which already puts more vehicles on this road.  I understand that we expected our 

community to grow but to expand a road to accommodate a community far away from ours is just 

wrong.  Please take my comments into consideration for this project  

.Thank You  

Susan Cane 



From: Susan Hearst  

Sent: Thursday, March 23, 2023 7:11 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hi Mr. Endres, 

Thank you for providing the opportunity for me to comment on the 380 Bypass plans. 

I  live in Timbercreek, which is located just south of Bloomdale Rd., off of Hardin.  It is distressing to 

envision a 6 or 8 lane highway just north of my home. 

 

At night I can hear traffic from 75 when I sit in the backyard.  With a new highway, I will hear noise from 

two directions.  When I read about the planned route, I have never seen any information regarding 

noise abatement.  My question is:  Why can’t this road be constructed further north, on unoccupied 

land?  It appears to me that Bloomdale Rd. is the edge of the prarie, with a lot of vacant land to the 

north.  Or, why can’t the existing 380 be enhanced (like 635) with an express lane above or below??? 

 

I can only hope that the proposed route is put up for vote in Collin County. 

Thank you for your patience, 

Susan Hearst 

 

Sent from Mail for Windows 

 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fgo.microsoft.com%2Ffwlink%2F%3FLinkId%3D550986&data=05%7C01%7Cstephen.endres%40txdot.gov%7Cd19f0c23f9074c56e6a908db2bfc4c87%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638152134842553790%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=ToCYKmGGT0ZLlktHHkM6PSo%2F%2BIaMC5qbAnOA5zTkjNs%3D&reserved=0


From: Susan Holdrich 

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 11:47 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner, in the Ridgecrest neighborhood, and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly 

OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce 

the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less 

overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 

McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from 

Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Sincerely, 

 

Susan Holdrich 



 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 9:48 AM 

To: Susan Ligons  

Subject: RE: US 380 Bypass/Coit Rd/ to FM 1827 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Susan Ligons  

Sent: Monday, February 27, 2023 10:15 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: US 380 Bypass/Coit Rd/ to FM 1827 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Mr. Endres, 

 

NO to Segment A 

YES to Segment B 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX, I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT of the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Susan Ligons 

 

[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) 

message]<https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsa

fety%2Ftraffic-safety-



campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cef71f31ae9714e

5f81c608db19a5c27b%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131971937023210

%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6

Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=pxXmoVjkfF6RCIoggvYXIMuWsMev5L8YQqVg7K0pBOU%3D&res

erved=0> 



From: Reg Platt 

Sent: Wednesday, March 22, 2023 4:45 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Public Comment on US 380 Bypass NE McKinney OPPOSE C and support D 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
 
I am writing in opposition to segment C on the Blue and Brown alternatives of the 380 
Bypass routes. I get honey from farmers whose business will be disrupted with the route 
passing through their properties.  
Segment C will severely damage one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin 
County and will eliminate a large area of suitable habitat for endangered and threatened 
species. 
 
Segment D on the purple and gold routes would appear to displace fewer 
homes. http://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/0135-02-
065%20etc_US380_Roll%20Plot%201.15.2021.pdf   
 
Sincerely,  
 
Susan Platt 
 
 



From: Susanne Cardona  

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 11:56 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Susanne Cardona 



From: Susie Pepas 

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 4:51 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

To whom it may concern: after reviewing the following body of work that our amazing 
team of residents have put together to address our concerns about the path that TxDot 
is taking on the 380 bypass, I felt I needed to echo all of these concerns. I love our 
unique environment and am thriving in its community involvement. I am an avid walker, 
biker and group exercise facilitator for our residents and am concerned about our 
safety, health, and future with the proposed decision. I am more that astonished by the 
lack of fiscal responsibility. Please reconsider these decisions.  

 
 

As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of 
Segment A over Segment B is fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150 
million more, applies criteria to support their decision inconsistently, and provides 
numerous biased, false, and inconsistent findings in their environmental study. 
Furthermore, there is objective evidence of political maneuvering, campaigning, and 
rezoning efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed 
TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn these actions as unethical and improper. 

 
 

The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021), decisions on an alignment 
must be based on what is practical and feasible from a technical and economic 
standpoint, rather than what is desirable from the standpoint of the agency (i.e, TxDOT). 

 
 

As a McKinney homeowner, I believe a bypass may be required to support growth in 
the northern corridor. However, in selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT 
will do harm to a significant percentage of McKinney residents and will demonstrate 
significant fiscal irresponsibility. This decision is made more egregious with the 
existence of a viable lower impact alternative. It appears irrefutable that Segment B is 
the better alternative and that there are serious flaws in the conclusions reached by 
TxDOT and in the underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS). 

 
 

Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants that 
cause harm to humans and a rigorous health impact analysis to understand both 
current and future impacts. If TxDOT will not mitigate these harms, then TxDOT should 
at the very least do a rigorous analysis of these harms and explicitly note the 
opportunities we forgo with the current preferred alignment. The pollution appendices 



are missing critical analyses and portions are invalid as presented. This project should 
not proceed until those egregious omissions and errors are corrected. 

 
 

In order to ensure resolution and the creation of the best project possible, we request 
that: 

 
 

• TxDOT issue a second draft of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in 
the current draft EIS. 

• Any Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) have a 90-day review 
period, with an official public comment period, and that the FEIS be unbundled 
from the Record of Decision. 

 
 

The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A: 
 
 

• Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes 2 versus 5. However, segment A 
is one mile longer, has 6 new interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential 
major utility conflicts versus just two for Segment B and displaces 15 
businesses versus zero businesses for Segment B. 

• Segment B would have less of an environmental impact. Segment A would 
encroach on twice the wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers 
and streams and more acreage of forests, prairies and grasslands than 
Segment B. Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage trees, 
aged over 150 years. Finally, there would be no hazardous material sites 
impacted on Segment B and TXDOT has identified 2 with Segment A. 

• Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to 
the taxpayers is that the estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly 
$200M more than Segment B. 

• Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 
Highway increasing the risk of work zone accidents, and disrupting existing 
traffic patterns. Additionally, the requirement to lower the existing grade in 
bedrock and cantilever local lanes in a restricted ROW width, while preferred 
for the longterm, will significantly increase the construction time, safety risk and 
disruption compared to route B. Priority has not been given to safety and the 
increased risk of fatal accidents, including those induced by a change in grade 
and, not one, but two 90 degree turns. 

• TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to 
planned future residential homes. It appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the 
impact of unidentified future residents, property investors or developers over 
the impact of existing McKinney residents. The voices of the current residents 
should be a priority over unidentified future residents. 

• TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed 
residences under construction west of Custer Road. Once again, this appears 



to accrue to the benefit of future residents or current investors, not the current 
residents of McKinney. 

• TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic 
Horsemanship property, the subject of substantial public concern”. In fact, there 
is no great “public concern” over MainGait. The facility does serve a noble 
purpose, but that purpose is nowhere near the public concern of the impact to 
the existing residents of Tucker Hill who include retired veterans, disabled 
residents (both young and old), seniors 55+ and countless children. More 
concerning to 

 

members of Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney community is that 
TxDOT calls out the impact of the ROW to the property belonging to the 
founder of MainGait. The founder of MainGait is no ordinary philanthropist, but, 
Bill Darling, a former real estate developer and home builder who stands to 
gain personally by the selection of Segment A over B. In particular, Bill Darling 
and/or other associates of the Darling company, leveraged ownership of 43 
Tucker Hill lots to submit comments against Segment B in favor of Segment A 
– essentially impersonated residents of Tucker Hill. TxDOT’s own findings 
indicate that the continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and has 
stated Segment B “would not make the ManeGait inaccessible to persons with 
disabilities and would not violate the Americans with Disabilities Act.” 
Furthermore and perhaps most egregious is that ManeGait stated and TxDOT 
perpetuated the false claim that ManeGait provides “essential” services to 
protected citizens, which was a misrepresentation and may have swayed 
public opinion. 

 
 

In direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT still concluded Segment A was the 
preferred route option. 

 
 

TxDOT relied on the EIS to support their conclusion. Of critical concern to Tucker Hill 
and the greater McKinney community is what appears to be flaws in the underlying 
TxDOT analysis and interpretation of the EIS. I will attempt to detail each of my 
concerns individually. My comments however, are not meant to be a complete listing 
of the errors or omissions in the study, but simply those that this compressed 
timeframe has allowed me to identify. 

 
 

Noise Pollution 
The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased. The importance of this 
is underscored by the existing scientific literature showing the association between 
traffic and related noise on physical and mental health. The study evaluated only a 
single barrier south of the community. It appears the study was biased toward 
providing more data around MainGait, a facility with transient guests, then Tucker Hill, 
a community of over 380 homes with plans for over 600. Additionally, it appears that 



there has been no regard taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous veteran residents, elderly 
residents or our residents with disabilities – collectively, who likely outnumber 
MainGait’s transient guests. In fact, Tucker Hill was classified, by TxDOT, as a 
standard residential area with an acceptable NAC level of 67 and precluded from 
participating in any future noise studies. This is both incorrect and unacceptable. 
Tucker Hill is a “front porch” community and every home is designed with a front porch 
that encourages outdoor activities and interactions between neighbors. Tucker Hill 
 

should be reclassified as Category A to preserve the essence of the neighborhood and 
the neighborhood should be included in any future noise abatement studies. 

 
 

The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise 
on the community. Yet, TxDOT, while proposing to surround the neighborhood on 
both the south and east side with a highway, believes the noise impact to be 
acceptable. TxDOT has not met their burden in any way, and moving forward with 
flawed data will cause irreparable harm to the residents of Tucker Hill, especially the 
young, elderly and disabled who do not regularly leave the neighborhood. A new 
noise study must be conducted with more receptors and sound barriers across both 
the south and east side of the neighborhood must be included in any Segment A 
option. Finally, it appears untenable that TxDOT could make any conclusion about the 
noise impact on Tucker Hill without fully understanding the impact of their proposed 
Segment A shift on the east side of the neighborhood. 

 
 

Community Impacts 
TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park and the Tucker Hill Community 
Center in their community impact study as the only community spaces without 
identifying the population they serve. First, Tucker Hill houses a community center, 
two town squares, two community parks, a community pool, a dog park, two fire pits, 
an amphitheater and a rooftop event space in the Harvard Park commercial area. The 
community spaces can be found filled with residents on almost any sunny day. 
Tucker Hill hosts many little league practices from Prosper and McKinney in our 
neighborhood parks and is a Christmas Holiday destination for people all across the 
region to visit our lighted homes. Furthermore, the community has a long history of 
events supporting organizations like Ethan for Autism, 29 Acres and the Down 
Syndrome Guild of Dallas. TxDOT has not demonstrated that they have completed 
any research into the impacted population (including children of all ages, elderly, 
seniors 55+, veterans and residents with disabilities) of these facilities. Once again, 
this is an egregious omission and appears to show substantial bias for MainGait and 
other facilities that serve guests as opposed to residents. 

 
 

Aesthetic Impacts 
TxDOT has not completed the required aesthetic impact analysis for the whole project. 



 
 

Traffic Analysis 
TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed. TxDOT’s original traffic projection 
methodology was deemed to be incomplete and inconsistent by the Texas A&M 
Transportation Institute (TTI) in September of 2020. In March 2021, TTI noted that 
they still had not been provided traffic data for the “No Build vs Build scenarios”.  At 
that time 

 

, TTI deemed that the growth rates used in the revised study were acceptable for 

“short-term growth (from 2020 to the pivot year of 2040)”. Unfortunately, TxDOT has 
not addressed how their growth rate calculation using a linear regression could be 
acceptable if the baseline year for traffic growth is 2020. In every commercial or 
municipal environment, 2020 is seen as a data anomaly because of the impact of the 
pandemic and an unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes of any kind. 
TxDOT’s traffic analysis continues to be flawed and incomplete. 

 
 

Two 90 degree curves 
More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a horizontal curve, and the 
average crash rate for horizontal curves is about three times that of other types of 
highway segments 
(https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/). In 2022 the 
United States Department of Transportation released their National Roadway Safety 
Strategy, which endorsed zero fatalities as the national goal and promotes building 
safety into the design of roads. TxDOT did not compare the safety risks including 
injury and fatality based on the highway designs of alternatives A and B. Segment A 
(the current preferred alignment) has two 90 degree curves. It also does not appear that 

TxDOT considered this safety risk in their decision. 
 
 

As such, TxDOT must include an analysis that compares alternatives A and B on the 
probability of accidents, injury, and fatalities. In addition, TxDOT must justify why they 
would choose a more dangerous alignment and one that goes against the US 
Department of Transportation’s strategy. 

 
 

Community Cohesion 
TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to Tucker 
Hill with Segment A and that there appears to be existing cohesion between Whitley 
Place, Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper and Walnut Grove due to school districting 
once again is incorrect and appears to show a bias or, simply, a failure to conduct 
proper research. 

 
 



Segment A will effectively sever Tucker Hill on both the south and eastern sides of the 
neighborhood from McKinney. This is atypical and will leave Tucker Hill, established 
within the city limits of McKinney in 2008, as the only established subdivision 
completely blocked off from McKinney on two sides of the neighborhood. In fact, the 
highway will sever Tucker Hill from the districted school, Reeves Elementary in 
Auburn Hills. It will also impact and, possibly, imperil the plans to connect Tucker Hill 
to both the school and the hike and bike trail system already in the city’s plans. The 
City of McKinney has noted in their planning documents and as Mayor Fuller 
reiterated in his email to Ceason 

 

Clemons and TxDOT staff dated February 26th, 2023, Tucker Hill is a significant asset 
to the city. 

 
 

What may be most troubling, though, is TxDOT’s conclusion that somehow there is 
no cohesion impact when cutting Tucker Hill off from Reeves Elementary, but there 
appears to be an impact to the Prosper neighborhoods due to school zoning. 
However, the Walnut Grove neighborhood is not districted for Prosper ISD. The 
Mansions of Prosper neighborhood and the Luxe Prosper neighborhood are districted 
for different elementary and high schools than the Whitley Place neighborhood. In 
fact, Mansions of Prosper and Luxe Prosper share school zoning with Tucker Hill. 
The correct conclusion here should have been that given the shared school zoning 
between these neighborhoods (Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper, Tucker Hill and 
Auburn Hills) and the fact that Tucker Hill would become the only established 
subdivision to be severed from McKinney by the highway on two sides, with respect 
to community cohesion, Segment B is clearly the better alternative. 

 
 

Construction and Noise Pollution 
TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to construction and noise 
pollution. According to the TxDOT handbook this is incorrect and TxDOT must also 
include: 

 
 

“Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This section of the EA must 
identify and explain any impacts associated with construction activities. This 
includes light pollution; impacts associated with physical construction activity, 
temporary lane, road or bridge closures (including detours); and other traffic 
disruptions. Include the expected duration of any construction impacts, and 
explain any BMPs or other strategies that will be used to mitigate such 
impacts.” 

 
 

TxDOT must outline and detail all potential impacts during construction for both 
proposed Segments A and B and appropriately evaluate those impacts as part of the 
study. Importantly, TxDOT should provide all impacts and mitigation strategies 



related to construction prior to proceeding. Critically, with respect to Tucker Hill and 
the surrounding neighborhoods, what are the plans for egress to the neighborhood 
during construction and how will those plans impact the response time of emergency 
vehicles to points within the neighborhood? 

 
 

Shift Closer to Tucker Hill 
TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the 
already flawed analysis that produced a preference for Segment A creates an unfair 

 

burden on the residents of Tucker Hill. Once again, TxDOT appears to be showing a 
callous bias toward ‘future development’ rather than a commitment to current 
residents. It is impossible to fully understand the additional noise pollution, air 
pollution and other effects without additional study. It’s important to note that even 
with this new shifted Segment A, the cost to construct Segment B would be $100M 
less than Segment A. TxDOT’s actions are placing the residents of Tucker Hill in an 
untenable position and are knowingly causing irreparable harm to the community in 
favor of future development. I strongly object to the proposed shift of the A alignment. 

 
 

Air Pollution 
Air pollution is a documented public health emergency, and can affect every organ in 
the body, including cognition. Children and the elderly are disproportionately 
vulnerable to air pollution, specifically PM2.5, and more so if they live in close 
proximity to a highway. Air pollution can cause a multitude of diseases in adults, 
including heart disease, and can breach the placental barrier during pregnancy, 
causing miscarriages and birth defects. These impacts are well documented and have 
been noted in academic studies for over a decade. TxDOT should not proceed with 
this project until they have conducted a full study of existing and future air pollution on 
this highway, both at the regional scale and immediately adjacent to the highway. 
TxDOT must be compliant with EPA’s health-based National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards. 

 
 

The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill neighborhood on the South 
and East sides. Winds in McKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-
East meaning that for more days than not air pollution will be blown and settled on the 
residents of Tucker Hill. 

 
 
 

It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT utilized an 
airspeed of 1 MPH. The average wind speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the 
prevailing winds are from the south and south-east. It appears that additional study 
must be completed to correctly understand what the adverse effects of air pollution 
would be on the Tucker Hill population. Additionally, if Segment A is selected, 



monitoring devices must be installed to monitor air quality before, during and after 
construction. 

 
 
 

The DEIS fails to address air pollution from traffic beyond tailpipe emissions. A 
growing body of academic research cites brake wear and tire friction as primary 
pollutants from traffic. The DEIS has not addressed either of these sources of 
pollutants, nor does it address benzene or Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs). We 
request that TxDOT complete detailed analyses of each of these pollutants, and 
compare pollutant levels on 

380 (for each pollutant) to expected levels during and after construction Segment A. 
 

The DEIS notes in several places that expected proliferation of electric vehicles (EVs) 
should improve air pollution in this corridor. This is not only abdicating responsibility 
for mitigating air pollution, but a misrepresentation of electric vehicles and their 
environmental benefits. While EVs do reduce tailpipe emissions from internal 
combustion engines (ICEs), they do nothing to reduce pollution from non-tailpipe 
sources including brake dust and tire friction. Pollution from tire friction may worsen in 
EVs due to increases in vehicle weight from electric batteries. Further, Texas’ electric 
grid is far from clean, and EVs that source their energy from unclean sources are, 
therefore, unclean themselves. 

 
 
 

The Mobile Source Air Toxins analysis in the DEIS is lacking and includes only a 
qualitative analysis. The DEIS claims that MSAT will decrease with time because of 
improved federal standards. We argue that this is an outsourcing of responsibility to 
mitigate air pollution in the 380 corridor, and request that TxDOT complete a 
quantitative MSAT analysis and a health impact assessment for all criteria pollutants. 

 
 

Quality of Comments Collected 
As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in 
soliciting comments. In addition to submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill 
residents, comments were solicited via Facebook with no links to the underlying 
studies or segment alternatives. TxDOT must vet all of the comments collected 
during the scoping project fully and determine that they were legitimately provided by 
residents. If the comments were not legitimate, they should be stricken from the 
project record. 

 
 

NEPA 

Paraphrasing from The Council on Environmental Quality (2021), TxDOT is obligated 
to evaluate feasible alternatives in enough detail so that a reader can compare and 
contrast the environmental effects of the various alternatives. Of note, NEPA 



reasonable alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from the technical 
and economic standpoint, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of TxDOT. 

 
 

“NEPA is About People and Places” 
 
 

"Impacts include ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health 
impacts, whether adverse or beneficial. It is important to note that human beings are 
part of the environment (indeed, that is why Congress used the phrase “human 
 

environment” in NEPA), so when an EIS is prepared and economic or social and 
natural or physical environmental effects are interrelated, the EIS should discuss all of 
these effects." 

 
 
 

It is clear that TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst, 
unsavory. I ask that TxDOT respond to each of the issues discussed. As it stands, if 
TxDOT proceeds with their preferred Segment A they will be irreparably harming the 
residents of Tucker Hill, unfairly seizing the residents’ ability to enjoy their 
neighborhood, severing them from their broader community and, potentially, justifying 
it with a fatally flawed Environmental Impact Study. 

 
 
 

Regards, 
 
 
 
 
 

Induced Demand 

1. RMI SHIFT Calculator 

2. RMI_SHIFT (STATE HIGHWAY INDUCED FREQUENCE OF TRAVEL) 

CALCULATOR_About the methodology 

3. American Economic Review_2011_The Fundamental Law of Road Congestion: Evidence 

from US Cities 

4. California EPA Air Resources Board_2014_Policy Brief_Impact of Highway Capacity and 
Induced Travel on Passenger Vehicle Use and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

5. UC Davis_2015_Policy Brief_Increasing Highway Capacity Unlikely to 
Relieve Traffic Congestion 

 
 
 

Case Studies & TxDOT Publications 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fshift.rmi.org%2F&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C5b55f51540704d0316b308db41e95b56%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638176245937017089%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=YeVOD1IibeoQ9geHcMvRcoufNEpPsOHXPW9RqwTYs5w%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Frmi.org%2Fwp-content%2Fuploads%2F2021%2F10%2Frmi_shift_calculator_methodology.pdf&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C5b55f51540704d0316b308db41e95b56%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638176245937017089%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=ZfmEnQyO2d4krIZ6Xh3pDTcNE2M7eYueiPtCUxVnBv0%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Frmi.org%2Fwp-content%2Fuploads%2F2021%2F10%2Frmi_shift_calculator_methodology.pdf&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C5b55f51540704d0316b308db41e95b56%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638176245937017089%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=ZfmEnQyO2d4krIZ6Xh3pDTcNE2M7eYueiPtCUxVnBv0%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.aeaweb.org%2Farticles%3Fid%3D10.1257%2Faer.101.6.2616&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C5b55f51540704d0316b308db41e95b56%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638176245937173325%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Wheu%2B%2F2un4h5CuO5tOB23b89hfYlsiUx8r5fADqP9XY%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.aeaweb.org%2Farticles%3Fid%3D10.1257%2Faer.101.6.2616&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C5b55f51540704d0316b308db41e95b56%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638176245937173325%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Wheu%2B%2F2un4h5CuO5tOB23b89hfYlsiUx8r5fADqP9XY%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fww2.arb.ca.gov%2Fsites%2Fdefault%2Ffiles%2F2020-06%2FImpact_of_Highway_Capacity_and_Induced_Travel_on_Passenger_Vehicle_Use_and_Greenhouse_Gas_Emissions_Policy_Brief.pdf&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C5b55f51540704d0316b308db41e95b56%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638176245937173325%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=KenwVks%2Fm3G2WGyG%2BB4aW0gmhpUsWjDB6iOJcQ2dwWc%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fww2.arb.ca.gov%2Fsites%2Fdefault%2Ffiles%2F2020-06%2FImpact_of_Highway_Capacity_and_Induced_Travel_on_Passenger_Vehicle_Use_and_Greenhouse_Gas_Emissions_Policy_Brief.pdf&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C5b55f51540704d0316b308db41e95b56%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638176245937173325%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=KenwVks%2Fm3G2WGyG%2BB4aW0gmhpUsWjDB6iOJcQ2dwWc%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fescholarship.org%2Fuc%2Fitem%2F58x8436d&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C5b55f51540704d0316b308db41e95b56%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638176245937173325%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=6O%2BWdj%2FZAZrwgLJXkeRCHhEbeGVPUGptoykd4Idxb7s%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fescholarship.org%2Fuc%2Fitem%2F58x8436d&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C5b55f51540704d0316b308db41e95b56%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638176245937173325%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=6O%2BWdj%2FZAZrwgLJXkeRCHhEbeGVPUGptoykd4Idxb7s%3D&reserved=0


1. Air Alliance Houston_2019_Health Impact Assessment of the North Houston 
Highway Improvement Project 

2. Air Alliance Houston_2022_Why are we still building highways? 

3. TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS 

4. TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS Appendix P Air Quality 

5. TxDOT_2023_I-35 Central DEIS Appendix V Greenhouse Gas and Climate Change 

6. Thomson Reuters Foundation_2022_In 'world's most polluted city', Indian 
workers unaware of toxic air 

7. Reuters_2021_Pollution likely to cut 9 years of life expectancy of 40% of Indians 

8. The Guardian_2022_‘It’s just more and more lanes’ the Texan revolt against giant 
new highways 

 

9. The New York Times_2022_Can Portland Be a Climate Leader Without 
Reducing Driving? 

10. TxDOT_2023_TxDOT Statewide On-Road Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis 
and Climate Change Assessment Update Summer 2023 

11. TxDOT_2018_Technical Report_Statewide On-Road Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions Analysis and Climate Change Assessment 

 
 
 

Tailpipe Emissions vs. Tire Friction Pollution 

1. The Guardian_2022_Car Tyres Produce Vastly More Particle Pollution Than 
Exhausts, Tests Show 

2. Jalopnik_2022_Emissions from Tire Wear Are a Whole Lot Worse Than We Thought 
 
 
 

Congestion vs. Idling Emissions 

1. City Observatory_2017_Urban Myth Busting: Congestion, Idling, and Carbon Emissions 

2. Transportation Research_2012_Congestion and emissions mitigation: A comparison 
of capacity, demand, and vehicle based strategies 

 
 
 

Policy vs. Behavior Changes 

1. Transportation Research Interdisciplinary Perspectives_2023_Driven by head or 
heart? Testing the effect of rational and emotional anti-speeding messages on self-reported 
speeding intentions 

 
 
 

Effects on Human Health 

1. The Guardian_2019_Revealed: air pollution may be damaging ‘every organ in the body’ 

2. Chest_2019_Air Pollution and Noncommunicable Diseases 

3. PNAS_2018_Global estimates of mortality associated with long-term exposure 
to outdoor fine particulate matter 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fairalliancehouston.org%2Fwp-content%2Fuploads%2F2019%2F09%2FHIA-Report-final-06-10-19.pdf&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C5b55f51540704d0316b308db41e95b56%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638176245937173325%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=7Na4FVN3qByVsDwohz%2FQ7Sr%2FB1KXukFu1shbGbO0kJQ%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fairalliancehouston.org%2Fwp-content%2Fuploads%2F2019%2F09%2FHIA-Report-final-06-10-19.pdf&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C5b55f51540704d0316b308db41e95b56%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638176245937173325%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=7Na4FVN3qByVsDwohz%2FQ7Sr%2FB1KXukFu1shbGbO0kJQ%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fairalliancehouston.org%2Fwp-content%2Fuploads%2F2022%2F08%2FWhy-are-we-still-building-highways_-FORMATTED.pdf&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C5b55f51540704d0316b308db41e95b56%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638176245937173325%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=30YA0R4IpCnTPGLRKM5x3uI7JbAUAdDbUxCwpT0N2Aw%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fmy35capex.com%2Fwp-content%2Fuploads%2F2022%2F12%2FM35-CapEx-C_DEIS_2022-12-14_SIGNED.pdf&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C5b55f51540704d0316b308db41e95b56%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638176245937173325%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=rvJVUU9ZohSIi%2B7qCN8NxkPhEPQgCYhyJZ4gFzMl2EQ%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fmy35capex.com%2Fwp-content%2Fuploads%2F2022%2F12%2FAppendix-P-Air-Quality.pdf&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C5b55f51540704d0316b308db41e95b56%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638176245937173325%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=BgxML%2B3vX7uEAprcrIhLvDYcftlHe9iaqBgD4uvgo1Y%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fmy35capex.com%2Fwp-content%2Fuploads%2F2022%2F12%2FAppendix-V-Greenhouse-Gas-and-Climate-Change.pdf&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C5b55f51540704d0316b308db41e95b56%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638176245937173325%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=XA80FRKzHSt1wnuaxeLZs%2BVfOZ%2BEqa2a9g2GuX0WpJ0%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fnews.trust.org%2Fitem%2F20220412194609-iohma%2F%3Futm_source%3Dtwitter%26utm_medium%3Dsocial%26utm_campaign%3Dtrf-stories%26utm_content%3Dthread&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C5b55f51540704d0316b308db41e95b56%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638176245937173325%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=qDR6p95%2F6jgK2dJ%2BftAlmx2Peg2l9XIIheWzca1gRSI%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fnews.trust.org%2Fitem%2F20220412194609-iohma%2F%3Futm_source%3Dtwitter%26utm_medium%3Dsocial%26utm_campaign%3Dtrf-stories%26utm_content%3Dthread&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C5b55f51540704d0316b308db41e95b56%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638176245937173325%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=qDR6p95%2F6jgK2dJ%2BftAlmx2Peg2l9XIIheWzca1gRSI%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fnews.trust.org%2Fitem%2F20210901035934-13ips&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C5b55f51540704d0316b308db41e95b56%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638176245937173325%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Rhqi1GW5bIbASifTGJcVQxzvxEJaap%2Fqtl25ZCgbTzc%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.theguardian.com%2Fus-news%2F2022%2Fapr%2F29%2Ftexas-highway-expansions-project-displacements-protests&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C5b55f51540704d0316b308db41e95b56%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638176245937329571%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=M840CyqICNRxOqliTdIIX%2F9B1KLwAQSIFhm3Q%2B4YFsU%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.theguardian.com%2Fus-news%2F2022%2Fapr%2F29%2Ftexas-highway-expansions-project-displacements-protests&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C5b55f51540704d0316b308db41e95b56%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638176245937329571%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=M840CyqICNRxOqliTdIIX%2F9B1KLwAQSIFhm3Q%2B4YFsU%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.nytimes.com%2Finteractive%2F2022%2F04%2F21%2Fclimate%2Fportland-emissions-infrastructure-environment.html%3Funlocked_article_code%3DAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAACEIPuomT1JKd6J17Vw1cRCfTTMQmqxCdw_PIxfs9gGPzNiGeVTdcwqNPW9LavB-RIvA6INA33jGSWNIGKLg1WPh7yOMaMklsUBKppZ2f3ZUDLT88sp6pQ2gqwojAGL0-7z7waW-8JeFjgr2juhbMeB6BPcq4sg0pN1Eu5Jh4awH2nCBIlv2DSqEixIZ03PsmA5ksWWwAZimVu_m4DQEua9uBchqP6AdmUuoJC2uFnsWOqO5VKHUkAlrETnx74m0-4coNe49EefaicGNzPZb2kr4TCWd3LYq2BJVXR4Tcl71isLGlugXbgYPthK1wTPMIyeuC5mWqN18vS6eUOEHxXlEasDtJ-kBevF20T8R5hFHlhjzEfr9TpCgretk%26smid%3Dem-share&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C5b55f51540704d0316b308db41e95b56%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638176245937329571%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=V8RbkBqiwxUpTgNA5ILln9xGksVBaIfr2RRNrH21N5w%3D&reserved=0
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From: Suzette Lippa 

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 1:29 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

In addition, a car wash is being built at the corner of Ridge and University Drive (380) which will also add 

to the congestion. The enterprise will be adjacent to a pre school and elementary school. On the 

opposite side of the corner of Ridge and 380, the CVS at 6161 University Drive is scheduled to close in 

April, taking away a vital medical resource for the neighborhood.  When I moved from NYC in 2015, I 

knew that retail and residential building would increase here, but did not anticipate the chaos that the 

building of the Segment A would bring to the lifestyle in this part of Stonebridge Ranch. 

 

Suzette Lippa 

6508 Grand Bay Court 

McKinney 

 

 

Sent from my iPad 



From: Suzette Drouillard

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 7:16 PM 

To: Ceason Clemens <Ceason.Clemens@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 project concerns and questions  

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

 

Dear Ms. Clemens, 

 

This letter contains questions to which I seek answers and expresses how this 

project will personally impact my and my husband’s quality of life. 

  

As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s 

recommendation of Segment A over Segment B is fiscally irresponsible to the 

taxpayers costing over $150 million more, applies criteria to support their 

decision inconsistently, and provides numerous biased, false, and inconsistent 

findings in their environmental study. 

 

Furthermore, there is objective evidence of political maneuvering, campaigning, 

and rezoning efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has 

swayed TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn these actions as unethical 

and improper. 

  

The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council 

on Environmental Quality (CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021), decisions on an 

alignment must be based on what is practical and feasible from a technical and 

economic standpoint, rather than what is desirable from the 

standpoint of the agency (i.e, TxDOT). 
  



As a McKinney homeowner, I believe a bypass may be required to support 

growth in the northern corridor. However, in selecting Segment A for the 380 

bypass, TxDOT will do harm to a significant percentage of McKinney residents 

and will demonstrate significant fiscal irresponsibility. This decision is made 

more egregious with the existence of a viable lower impact alternative. It 

appears irrefutable that Segment B is the better alternative and that there are 

serious flaws in the conclusions reached by TxDOT and in the underlying 

Environmental Impact Study (EIS). 

  

Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants 

that cause harm to humans and a rigorous health impact analysis to understand 

both current and future impacts. If TxDOT will not mitigate these harms, then 

TxDOT should at the very least do a rigorous analysis of these harms and 

explicitly note the opportunities we forgo with the current preferred alignment. 

The pollution appendices are missing critical analyses and portions are invalid as 

presented. This project should not proceed until those egregious omissions and 

errors are corrected. 

  

In order to ensure resolution and the creation of the best project possible, we 

request that: 

  

● TxDOT issue a second draft of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in the 

current draft EIS. 

● Any Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) have a 90-day review period, 

with an official public comment period, and that the FEIS be unbundled from the 

Record of Decision 

  

The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over 

Segment A: 
  

● Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes; 2 versus 5. However, segment A is 

one mile longer, has 6 new interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential major utility 

conflicts versus just two for Segment B and displaces 15 businesses versus zero 

businesses for Segment B. 

● Segment B would have less of an environmental impact. Segment A would 

encroach on twice the wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and 

streams and more acreage of forests, prairies and grasslands than Segment B. Segment 

A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged over 150 years. Finally, 

there would be no hazardous material sites impacted on Segment B and TXDOT has 

identified 2 with Segment A. 



● Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to the 

taxpayers is that the estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M more than 

Segment B. 

● Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 Highway 

increasing the risk of work zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic patterns. 

Additionally, the requirement to lower the existing grade in bedrock and cantilever 

local lanes in a restricted ROW width, while preferred for the longterm, will 

significantly increase the construction time, safety risk and disruption compared to 

route B. Priority has not been given to safety and the increased risk of fatal accidents, 

including those induced by a change in grade and, not one, but two 90 degree 

turns.  This would create a traffic choke point directly in front of our neighborhood. 

● TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned 

future residential homes. It appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of 

unidentified future residents, property investors or developers over the impact of 

existing McKinney residents. The voices of the current residents should be a priority 

over unidentified future residents. 

● TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed 

residences under construction west of Custer Road. Once again, this appears to accrue 

to the benefit of future residents or current investors, not the current residents of 

McKinney. 

● TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic 

Horsemanship property, the subject of substantial public concern”. In fact, there is no 

great “public concern” over MainGait. The facility does serve a noble purpose, but 

that purpose is nowhere near the public concern of the impact to the existing residents 

of Tucker Hill who include retired veterans, disabled residents (both young and old), 

seniors 55+ and countless children. More concerning to 

members of Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney community is that TxDOT 

calls out the impact of the ROW to the property belonging to the founder of MainGait. 

The founder of MainGait is no ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill Darling, a former real 

estate developer and home builder who stands to gain personally by the selection of 

Segment A over B. In particular, Bill Darling and/or other associates of the Darling 

company, leveraged ownership of 43 Tucker Hill lots to submit comments against 

Segment B in favor of Segment A – essentially impersonated residents of Tucker 

Hill. TxDOT’s own findings indicate that the continued emphasis on ManeGait is 

unwarranted and has stated Segment B “would not make the ManeGait inaccessible 

to persons with disabilities and would not violate the Americans with Disabilities 

Act.” Furthermore and perhaps most egregious is that ManeGait stated and TxDOT 

perpetuated the false claim that ManeGait provides “essential” services to protected 

citizens, which was a misrepresentation and may have swayed public opinion. In 

direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT still concluded Segment A was the 

preferred route option. 



 

TxDOT relied on the EIS to support their conclusion. Of critical concern to Tucker 

Hill and the greater McKinney community is what appears to be flaws in the 

underlying TxDOT analysis and interpretation of the EIS. I will attempt to detail each 

of my concerns individually. My comments however, are not meant to be a complete 

listing of the errors or omissions in the study, but simply those that this compressed 

timeframe has allowed me to identify. 

  

Noise Pollution 
 

The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased. The importance of 

this is underscored by the existing scientific literature showing the association between 

traffic and related noise on physical and mental health. The study evaluated only a 

single barrier south of the community. It appears the study was biased toward 

providing more data around MainGait, a facility with transient guests, then Tucker 

Hill, a community of over 380 homes with plans for over 600. Additionally, it appears 

that there has been no regard taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous veteran residents, 

elderly residents or our residents with disabilities – collectively, who likely 

outnumber MainGait’s transient guests. In fact, Tucker Hill was classified, by 

TxDOT, as a standard residential area with an acceptable NAC level of 67 and 

precluded from participating in any future noise studies. This is both incorrect and 

unacceptable.  Tucker Hill is a “front porch” community and every home is designed 

with a front porch that encourages outdoor activities and interactions between 

neighbors. Tucker Hill should be reclassified as Category A to preserve the essence of 

the neighborhood and the neighborhood should be included in any future noise 

abatement studies. 

 

The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise on 

the community. Yet, TxDOT, while proposing to surround the neighborhood on both 

the south and east side with a highway, believes the noise impact to be acceptable. 

TxDOT has not met their burden in any way, and moving forward with flawed data 

will cause irreparable harm to the residents of Tucker Hill, especially the young, 

elderly and disabled who do not regularly leave the neighborhood. A new noise study 

must be conducted with more receptors and sound barriers across both the south and 

east side of the neighborhood must be included in any Segment A consideration. 

Finally, it appears untenable that TxDOT could make any conclusion about the noise 

impact on Tucker Hill without fully understanding the impact of their recently 

proposed Segment A shift on the east side of the neighborhood. 

  

Community Impacts 
 



TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park and the Tucker Hill 

Community Center in their community impact study as the only community spaces 

without identifying the population they serve. First, Tucker Hill houses a community 

center, two town squares, two community parks, a community pool, a dog park, two 

fire pits, an amphitheater and a rooftop event space in the Harvard Park commercial 

area. The community spaces can be found filled with residents on almost any sunny 

day. Tucker Hill hosts many little league practices from Prosper and McKinney in our 

neighborhood parks and is a Christmas Holiday destination for people all across the 

region to visit our lighted homes. Furthermore, the community has a long history of 

events supporting organizations like Ethan for Autism, 29 Acres and the Down 

Syndrome Guild of Dallas. TxDOT has not demonstrated that they have completed 

any research into the impacted population (including children of all ages, elderly, 

seniors 55+, veterans and residents with disabilities) of these facilities. Once again, 

this is an egregious omission and appears to show substantial bias for MainGait and 

other facilities that serve guests as opposed to residents.  We moved to Tucker Hill for 

the ability to live a life of quiet enjoyment of such beautiful outdoor spaces.  We 

worked all our lives to be able to live here.  For TXDOT to take that away from us is 

unconscionable. 

  

Aesthetic Impacts 
 

TxDOT has not completed the required aesthetic impact analysis for the whole project. 

 

Traffic Analysis 
 

TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed. TxDOT’s original traffic projection 

methodology was deemed to be incomplete and inconsistent by the Texas A&M 

Transportation Institute (TTI) in September of 2020. In March 2021, TTI noted that 

they still had not been provided traffic data for the “No Build vs Build 

scenarios”.  At that time, TTI deemed that the growth rates used in the revised study 

were acceptable for “short-term growth (from 2020 to the pivot year of 2040)”. 

Unfortunately, TxDOT has not addressed how their growth rate calculation using a 

linear regression could be acceptable if the baseline year for traffic growth is 2020. In 

every commercial or municipal environment, 2020 is seen as a data anomaly because 

of the impact of the pandemic and an unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes 

of any kind.  TxDOT’s traffic analysis continues to be flawed and incomplete. 

 

Two 90 degree curves 
 

More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a horizontal curve, and the 

average crash rate for horizontal curves is about three times that of other types of 



highway segments 

(https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/). In 2022 the 

United States Department of Transportation released their National Roadway Safety 

Strategy, which endorsed zero fatalities as the national goal and promotes building 

safety into the design of roads. TxDOT did not compare the safety risks including 

injury and fatality based on the highway designs of alternatives A and B. Segment A 

(the current preferred alignment) has two 90 degree curves. It also does not appear 

that TxDOT considered this safety risk in their decision. 

 

As such, TxDOT must include an analysis that compares alternatives A and B on the 

probability of accidents, injury, and fatalities. In addition, TxDOT must justify why 

they would choose a more dangerous alignment and one that goes against the US 

Department of Transportation’s strategy. 

 

Community Cohesion 
 

TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to 

Tucker Hill with Segment A and that there appears to be existing cohesion between 

Whitley Place, Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper and Walnut Grove due to school 

districting once again is incorrect and appears to show a bias or, simply, a failure to 

conduct proper research. 

 

Segment A will effectively sever Tucker Hill on both the south and eastern sides of 

the neighborhood from McKinney. This is atypical and will leave Tucker Hill, 

established within the city limits of McKinney in 2008, as the only established 

subdivision completely blocked off from McKinney on two sides of the neighborhood. 

In fact, the highway will sever Tucker Hill from the districted school, Reeves 

Elementary in Auburn Hills. It will also impact and, possibly, imperil the plans to 

connect Tucker Hill to both the school and the hike and bike trail system already in 

the city’s plans. The City of McKinney has noted in their planning documents and as 

Mayor Fuller reiterated in his email to Ceason Clemons and TxDOT staff dated 

February 26th, 2023, Tucker Hill is a significant asset to the city. 

 

What may be most troubling, though, is TxDOT’s conclusion that somehow there is 

no cohesion impact when cutting Tucker Hill off from Reeves Elementary, but there 

appears to be an impact to the Prosper neighborhoods due to school zoning. However, 

the Walnut Grove neighborhood is not districted for Prosper ISD. The Mansions of 

Prosper neighborhood and the Luxe Prosper neighborhood are districted for different 

elementary and high schools than the Whitley Place neighborhood. In fact, Mansions 

of Prosper and Luxe Prosper share school zoning with Tucker Hill. The correct 

conclusion here should have been that given the shared school zoning between these 



neighborhoods (Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper, Tucker Hill and Auburn Hills) 

and the fact that Tucker Hill would become the only established subdivision to be 

severed from McKinney by the highway on two sides, with respect to community 

cohesion, Segment B is clearly the better alternative. 

 

Construction and Noise Pollution 
 

TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to construction and noise 

pollution. According to the TxDOT handbook this is incorrect and TxDOT must also 

include: 

 

“Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This section of the EA must identify 

and explain any impacts associated with construction activities. This includes light 

pollution; impacts associated with physical construction activity, temporary lane, road 

or bridge closures (including detours); and other traffic disruptions. Include the 

expected duration of any construction impacts, and explain any BMPs or other 

strategies that will be used to mitigate such impacts.” 

 

TXDOT must outline and detail all potential impacts during construction for both 

proposed Segments A and B and appropriately evaluate those impacts as part of the 

study. Importantly, TXDOT should provide all impacts and mitigation strategies 

related to construction prior to proceeding. Critically, with respect to Tucker Hill and 

the surrounding neighborhoods, what are the plans for egress to the neighborhood 

during construction and how will those plans impact the response time of emergency 

vehicles to points within the neighborhood?  We are in our 60s and suffer from long 

term illnesses that can be life threatening.  My husband is a diabetic and I have severe 

asthma and allergies, which would be further aggravated by the increased air pollution 

should Segment A move forward.  How can we be sure emergency teams could reach 

us given the single entry point and likely choke points for traffic directly in front of 

our neighborhood? 

 

Shift Closer to Tucker Hill 
 

TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the 

already flawed analysis that produced a preference for Segment A creates an unfair 

burden on the residents of Tucker Hill. Once again, TxDOT appears to be showing a 

callous bias toward ‘future development’ rather than a commitment to current 

residents. It is impossible to fully understand the additional noise pollution, air 

pollution and other effects without additional study. It’s important to note that even 

with this new shifted Segment A, the cost to construct Segment B would be $100M 

less than Segment A. TxDOT’s actions are placing the residents of Tucker Hill in an 



untenable position and are knowingly causing irreparable harm to us personally and to 

the community in favor of future development. I strongly object to the proposed shift 

of the A alignment. 

 

Air Pollution 
 

Air pollution is a documented public health emergency, and can affect every organ in 

the body, including cognition. Children and the elderly are disproportionately 

vulnerable to air pollution, specifically PM2.5, and more so if they live in close 

proximity to a highway. Air pollution can cause a multitude of diseases in adults, 

including heart disease, and can breach the placental barrier during pregnancy, causing 

miscarriages and birth defects. These impacts are well documented and have been 

noted in academic studies for over a decade. TxDOT should not proceed with this 

project until they have conducted a full study of existing and future air pollution on 

this highway, both at the regional scale and immediately adjacent to the highway. 

TxDOT must be compliant with EPA’s health-based National Ambient Air Quality 

Standards. 

 

The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill neighborhood on the South 

and East sides. Winds in McKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-

East meaning that for more days than not air pollution will be blown and settled on the 

residents of Tucker Hill. 

  

It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT utilized an 

airspeed of 1 MPH. The average wind speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the 

prevailing winds are from the south and south-east. It appears that additional study 

must be completed to correctly understand what the adverse effects of air pollution 

would be on the Tucker Hill population. Additionally, if Segment A is selected, 

monitoring devices must be installed to monitor air quality before, during and after 

construction.  But let me ask you this; would you want to live in this neighborhood if 

Segment A moves forward?  Would you want to have that kind of a health risk in your 

own home? 

  

The DEIS fails to address air pollution from traffic beyond tailpipe emissions. A 

growing body of academic research cites brake wear and tire friction as primary 

pollutants from traffic. The DEIS has not addressed either of these sources of 

pollutants, nor does it address benzene or Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs). We 

request that TxDOT complete detailed analyses of each of these pollutants, and 

compare pollutant levels on 380 (for each pollutant) to expected levels during and 

after construction Segment A. 

 



The DEIS notes in several places that expected proliferation of electric vehicles (EVs) 

should improve air pollution in this corridor. This is not only abdicating responsibility 

for mitigating air pollution, but a misrepresentation of electric vehicles and their 

environmental benefits. While EVs do reduce tailpipe emissions from internal 

combustion engines (ICEs), they do nothing to reduce pollution from non-tailpipe 

sources including brake dust and tire friction. Pollution from tire friction may worsen 

in EVs due to increases in vehicle weight from electric batteries. Further, Texas’ 

electric grid is far from clean, and EVs that source their energy from unclean sources 

are, therefore, unclean themselves.  My husband works in the experimental motors 

division of Ford motor company.  He is well aware that EVs are a very long way off 

from having a significant impact on air quality. 

  

The Mobile Source Air Toxins analysis in the DEIS is lacking and includes only a 

qualitative analysis. The DEIS claims that MSAT will decrease with time because of 

improved federal standards. We argue that this is an outsourcing of responsibility to 

mitigate air pollution in the 380 corridor, and request that TxDOT complete a 

quantitative MSAT analysis and a health impact assessment for all criteria pollutants. 

  

Quality of Comments Collected 
 

As described above, Bill Darling and others appear to have acted in bad faith in 

soliciting comments. In addition to submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill 

residents, comments were solicited via Facebook with no links to the underlying 

studies or segment alternatives. TxDOT must vet all of the comments collected during 

the scoping project fully and determine that they were legitimately provided by 

residents. If the comments were not legitimate, they should be stricken from the 

project record.  Even so, making a choice of Segment A based on comments and 

ignoring the overwhelming facts for a better alternative is nit the way to make a 

decision. 

 

NEPA 
 

Paraphrasing from The Council on Environmental Quality (2021), TxDOT is obligated 

to evaluate feasible alternatives in enough detail so that a reader can compare and 

contrast the environmental effects of the various alternatives. Of note, NEPA 

reasonable alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from the technical 

and economic standpoint, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of TxDOT. 

“NEPA is About People and Places”.  “Impacts include ecological, aesthetic, 

historic, cultural, economic, social, or health impacts, whether adverse or beneficial. It 

is important to note that human beings are part of the environment (indeed, that is why 

Congress used the phrase “human environment” in NEPA), so when an EIS is 



prepared and economic or social and natural or physical environmental effects are 

interrelated, the EIS should discuss all of these effects." 

 

It is clear that TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst, 

unsavory. I ask that TxDOT respond to each of the issues discussed. As it stands, if 

TxDOT proceeds with their preferred Segment A they will be irreparably harming the 

residents of Tucker Hill, unfairly seizing the residents’ ability to enjoy their 

neighborhood, severing them from their broader community and, potentially, justifying 

it with a fatally flawed Environmental Impact Study. 

  

Regards, 

 

Suzette McKee 

2720 Majestic Ave  

McKinney, TX 75071 
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From: Suzette Drouillard 

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 3:47 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: 380 issues and questions 

This email originated from outside of the organiza�on. Do not click links or open a�achments unless you recognize the 

sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Dear Mr. Endres, 

 

I am wri�ng to point out the reasons why Segment A as an op�on for the 380 bypass should be rejected outright.  I also 

seek some answers to a few ques�ons. 

 

I am a resident of the Tucker Hill subdivision, a uniquely charming neighborhood which would be most severely impacted 

by Segment A.  However, even if I didn’t live in this neighborhood, I would be strongly opposed to pursuing the route 

defined by Segment A.  Here are the fact based economic, engineering/safety and environmental reasons, and some very 

important other reasons why Segment A should be rejected and TXDOT should proceed with either Segment B or use the 

outer loop to bypass business 380.  Please tell me why all these facts that overwhelmingly show that Segment B is the 

be�er op�on did not result in that as the preferred op�on? 

 

Why A must be rejected: 

 

Economic: 

 

o Segment B costs $99 Million less than Segment A ($589.7M vs. $688.5M) and saves valuable taxpayer dollars that can 

be spent on other projects 

 

o B is far less economically impac�ng to local businesses in the county than A, which will divide the road and limit access 

to local businesses.  A would impact 17 local businesses most nega�vely via displacement 

 

o Segment B has just 2 major u�lity conflicts vs. 7 in A, for a significantly lower cost of reloca�on 

 

o Segment B displaces fewer exis�ng structures: 12 homes, businesses and other barns/sheds/outbuildings vs. 31 in A 

 

o Segment B requires $40 Million lower right of way cost ($136.8M vs $177.8M) 

 

- Engineering and Safety: 

 

o Segment  B provides a more gradual route without sharp corners or sharp grades vs. A. 

 

o Segment B does not require engineering 2 large aqueducts near residen�al areas vs. A. 

 

o Segment  B’s route uses land not yet developed, making the road more accessible to construc�on vehicles and less 

disrup�ve to exis�ng neighborhoods and businesses 

 

o B diverts long haul trucker and long distance travel traffic away from local use of University Boulevard/local 380 west of 

75, engineering a viable op�on for both local and long distance traffic and allowing more regional mobility 
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o A separate Outer Loop op�on should also be considered if neither Segment A nor B are deemed viable.  This would 

divert traffic just 5 miles which is considered within the range of 5-10 miles of freeway spacing in urbanized areas. 

 

o Segment B avoids the significant problem of Segment A limi�ng access to the local hospital, fire and police 

departments trying to reach homes and businesses 

 

o Segment B avoids the safety issues present in A over years of construc�on for local teenagers and young drivers trying 

to reach 3 local high schools o Segment B is safer given the more gradual design, which can be important when 

considering severe weather condi�ons.  It is unclear how cars and trucks traveling at 70 mph would navigate two very 

sharp turns present in Segment A’s design 

 

o  B requires fewer interchanges than A (5 vs. 6). 

 

- Environmental: 

 

o Segment B enables a shorter morning commute travel �me vs. A, which over the life of the road can have significant 

environmental benefits due to reduced pollu�on and conges�on.  One mile shorter can add up significantly over �me to 

reduce air pollu�on. 

o Segment B does not require displacement of water resources and the local water supply.  The 2 aqueducts required for 

Segment A would not be necessary with B o Segment B impacts substan�ally less wetlands, rivers and streams (0.7 acres 

of wetlands, 1,852 linear feet vs. 4,665 linear feet in A) o Segment B impacts far fewer acres of forest (35 vs 67 in A).  

Trees take DECADES to establish and host precious animal popula�ons. 

o Both A and B have equal impact to floodplains and floodways combined and both impact from 41-67 acres of prairies 

and grasslands.  A third op�on further north such as the outer loop may be worth considering given this. 

o Both A and B have impacts to mul�ple protected species, which is also an argument for a third, further north op�on.  

However, Segment B impacts fewer species and does not impact stop over habitats along Wilson creek, which is a black 

rail and whooping crane habitat. 

o Segment B has ZERO hazardous material site impacts, while  A has 11 o Segment B impacts fewer acres of Statewide 

important farmland (2 vs. 14.9 in A) 

 

- Addi�onal Considera�ons: 

 

o Segment B does not impact the Manegait facility nega�vely.  This has already been determined by expert studies.  One 

person’s wishes, however influen�al or poli�cal, should not be favored over the wishes of an en�re city and the state’s 

fiduciary responsibility to taxpayers. 

 

o Co-op�ng a protected group of people, those with disabili�es, for personal gain is exploi�ve.  Manegait was also 

offered a be�er loca�on by The city of McKinney to relocate.  It’s much easier to relocate one farm, despite TXDoT’s 

expert studies not showing that’s necessary.  Horse therapy is classified as augmen�ve and is not considered as essen�al 

physical or occupa�onal therapy.  Horse therapy is admirable and welcome.  However, it should not be used for poli�cal 

or personal gain, par�cularly given the overwhelming evidence of Segment B being more viable. 

 

Why did TXDoT think that it would be be�er to subject us as permanent residents to so much noise pollu�on and harm 

the lungs of en�re families?  Tucker Hill is full of children, the elderly, and people such as myself who have severe asthma 

or other health issues that would be aggravated by the increased pollu�on from a massive highway both in front and 

alongside the neighborhood. 

 

o Ridge road is also under development as a main arterial road that will serve the same purpose as the ramp proposed in 

Segment A.  Therefore, Segment A would create duplica�ve waste. 

o There would be no easy access to the Tucker Hill neighborhood for residents, visitors and emergency vehicles with 

Segment A.  How would TXDoT ensure that emergency vehicles could reach my husband and me if he were to suffer a 

diabe�c episode, I suffered a severe asthma a�ack or either of us or our neighbors had any other emergency?  Given the 
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proposed double 90 degree turns directly in front of our neighborhood, traffic would very oJen be backed up which 

would make it very difficult for any emergency vehicle to reach us.  How would that even work? 

 

Residents would need to travel up to 10 minutes out of their way via mul�ple turns further along the proposed Segment 

A route to enter or exit the neighborhood.  Hundreds of families live in this unique and charming local community.  Its 

front porch peace and quiet would be destroyed with Segment A having a mul�lane freeway wrapping along both the 

east side of the community and 150 feet from its front doors. 

 

Truly though, a third op�on should be teed up such as using the outer loop.  But A is an abomina�on. B is be�er and the 

facts speak for themselves that B is the correct choice vs. A. Please help us keep our local character and keep 380 for the 

locals who live here. 

 

Thank you so much for your a�en�on to this issue, and I await your answers to my ques�ons. 

 

Suze�e McKee 

2720 Majes�c Ave 

McKinney, TX 75071 

 

Sent from my iPhone 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Suzette Drouillard

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 3:24 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Cc: Dennis McKee; Dennis McKee 

Subject: 380 project concerns 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

 

To whom it may concern: 

 

This letter contains questions to which I seek answers and expresses how this project will 

personally impact my and my husband’s quality of life. 

  

As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of Segment 

A over Segment B is fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150 million more, 

applies criteria to support their decision inconsistently, and provides numerous biased, false, and 

inconsistent findings in their environmental study. 

 

Furthermore, there is objective evidence of political maneuvering, campaigning, and rezoning 

efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed TxDOT’s position, 

and I publicly condemn these actions as unethical and improper. 

  

The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council on 

Environmental Quality (CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021), decisions on an alignment must be 

based on what is practical and feasible from a technical and economic standpoint, rather than 

what is desirable from the standpoint of the agency (i.e, TxDOT). 
  

As a McKinney homeowner, I believe a bypass may be required to support growth in the 

northern corridor. However, in selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do harm to 

a significant percentage of McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant fiscal 

irresponsibility. This decision is made more egregious with the existence of a viable lower 

impact alternative. It appears irrefutable that Segment B is the better alternative and that there 

are serious flaws in the conclusions reached by TxDOT and in the underlying Environmental 

Impact Study (EIS). 

  

Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants that cause harm 

to humans and a rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current and future impacts. 

If TxDOT will not mitigate these harms, then TxDOT should at the very least do a rigorous 



analysis of these harms and explicitly note the opportunities we forgo with the current preferred 

alignment. The pollution appendices are missing critical analyses and portions are invalid as 

presented. This project should not proceed until those egregious omissions and errors are 

corrected. 

  

In order to ensure resolution and the creation of the best project possible, we request that: 

  

● TxDOT issue a second draft of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in the current draft EIS. 

● Any Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) have a 90-day review period, with an official 

public comment period, and that the FEIS be unbundled from the Record of Decision 

  

The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A: 
  

● Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes; 2 versus 5. However, segment A is one mile longer, 

has 6 new interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential major utility conflicts versus just two for 

Segment B and displaces 15 businesses versus zero businesses for Segment B. 

● Segment B would have less of an environmental impact. Segment A would encroach on twice the 

wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and streams and more acreage of forests, prairies 

and grasslands than Segment B. Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged 

over 150 years. Finally, there would be no hazardous material sites impacted on Segment B and 

TXDOT has identified 2 with Segment A. 

● Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to the taxpayers is that 

the estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M more than Segment B. 

● Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 Highway increasing the 

risk of work zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic patterns. Additionally, the requirement to 

lower the existing grade in bedrock and cantilever local lanes in a restricted ROW width, while 

preferred for the longterm, will significantly increase the construction time, safety risk and disruption 

compared to route B. Priority has not been given to safety and the increased risk of fatal accidents, 

including those induced by a change in grade and, not one, but two 90 degree turns.  This would create 

a traffic choke point directly in front of our neighborhood. 

● TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned future residential 

homes. It appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of unidentified future residents, property 

investors or developers over the impact of existing McKinney residents. The voices of the current 

residents should be a priority over unidentified future residents. 

● TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under 

construction west of Custer Road. Once again, this appears to accrue to the benefit of future residents 

or current investors, not the current residents of McKinney. 

● TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic Horsemanship 

property, the subject of substantial public concern”. In fact, there is no great “public concern” 

over MainGait. The facility does serve a noble purpose, but that purpose is nowhere near the public 



concern of the impact to the existing residents of Tucker Hill who include retired veterans, disabled 

residents (both young and old), seniors 55+ and countless children. More concerning to 

members of Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney community is that TxDOT calls out the 

impact of the ROW to the property belonging to the founder of MainGait. The founder of MainGait is 

no ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill Darling, a former real estate developer and home builder who 

stands to gain personally by the selection of Segment A over B. In particular, Bill Darling and/or other 

associates of the Darling company, leveraged ownership of 43 Tucker Hill lots to submit comments 

against Segment B in favor of Segment A – essentially impersonated residents of Tucker Hill. 

TxDOT’s own findings indicate that the continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and has 

stated Segment B “would not make the ManeGait inaccessible to persons with disabilities and would 

not violate the Americans with Disabilities Act.” Furthermore and perhaps most egregious is that 

ManeGait stated and TxDOT perpetuated the false claim that ManeGait provides “essential” 

services to protected citizens, which was a misrepresentation and may have swayed public opinion. In 

direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT still concluded Segment A was the preferred route 

option. 

 

TxDOT relied on the EIS to support their conclusion. Of critical concern to Tucker Hill and the 

greater McKinney community is what appears to be flaws in the underlying TxDOT analysis and 

interpretation of the EIS. I will attempt to detail each of my concerns individually. My comments 

however, are not meant to be a complete listing of the errors or omissions in the study, but simply 

those that this compressed timeframe has allowed me to identify. 

  

Noise Pollution 
 

The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased. The importance of this is underscored 

by the existing scientific literature showing the association between traffic and related noise on 

physical and mental health. The study evaluated only a single barrier south of the community. It 

appears the study was biased toward providing more data around MainGait, a facility with transient 

guests, then Tucker Hill, a community of over 380 homes with plans for over 600. Additionally, it 

appears that there has been no regard taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous veteran residents, elderly 

residents or our residents with disabilities – collectively, who likely outnumber MainGait’s 

transient guests. In fact, Tucker Hill was classified, by TxDOT, as a standard residential area with an 

acceptable NAC level of 67 and precluded from participating in any future noise studies. This is both 

incorrect and unacceptable.  Tucker Hill is a “front porch” community and every home is designed 

with a front porch that encourages outdoor activities and interactions between neighbors. Tucker Hill 

should be reclassified as Category A to preserve the essence of the neighborhood and the 

neighborhood should be included in any future noise abatement studies. 

 

The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise on the community. 

Yet, TxDOT, while proposing to surround the neighborhood on both the south and east side with a 

highway, believes the noise impact to be acceptable. TxDOT has not met their burden in any way, and 



moving forward with flawed data will cause irreparable harm to the residents of Tucker Hill, 

especially the young, elderly and disabled who do not regularly leave the neighborhood. A new noise 

study must be conducted with more receptors and sound barriers across both the south and east side of 

the neighborhood must be included in any Segment A consideration. Finally, it appears untenable that 

TxDOT could make any conclusion about the noise impact on Tucker Hill without fully understanding 

the impact of their recently proposed Segment A shift on the east side of the neighborhood. 

  

Community Impacts 
 

TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park and the Tucker Hill Community Center in 

their community impact study as the only community spaces without identifying the population they 

serve. First, Tucker Hill houses a community center, two town squares, two community parks, a 

community pool, a dog park, two fire pits, an amphitheater and a rooftop event space in the Harvard 

Park commercial area. The community spaces can be found filled with residents on almost any sunny 

day. Tucker Hill hosts many little league practices from Prosper and McKinney in our neighborhood 

parks and is a Christmas Holiday destination for people all across the region to visit our lighted 

homes. Furthermore, the community has a long history of events supporting organizations like Ethan 

for Autism, 29 Acres and the Down Syndrome Guild of Dallas. TxDOT has not demonstrated that 

they have completed any research into the impacted population (including children of all ages, elderly, 

seniors 55+, veterans and residents with disabilities) of these facilities. Once again, this is an 

egregious omission and appears to show substantial bias for MainGait and other facilities that serve 

guests as opposed to residents.  We moved to Tucker Hill for the ability to live a life of quiet 

enjoyment of such beautiful outdoor spaces.  We worked all our lives to be able to live here.  For 

TXDOT to take that away from us is unconscionable. 

  

Aesthetic Impacts 
 

TxDOT has not completed the required aesthetic impact analysis for the whole project. 

 

Traffic Analysis 
 

TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed. TxDOT’s original traffic projection methodology was 

deemed to be incomplete and inconsistent by the Texas A&M Transportation Institute (TTI) in 

September of 2020. In March 2021, TTI noted that they still had not been provided traffic data for the 

“No Build vs Build scenarios”.  At that time, TTI deemed that the growth rates used in the revised 

study were acceptable for “short-term growth (from 2020 to the pivot year of 2040)”. 

Unfortunately, TxDOT has not addressed how their growth rate calculation using a linear regression 

could be acceptable if the baseline year for traffic growth is 2020. In every commercial or municipal 

environment, 2020 is seen as a data anomaly because of the impact of the pandemic and an 

unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes of any kind.  TxDOT’s traffic analysis continues to 

be flawed and incomplete. 



 

Two 90 degree curves 
 

More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a horizontal curve, and the average crash 

rate for horizontal curves is about three times that of other types of highway segments 

(https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/). In 2022 the United States 

Department of Transportation released their National Roadway Safety Strategy, which endorsed zero 

fatalities as the national goal and promotes building safety into the design of roads. TxDOT did not 

compare the safety risks including injury and fatality based on the highway designs of alternatives A 

and B. Segment A (the current preferred alignment) has two 90 degree curves. It also does not 

appear that TxDOT considered this safety risk in their decision. 

 

As such, TxDOT must include an analysis that compares alternatives A and B on the probability of 

accidents, injury, and fatalities. In addition, TxDOT must justify why they would choose a more 

dangerous alignment and one that goes against the US Department of Transportation’s strategy. 

 

Community Cohesion 
 

TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to Tucker Hill with 

Segment A and that there appears to be existing cohesion between Whitley Place, Mansions of 

Prosper, Luxe Prosper and Walnut Grove due to school districting once again is incorrect and appears 

to show a bias or, simply, a failure to conduct proper research. 

 

Segment A will effectively sever Tucker Hill on both the south and eastern sides of the neighborhood 

from McKinney. This is atypical and will leave Tucker Hill, established within the city limits of 

McKinney in 2008, as the only established subdivision completely blocked off from McKinney on 

two sides of the neighborhood. In fact, the highway will sever Tucker Hill from the districted school, 

Reeves Elementary in Auburn Hills. It will also impact and, possibly, imperil the plans to connect 

Tucker Hill to both the school and the hike and bike trail system already in the city’s plans. The City 

of McKinney has noted in their planning documents and as Mayor Fuller reiterated in his email to 

Ceason Clemons and TxDOT staff dated February 26th, 2023, Tucker Hill is a significant asset to the 

city. 

 

What may be most troubling, though, is TxDOT’s conclusion that somehow there is no cohesion 

impact when cutting Tucker Hill off from Reeves Elementary, but there appears to be an impact to the 

Prosper neighborhoods due to school zoning. However, the Walnut Grove neighborhood is not 

districted for Prosper ISD. The Mansions of Prosper neighborhood and the Luxe Prosper 

neighborhood are districted for different elementary and high schools than the Whitley Place 

neighborhood. In fact, Mansions of Prosper and Luxe Prosper share school zoning with Tucker Hill. 

The correct conclusion here should have been that given the shared school zoning between these 

neighborhoods (Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper, Tucker Hill and Auburn Hills) and the fact that 



Tucker Hill would become the only established subdivision to be severed from McKinney by the 

highway on two sides, with respect to community cohesion, Segment B is clearly the better 

alternative. 

 

Construction and Noise Pollution 
 

TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to construction and noise pollution. According 

to the TxDOT handbook this is incorrect and TxDOT must also include: 

 

“Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This section of the EA must identify and explain any 

impacts associated with construction activities. This includes light pollution; impacts associated with 

physical construction activity, temporary lane, road or bridge closures (including detours); and other 

traffic disruptions. Include the expected duration of any construction impacts, and explain any BMPs 

or other strategies that will be used to mitigate such impacts.” 

 

TXDOT must outline and detail all potential impacts during construction for both proposed Segments 

A and B and appropriately evaluate those impacts as part of the study. Importantly, TXDOT should 

provide all impacts and mitigation strategies related to construction prior to proceeding. Critically, 

with respect to Tucker Hill and the surrounding neighborhoods, what are the plans for egress to the 

neighborhood during construction and how will those plans impact the response time of emergency 

vehicles to points within the neighborhood?  We are in our 60s and suffer from long term illnesses that 

can be life threatening.  My husband is a diabetic and I have severe asthma and allergies, which would 

be further aggravated by the increased air pollution should Segment A move forward.  How can we be 

sure emergency teams could reach us given the single entry point and likely choke points for traffic 

directly in front of our neighborhood? 

 

Shift Closer to Tucker Hill 
 

TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the already flawed 

analysis that produced a preference for Segment A creates an unfair burden on the residents of Tucker 

Hill. Once again, TxDOT appears to be showing a callous bias toward ‘future development’ rather 

than a commitment to current residents. It is impossible to fully understand the additional noise 

pollution, air pollution and other effects without additional study. It’s important to note that even 

with this new shifted Segment A, the cost to construct Segment B would be $100M less than Segment 

A. TxDOT’s actions are placing the residents of Tucker Hill in an untenable position and are 

knowingly causing irreparable harm to us personally and to the community in favor of future 

development. I strongly object to the proposed shift of the A alignment. 

 

Air Pollution 
 



Air pollution is a documented public health emergency, and can affect every organ in the body, 

including cognition. Children and the elderly are disproportionately vulnerable to air pollution, 

specifically PM2.5, and more so if they live in close proximity to a highway. Air pollution can cause a 

multitude of diseases in adults, including heart disease, and can breach the placental barrier during 

pregnancy, causing miscarriages and birth defects. These impacts are well documented and have been 

noted in academic studies for over a decade. TxDOT should not proceed with this project until they 

have conducted a full study of existing and future air pollution on this highway, both at the regional 

scale and immediately adjacent to the highway. TxDOT must be compliant with EPA’s health-based 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

 

The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill neighborhood on the South and East sides. 

Winds in McKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-East meaning that for more days 

than not air pollution will be blown and settled on the residents of Tucker Hill. 

  

It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT utilized an airspeed of 1 MPH. 

The average wind speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the prevailing winds are from the south 

and south-east. It appears that additional study must be completed to correctly understand what the 

adverse effects of air pollution would be on the Tucker Hill population. Additionally, if Segment A is 

selected, monitoring devices must be installed to monitor air quality before, during and after 

construction.  But let me ask you this; would you want to live in this neighborhood if Segment A 

moves forward?  Would you want to have that kind of a health risk in your own home? 

  

The DEIS fails to address air pollution from traffic beyond tailpipe emissions. A growing body of 

academic research cites brake wear and tire friction as primary pollutants from traffic. The DEIS has 

not addressed either of these sources of pollutants, nor does it address benzene or Volatile Organic 

Compounds (VOCs). We request that TxDOT complete detailed analyses of each of these pollutants, 

and compare pollutant levels on 380 (for each pollutant) to expected levels during and after 

construction Segment A. 

 

The DEIS notes in several places that expected proliferation of electric vehicles (EVs) should improve 

air pollution in this corridor. This is not only abdicating responsibility for mitigating air pollution, but 

a misrepresentation of electric vehicles and their environmental benefits. While EVs do reduce tailpipe 

emissions from internal combustion engines (ICEs), they do nothing to reduce pollution from non-

tailpipe sources including brake dust and tire friction. Pollution from tire friction may worsen in EVs 

due to increases in vehicle weight from electric batteries. Further, Texas’ electric grid is far from 

clean, and EVs that source their energy from unclean sources are, therefore, unclean themselves.  My 

husband works in the experimental motors division of Ford motor company.  He is well aware that EVs 

are a very long way off from having a significant impact on air quality. 

  

The Mobile Source Air Toxins analysis in the DEIS is lacking and includes only a qualitative analysis. 

The DEIS claims that MSAT will decrease with time because of improved federal standards. We 



argue that this is an outsourcing of responsibility to mitigate air pollution in the 380 corridor, and 

request that TxDOT complete a quantitative MSAT analysis and a health impact assessment for all 

criteria pollutants. 

  

Quality of Comments Collected 
 

As described above, Bill Darling and others appear to have acted in bad faith in soliciting comments. 

In addition to submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill residents, comments were solicited via 

Facebook with no links to the underlying studies or segment alternatives. TxDOT must vet all of the 

comments collected during the scoping project fully and determine that they were legitimately 

provided by residents. If the comments were not legitimate, they should be stricken from the project 

record.  Even so, making a choice of Segment A based on comments and ignoring the overwhelming 

facts for a better alternative is nit the way to make a decision. 

 

NEPA 
 

Paraphrasing from The Council on Environmental Quality (2021), TxDOT is obligated to evaluate 

feasible alternatives in enough detail so that a reader can compare and contrast the environmental 

effects of the various alternatives. Of note, NEPA reasonable alternatives include those that are 

practical or feasible from the technical and economic standpoint, rather than simply desirable from the 

standpoint of TxDOT. “NEPA is About People and Places”.  “Impacts include ecological, 

aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health impacts, whether adverse or beneficial. It is 

important to note that human beings are part of the environment (indeed, that is why Congress used 

the phrase “human environment” in NEPA), so when an EIS is prepared and economic or social 

and natural or physical environmental effects are interrelated, the EIS should discuss all of these 

effects." 

 

It is clear that TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst, unsavory. I ask 

that TxDOT respond to each of the issues discussed. As it stands, if TxDOT proceeds with their 

preferred Segment A they will be irreparably harming the residents of Tucker Hill, unfairly seizing the 

residents’ ability to enjoy their neighborhood, severing them from their broader community and, 

potentially, justifying it with a fatally flawed Environmental Impact Study. 

  

Regards, 

 

Suzette McKee 

2720 Majestic Ave  

McKinney, TX 75071 
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https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.sciencedirect.com%2Fscience%2Farticle%2Fpii%2FS1352231011000586&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C39171b36029b4f9dba0608db41dd3029%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638176193282839458%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=AIJchKnlHy2ZLLaHlronZ1UpKK5S%2Fsmp7SJPwOLPsRE%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.sciencedirect.com%2Fscience%2Farticle%2Fpii%2FS1352231011000586&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C39171b36029b4f9dba0608db41dd3029%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638176193282995688%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=wHbVPXZ2RHpvSuXN410r%2Fz%2Ba37JvanYG%2FIiZg%2BfvFpI%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.akesting.de%2Fdownload%2FHow_Much_does_Traffic_Congestion_Increase_Fuel_Con.pdf&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C39171b36029b4f9dba0608db41dd3029%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638176193282995688%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Tt7u6vGhoklc9Rvaw%2BIDBdGPVGmkeDOdVr1IfY6uvZ4%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.akesting.de%2Fdownload%2FHow_Much_does_Traffic_Congestion_Increase_Fuel_Con.pdf&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C39171b36029b4f9dba0608db41dd3029%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638176193282995688%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Tt7u6vGhoklc9Rvaw%2BIDBdGPVGmkeDOdVr1IfY6uvZ4%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.akesting.de%2Fdownload%2FHow_Much_does_Traffic_Congestion_Increase_Fuel_Con.pdf&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C39171b36029b4f9dba0608db41dd3029%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638176193282995688%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Tt7u6vGhoklc9Rvaw%2BIDBdGPVGmkeDOdVr1IfY6uvZ4%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.sciencedirect.com%2Fscience%2Farticle%2Fpii%2FS0048969713001290%3Fvia%253Dihub&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C39171b36029b4f9dba0608db41dd3029%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638176193282995688%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Ec2NIaEu29d96o7djp3XapXZ8VaXPn3a7YmioT5BIQk%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.sciencedirect.com%2Fscience%2Farticle%2Fpii%2FS0048969713001290%3Fvia%253Dihub&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C39171b36029b4f9dba0608db41dd3029%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638176193282995688%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Ec2NIaEu29d96o7djp3XapXZ8VaXPn3a7YmioT5BIQk%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fusatoday30.usatoday.com%2Fnews%2Fnation%2F2011-05-25-traffic-pollution-premature-deaths-emissions_n.htm%23mainstory&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C39171b36029b4f9dba0608db41dd3029%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638176193282995688%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=FsR4TKC%2FCCCNbS8KlomOzzHtC5x8OF1kkaVlKLKvA0s%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.keepitmovingdallas.com%2FUS380EIS&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C39171b36029b4f9dba0608db41dd3029%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638176193282995688%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=d30JARgUC%2Bjl%2B9iE6CYH3mMtXosEHxC1ueWNmwXtcno%3D&reserved=0


From:  

Sent: Saturday, March 11, 2023 9:18 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: US 380 bypass Collin County 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

NO to Segment A 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will 
cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer 
businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 
Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 
I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Suzy Sumrall 



From: T&C Fredricks

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 5:02 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 9:57 AM 

To: Tama Montgomery  

Subject: RE: No to Segment A 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Tama Montgomery 

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 8:45 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: No to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A as 

proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Segment A will be less than 1/2 mile from my home, seriously increasing the traffic noise, not to 

mention the construction noise all day long for years while this is being built. Like many now, I work 

from home so this will impact my ability to conduct meetings and perform my job, potentially risking my 

livelihood. 

 

I'm also very concerned about the high risk Hazardous Materials that will be disturbed only 1 mile from 

my home. 

 

Stonebridge, located directly behind my back fence will become a main feeder to the highway entrance 

just up the street, ruining my peace and quiet enjoyment in my home, and backyard, not to mention 

dropping my property value. I would have never bought here if I knew I was going to be so close to a 

major highway! 

 



If this project is approved I will have to move again and as a single senior person that is no small task. 

 

Please consider alternatives to this proposal. 

 

Thank you 

Tama Montgomery 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) 

message]<https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsa

fety%2Ftraffic-safety-

campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C4d6cbaf26a5a48

a5dac708db19a5450b%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131969831330402

%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6

Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Doi5PRLaB9TLeDP0pnu8rPTIBGeqdop82PyUcI9w044%3D&reser

ved=0> 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, February 23, 2023 9:06 AM
To: Tami Johnston 
Subject: RE: US 380 EIS: Support for Proposed Route A-E-C (the Blue Alternative)
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 
 

From: Tami Johnston 
Sent: Wednesday, February 22, 2023 2:22 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: US 380 EIS: Support for Proposed Route A-E-C (the Blue Alternative)
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Mr. Endres,
 
I am writing in support of the Proposed Route A-E-C (The Blue Alternative) that was presented at the
public meeting held on Thursday, February 16, 2023.   I agree with TXDOT’s findings specifically
regarding Segment A.  Segment A would:

· Displace fewer homes in comparison to Segment B;
· Result in fewer impacts to planned future residential homes in Ladera and Malabar Hills;
· Avoid displacing numerous proposed residences under construction west of Custer Road;
· Utilize more of the existing US 380 alignment through Prosper; and
· Avoid impacting ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, a very important and highly-

valued provider of services to Veterans and children with disabilities.
Thank you so much for your work on this 380 project. 
 
Sincerely,

mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
mailto:sbagwellrudy@burnsmcd.com
mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7C2025363d0a8d4faa1ad708db15b2564c%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638127627909241946%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=CO2FjlWLje4lahOyrdJ%2FVA22KXvJ3KM3HnSbIW5wl5s%3D&reserved=0
mailto:tamijohnston60@gmail.com
mailto:Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov


From: Tammy Pennington 

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 12:51 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Dear Mr Endres 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Dear Mr. Endres, 

 

Please, please for the love of all that is good... keep alignment A or widen 380 to alleviate congestion on 

HWY 380. Please do not punish Prosper for McKinney's mistake of not planning for future growth. I hate 

to hear of any neighborhoods being harmed or destroyed by a bypass. I think the most kind option is 

widening 380. Alignment A is the second least harmful option if a bypass is mandatory. I am saddened 

by what seems to be little regard for neighborhoods that did not build on a highway being harmed or 

destroyed. Peoples homes are their sanctuary. Be kind to the homeowners and the wetlands. A bypass 

doesn't really align with the Nature part of McKinney's Unique by Nature motto. Not to mention the 

Mayor being a developer seems like a conflict of interest when it comes to what is in the best interest of 

it's citizens. Prosper has planned for widening of 380.. please don't punish us. 

 

Blessings.... I know this has been a challenge. 

 

Sincerely, 

Tammy Pennington 

Prosper Resident 



From: Peter and Tania Chevalier 

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 4:45 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hello, 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Thanks, 

Tania and Peter 

 

 



380 Bypass Comments 

 

Construction Phase Traffic: 

Regarding Segment A vs. Segment B, the comparison used for the recommendation is lacking because it 
fails to address the impact to traffic on US 380 during the period of construction, which based on the fly 
through video most recently shared, will be substantial. 

 

Segment B could be built from the NE to the SW, with the it-in to the current 380 taking place during 
the final stage of construction, which would allow traffic to flow normally for the majority of the 
construction project. Contrast that with Segment A, which impacts a much larger extent of the existing 
road, creating a substantial impact to road traffic during the construction phase. 

 
Since the main project objective, as we have been told, is to improve traffic on 380, the feasibility 
comparison cannot be complete without comparing the impact of the project’s execution on the end it 
pursues. The absence of this comparison on the draft EIS is substantial grounds to revisit the decision. 

 

Wildlife habitat: 

Property 2689146 is a county-designated wildlife habitat with an active management plan. The area is 
home to a substantial population of coyotes, active songbirds, waterfowl, dear, bobcats, and bevers. The 
robust beaver population creates a natural wetland that serves as a habitat unique to the area in that it is 
accessible to nature enthusiasts and large enough to support the numerous species identified above. The 
wetland ecosystem created naturally in this area is an important flood control measure. The EIS is 
performed in the absence of assessing the net impact on watershed due to construction on the Wilson 
Creek corridor to the SE of the proposed project. Reducing the wetland area in the proposed 
development region will put additional strain on the downstream areas of Tucker Hill that are also 
increasingly narrowed and hardened with concrete. AN updated holistic floodplain analysis must be 
undertaken to ascertain the feasibility of safely construction this project, given development outside of 
its boundaries. 

 

Tara Lenney 



From: TED 

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 1:28 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Tucker Hill and 380 Expansion 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

We live on Grassmere Lane and have for almost 6 years.  We fell in love with this neighborhood 

at first sight due to the lovely trees and beautiful craftsman homes.  People from all over come 

year round to take wedding and prom/dance pictures and often have cars stop to take pictures 

and leave nice notes regarding looking at Christmas lights etc.  Once we had a man propose in 

our front yard because he wanted pretty pictures.   

 

Although we have been to meetings, submitted letters and followed the progress of the 380 

expansion, we are now hearing terrible things.  We were encouraged when option B was being 

considered yet that was squashed even though it would cost less which seems crazy.  We then 

came to terms and tried to look at the bright side of option A when we heard it would be below 

ground level.  Now we have learned that it will raise into the sky we are told anywhere from 

900-1700 feet from our backyard.  This week we went and bought a new tree trying to see if 

that would cover the view of this monstrosity from our family room windows even though it 

would not help with noise levels.  If this doesn't help we will be forced to sell at what I am sure 

will be a decreased value from before.  It does seem as if this neighborhood is being singled out 

and discriminated against or sold out as it literally wraps around us on more than one side. As I 

drive the nearby area there is so much undeveloped land this crunch seems unnecessary.   

 

I have also heard that trees and sound barriers will not be provided.  We continue to ask for 

option B to be considered.  If that is no longer an option, I would ask that you consider keeping 

the road below level as it wraps the neighborhood until it has passed the last home to the north 

before it ascends.  I would also ask for plenty of large trees on both sides of Tucker hill being 

affected as well as a sound barrier wall of some sort.  I can't imagine our community pool will 

be very relaxing as we hear the highway noise.  We are obviously doing something wrong here 

since a sound barrier is being provided for the other side of the highway only. 

 

Thank you for you consideration, 

Ted and Jill Kopinski 

 

Sent from Outlook 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Faka.ms%2Fweboutlook&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7C770699ba37034184c57b08db23f0bd20%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638143289091411503%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=HpUDfI1jyq5FFZo3X%2Fbp5msuZrqwZs3hcRP1DgUraC0%3D&reserved=0


From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:36 PM 

To: Support lnbox 

Subject: RE: 380 Bypass 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Support lnbox  

Sent: Friday, February 24, 2023 9:30 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction 
of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT 
for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   
 
 

Sincerely,  
Teresa M. Gahan 

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C70f94c020eed485c80d208db19e15981%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638132227872612754%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=mGfHBMWzTZgePQullX5axDeB4bPaSXF5cKKh4x7xYfs%3D&reserved=0


From: Teri Meier  

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 12:40 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Mr. Endres, 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX.  I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Teri Tallman 



From: Terri Belanger 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 7:25 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 10:06 AM 

To: Terrie Rice  

Subject: RE: US 380 Bypass  

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Terrie Rice  

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 10:46 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: US 380 Bypass  

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction 
of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT 
for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   
 

Terrie Rice 
 

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cac36b4e6129c4f1fd69808db19a68687%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131975222907893%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=1eRfk0dv5yJint%2F%2BrJqZ4CPVIvpBGA2nV40DlUoVgRc%3D&reserved=0


From: Terry Stephenson 

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 9:39 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Bypass Concerns 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr Endres, 

I write you once again about my concerns regarding the Segment A impacts on Tucker Hill, one of 

McKinney’s premier neighborhoods. 

I’m sure by now you’ve gotten numerous emails from Tucker Hill Residents regarding 

• The fact that Segment B impacts fewer homes 

• The fact that Segment B has less environmental impact that Segment A 

• The fact that Segment B is significantly financially less expensive than Segment A 

• TXDot’s putting MainGait’s concerns over the residents of Tucker Hill for whatever reason 

• Noise pollution affecting Tucker Hill residents 

• Community impacts affecting Tucker Hill residents 

• Aesthetic impacts affecting Tucker Hill residents 

• TXDots inaccurate traffic analysis 

• Community cohesion 

• Construction air and noise pollution affecting Tucker Hill residents 

• Segment A’s shift closer to Tucker Hill without notice 

• Alleged invalid comments submitted by Bill Darling impersonating Tucker Hill residents 

 

So, since you’ve probably gotten several comments regarding the above, I would just like to tell you that 

my wife and I are elderly and each have chronic health issues and our concerns are 

• The apparent lack of studies regarding air quality.  The quality of air we breath is very important 

to our overall health.  I fear that the construction while building Segment A and the ongoing air 

pollution after construction will be detrimental to our overall health. 

• The apparent lack of studies regarding noise pollution.  Proper sleep and rest is important to us 

and I fear that the construction noise and the bypass traffic noise will be detrimental to our 

overall health. 

• I really don’t understand the air and sound quality measures used.  Can you explain them to me 

in layman’s terms?  Can you explain to me where the monitors were located in Tucker Hill for 

the studies? 

• Emergency response time during the constructing period.  How will that be addressed? 

• What will happen to the overflow parking at Harvard Park when you take part of their parking 

lot?  Will that overflow into Tucker Hill? 

• Please explain to me why TXDot put MainGait’s concerns over the residents of Tucker Hill… 

 

Thank you for listening to my concerns.  I look forward to your responses and pray that you will 

reconsider and NOT build the Segment A bypass. 

 

Terry & Kathy Stephenson 

7404 Ardmore Street 



From: Terry Stephenson  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 10:24 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Stephen, 

I am a resident of Tucker Hill.  I have voiced my concerns with you prior to Option A being the "preferred 

option" for TxDot.   

I'm trying to understand why Option A was “preferred” over Option B.  I suppose it’s politics.  Maybe 

and airport? 

Option A is less expensive and less disruptive for homes and businesses.  Is it better to spend more 

money ($200 million?), destroy home values and uproot existing businesses rather than move ManeGait 

horses to a different location?  What an unnecessary tax burden to the residents of McKinney.   

Also, why is Billingsly suddenly clearing land (since the announcement of Option A being 

preferred)  close to the new Ridge Road extension to build future apartments, therefore pushing the 

bypass closer to Tucker Hill and destroying existing home values and quality of life in one of the premier 

neighborhoods in McKinney?  That doesn’t seem right! 

If Option A is a go forward, how will you address noise pollution and air pollution for Tucker Hill and 

Stonebridge residents?  How will Tucker Hill residents get in and out of the neighborhood?  Where’s the 

promised Stonebridge extension and Tucker Hill access to it?  Is that politics as well? 

With an Outer Loop being constructed at this very time, why build a bypass or widen 380 at all?  I don’t 

recall any bypasses to 635, 190 or 121? 

Regarding the widening of 380 from the Option A bypass- how will you address the bottlenecks that will 

surely happen going from 12 lanes back down to 6 lanes both eastbound and westbound?  Why widen 

380 for just 2-3 miles creating those future bottlenecks?  Seems like it’ll be worse than what exists 

today.   

If I’m missing something here, please feel free to reply back to me and maybe that will help me 

understand the logic that went in to these, to me, idiotic decisions. 

Terry Stephenson 

 

Sent from Mail for Windows 

 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fgo.microsoft.com%2Ffwlink%2F%3FLinkId%3D550986&data=05%7C01%7CStephen.Endres%40txdot.gov%7Cfcc0bff86ace4703a16b08db1f286563%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638138030609293257%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=yioOYxTWizKAghhASKLhSkQGjjqywynATY2oLbfVeSs%3D&reserved=0


From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 4:35 PM 

To: Terry Stephenson 

Cc: Dan Perge; John Hudspeth; Travis Campbell; Ashton Strong; Grace Lo; Melissa 

Meyer; Tony Hartzel; Madison Schein; Christine Polito; Ceason Clemens 

Subject: RE: Extension period 

 

We received your request to extend the comment period for the US 380 EIS project. 

 

The Notice of Availability (NOA) for Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was posted on January 

20, 2023. 

The public hearing was held on February 16th and 21st. 

The original comment period ended on March 21, 2023. 

 

TxDOT will extend the comment period 15 days one time only to April 5, 2023. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Terry Stephenson   

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 9:19 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Extension period 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

I would like to formally request an extension of the comment period as we need more time to fully evaluate the 
impacts and possible mitigation measures that can be taken to protect Tucker Hill as well as the other communities 
and businesses affected by Option A. 

 

Terry Stephenson 



From: Terry Stephenson  

Sent: Saturday, April 1, 2023 1:55 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Extension  

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Mr. Endres, 
 
I am writing to request an additional extension of time to submit comments for the EIS as our 
lives, our homes, our health, and our safety will be potentially impacted daily by the actions of 
TxDOT. Our neighborhood leaders were waiting for a meeting with TxDOT engineers and 
experts to clarify some of our outstanding questions to help with our comments and after a 
month of waiting were told by TxDOT the meeting would no longer be an option. This has left us 
trying to sort out our study-related questions and hundreds of pages of analysis on our own over 
the past ten days. We have an outstanding list of questions regarding the noise and air pollution 
studies, mitigation, community impacts, traffic data, and the overall process. The city of 
McKinney has agreed to meet with our neighborhood leaders to help with our mitigation 
concerns, but that critical meeting, in order for us to submit proper comments, is pending a date 
that will likely not occur until after April 5.  
Our comments over the past 7 years have largely been shaped by what we learn from the 
TxDOT engineers and experts. According to the NEPA process, we know that once the 
comments have been collected, those comments are what help to shape the next steps of the 
FEIS and ROD. While a meeting with TxDOT would still be our preference, if we are left to 
continue to sort this out independently, we need more time. We were only given notice that our 
questions would not be answered on March 20, 2023. As the regulation allows for a longer 
comment period if deemed necessary to ensure the public and other stakeholders have 
sufficient time to review and provide meaningful input on complex or contentious projects, I 
hope we as homeowners and taxpayers can be afforded this patience and grace as we aim to 
learn more, respond thoughtfully, and protect our families and communities. 
Thank you, 
Terry Stephenson  
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level interchange is proposed at US 75/SH 5 with grade-separated interchanges at 
other primary local roadways depending on the alternative. Shared-use paths 
(SUPs) would be built along the outside of the frontage roads to provide bicycle 
and pedestrian accommodations and to support multi-modal access. The western 
end of the project would transition to an at-grade intersection near Coit Road to 
connect to existing US 380, and a grade-separated interchange would connect the 
east end of the new location alignment to existing US 380 near FM 1827. The 
freeway would be constructed, primarily on new location, within an anticipated 
ROW width ranging from approximately 330 feet to 1,582 feet (US 75 interchange) 
with an average ROW width of approximately 420 feet. Additional ROW would be 
required at interchanges.” 
 
Section 2.2.2 of the DEIS provides further “Descriptions of the Build Alternatives” 
for the project: The four Build Alternatives evaluated in the DEIS are each 
comprised of three segments. The segments were developed to address issues 
specific to the three focus areas identified within the Study Area (Figure 2-8). 
Segments A and B on the west side of the Study Area provide two options for 
connecting to existing US 380, with Segment A being farther east and generally 
following more of the existing US 380 alignment through Prosper, while Segment 
B leaves the existing US 380 alignment farther to the west traveling northeast 
across a part of Prosper planned for development. Segments C and D on the east 
side of the Study Area provide options for crossing the East Fork Trinity River and 
associated floodplain/floodway areas. Segment C stretches farther east out of the 
floodplain crossing sparsely developed lands before turning south to connect to 
existing US 380. Segment D straddles the floodplain for most of its length and 
would be constructed on bridge/structure to minimize effects on the function of the 
floodplain while also avoiding wetlands and sensitive habitats. Segment E is the 
Common Segment shared by all of the Build Alternatives that primarily follows the 
existing alignment of Bloomdale Road along the northern edge of McKinney. 
 
Proposed Alternative in DEIS 
 
The Blue Alternative, which is comprised of Segments A, E, and D, is the Preferred 
Alternative in the DEIS recommended by TxDOT for this project. TxDOT’s 
Selected Alternative will be given in a combined Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (FEIS) and Record of Decision (ROD). 
 
Previous Coordination 
 
After attending an Agency Scoping Meeting on October 29, 2020, TPWD provided 
recommendations on November 23, 2020, for natural resource information, issues, 
or concerns for this project.  TxDOT submitted a request for initial collaborative 
review on January 24, 2022, under the 2021 TxDOT-TPWD MOU and provided 
early environmental documents for review. TPWD provided additional 
recommendations to minimize adverse impacts to natural resources on April 21, 
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2022, and TxDOT provided responses to TPWD’s recommendations on July 6, 
2022.  
 

Recommendation: Please review previous TPWD correspondence in 
Appendix E of the DEIS and consider the recommendations provided, as they 
remain applicable to the project as currently proposed.  TPWD also 
recommends including this letter in Appendix E for Agency Coordination. 
 
Recommendation: As indicated in TPWD’s November 23, 2020, scoping 
letter, TPWD recommended utilizing existing roadways to minimize impacts 
to floodplains, streams, wetlands, wildlife and aquatic habitat, as well as, 
reducing habitat fragmentation from new location roads.  Further, TPWD 
advised against and discouraged the selection of Segments C and D, as both 
eastern segments would impact the East Fork Trinity River, and TPWD also 
noted that TxDOT should consider Segment D rather than Segment C.  The 
Preferred Alternative has high impacts to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest 
and grassland habitat that are valuable to fish and wildlife species.  These 
sensitive areas should be protected to the maximum extent possible.  TPWD 
recommends the consideration of additional modifications to the road 
alignment of the Preferred Alternative’s eastern segment (Blue Alternative) to 
further minimize natural resource impacts. 
 

Comments on the DEIS 
 
Appendix E in the DEIS includes documentation of TPWD’s response on April 21, 
2022, to TxDOT’s initial collaborative review under the 2021 TxDOT-TPWD 
MOU that states “TPWD recommends that the Draft EIS provide all individual 
BMP within a category that TxDOT will commit to implement from TPWD’s 
Beneficial Management Practices: Avoiding, Minimizing, and Mitigating Impacts 
of Transportation Projects on State Natural Resources” (page 19). 
 

Recommendation:  TPWD notes that a newer version of TxDOT’s Form 
“Documentation of Texas Parks and Wildlife Department Best Management 
Practices” (TPWD BMP Form in DEIS) with an effective date of April 2022 
can be accessed on TxDOT’s Natural Resources Toolkit Website (see link: 
300-04-frm.docx (live.com)).  TPWD recommends accessing the newer 
version of the TPWD BMP form to document the BMP for the project and 
updating the DEIS.  
 
Recommendation: TPWD recommends that the full language of all individual 
BMP within a category be added to the TPWD BMP Form in the DEIS dated 
on January 21, 2022 (pages 79-81) in Appendix O and updating the DEIS.  
TPWD understands that this list of project commitments made be revised at a 
later date if a change arises during the period between the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process and construction phase.  The 
TPWD BMP form is the key document of the DEIS for TxDOT to describe all 

https://view.officeapps.live.com/op/view.aspx?src=https%3A%2F%2Fftp.txdot.gov%2Fpub%2Ftxdot-info%2Fenv%2Ftoolkit%2F300-04-frm.docx&wdOrigin=BROWSELINK
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proposed measures to avoid and minimize impacts to wildlife and fish species 
and their habitats prior to, during, and after construction for the project.  A full 
description of the proposed measures provides a clear record of commitments 
to enable the public and other local, state, and federal agencies to understand 
how TxDOT plans to avoid and minimize impacts to natural resources from 
this project.  It is important to further clarify and address these measures that 
will be taken by TxDOT to reduce environmental impacts in the DEIS. 

 
Impact to Vegetation/Wildlife Habitat 
 
The Preferred Alternative includes a mixture of habitat types, including prairies, 
grasslands, riparian forests, and woodlands, that covers approximately 468.7 acres 
(601.4 acres W/Spur) out of the proposed right-of-way’s (ROW) 1,083.5 acres.  
The Preferred Alternative may permanently impact the most forested habitat and 
the next most grassland habitat through the clearing of vegetation. Herbaceous 
species would be used to revegetate the exposed areas of soil. 
 

Recommendation:  TPWD recommends using site planning and construction 
techniques to avoid or minimize disturbance to native vegetation and preserve 
existing native trees, shrubs, grasses and forbs, and aquatic and wetland 
systems.  Locally adapted native species should be used in landscaping and 
revegetation for vegetation impacted by the project to benefit wildlife.  Also, 
where possible, clearing of understory vegetation should be minimized 
because such vegetation provides habitat to many different species of wildlife. 
Natural buffers contiguous to any stream or wetland should remain 
undisturbed to preserve wildlife cover, food sources, and travel corridors if 
possible. 

 
Water Resources 
 
The Preferred Alternative identified an estimated 35.65 acres of water features 
within the environmental footprint and would permanently impact 10,353 linear 
feet of streams (10,712 linear feet W/Spur) and 1.10 acres of wetlands. The 
Preferred Alternative would have the greatest permanent impact on streams and 
wetlands.  Bridges and elevated road sections would be used to span streams and 
wetlands, vegetation clearing of streams and forested wetlands would be 
minimized, and placement of fill material would be minimized in jurisdictional 
areas. TxDOT would purchase mitigation credits from stream and wetland banks 
within service area.  An Individual Standard Permit under Section 404 is not 
expected.   
 

Recommendation:  TPWD appreciates that TxDOT will incorporate the use 
of bridges and elevated road sections in the project design to span streams and 
wetlands.  TPWD continues to recommend the selection of the alignment with 
the least impact to streams and wetlands for the project.  Care should be taken 
to avoid multiple crossings of rivers and creeks and therefore removing large 
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sections of riparian habitat.  River and creek crossings should be located in 
previously disturbed areas and in areas where vegetation removal or 
disturbance can be avoided or minimized to prevent further fragmentation of 
the riparian corridors associated with these waterways. 

 
Invasive Species 
 
The DEIS does not address the potential of the project to introduce or spread 
invasive plants and animals during construction activities that may require 
equipment and materials to come into contact with inland water bodies. The 
colonization by invasive species, including harmful fish, shellfish, and plants, 
should be actively prevented when entering or leaving waters at the project site. 
 

Recommendation:  TPWD recommends implementing the following 
Invasive Species BMP to prevent the inadvertent transfer of invasive plants 
and animals to and from the project site as outlined in TPWD’s Beneficial 
Management Practices: Avoiding, Minimizing, and Mitigating Impacts of 
Transportation Projects on State Natural Resources (Version September 
17, 2021). 
 
• For all work in water bodies designated as ‘infested’ or ‘positive’ for 

invasive zebra (Dreissena polymorpha) or quagga mussels (Dreissena 
bugensis) on http://texasinvasives.org/zebramussels/ as well as waters 
downstream of these lakes, all machinery, equipment, vessels, or 
vehicles coming in contact with such waters should be cleaned prior to 
leaving the site to remove any mud, plants, organisms, or debris, water 
drained (if applicable), and dried completely before use in another 
water body to prevent the potential spread of invasive mussels. 

• Care should be taken to prevent the spread of aquatic and terrestrial 
invasive plants during construction activities.  Educate contractors on 
how to identify common invasive plants and the importance of proper 
equipment cleaning, transport, and disposal of invasive plants in a 
manner and location that prevents spread when invasive plants are 
removed during construction. 

• Care should be taken to avoid the spread of aquatic invasive plants such 
as giant Salvinia (Salvinia molesta), common salvinia (Salvinia 
minima), hydrilla (Hydrilla verticillata), water hyacinth (Eichhornia 
spp.), Eurasian watermilfoil (Myriophyllum spicatum), water lettuce 
(Pistia stratiotes), and alligatorweed (Alternanthera philoxeroides) 
from infested water bodies into areas not currently infested. All 
machinery, equipment, vessels, boat trailers, or vehicles coming in 
contact with waters containing aquatic invasive plant species should be 
cleaned prior to leaving the site to remove all aquatic plant material and 
dried completely before use on another water body to prevent the 
potential spread of invasive plants. Removed plants should be 
transported for disposal in a secure manner to prevent dispersal. 
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• Colonization by invasive plants should be actively prevented on 
disturbed sites in terrestrial habitats.  Vegetation management should 
include removing or chemically treating invasive species as soon as 
practical while allowing the existing native plants to revegetate the 
disturbed areas; repeated removal or treatment efforts may be needed. 
Only native or non-invasive plants should be planted. Care should be 
taken to avoid mowing invasive giant reed (Arundo donax), which 
spreads by fragmentation, and to clean equipment if inadvertently 
mowed to prevent spread. If using hay bales for sediment control, use 
locally grown weed-free hay to prevent the spread of invasive species.  
Leave the hay bales in place and allow them to break down, as this acts 
as mulch assisting in revegetation.  

• Aquatic invasive species (e.g., tilapias (Oreochromis spp., Tilapia 
zillii), suckermouth armored catfish (Hypostomus plecostomus, 
Pterigoplichthys spp.), Asian clams (Corbicula fluminea), zebra 
mussels (Dreissena polymorpha)) or those not native to the 
subwatershed should not be relocated but rather should be dispatched. 
Invasive mussels attached to native mussels should be removed and 
destroyed or disposed prior to relocation of the native mussels. 
Prohibited aquatic invasive species, designated as such in 31 TAC 
§57.112, should be killed upon possession. 

 
TPWD appreciates the opportunity to provide comments and recommendations for 
the DEIS of this project. If you have any questions, please contact me at (512) 389-
4579 or Suzanne.Walsh . 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Suzanne Walsh 
Ecological and Environmental Planning Program 
Wildlife Division 
 
SCW:49911 
 
 



From: tezarah reagan  

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 4:59 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of 
Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand 
TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on 
McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall 
disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 
McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the 
US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 
 

Thank you for your time, 
Tezarah Reagan  



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 10:01 AM 

To: TFC 

Subject: RE: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: TFC   

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 11:48 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner very close to segment A and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE 
the construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed 
by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cb5eac1b9daa642d0b31c08db19a608b6%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131973114427812%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=VFUnXf81PNIcXRiiYNgzl8lxaCiWWeM7G%2FvNJEH2XDk%3D&reserved=0
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April 3, 2023 

 

 

 

TxDOT Dallas District 
ATTN:  Stephen Endres, P.E. 
4777 East US Highway 80 
Mesquite, TX  75150 
Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov 

 

RE:  FM 1827 and Future US 380 Interchange 

 

 

Per our April 2, 2022 letter, the Town Council is still in favor of the Segment D alignment. 

New Hope Road is a primary conduit providing access to E University drive, and as such, a conduit to 

Princeton, downtown McKinney, Sam Rayburn Tollway and Central Expressway (75) for southbound 

traffic for New Hope residents. 

In the proposals that we have viewed in the February 2023 public hearings, the direct connection 

between New Hope Road and E University Drive will be severed as presented in Inset G alternative 

design. 

Instead, westbound traffic from New Hope Road will need to travel northwest on the proposed US 380 

bypass and then need to use a turn-around to return to access downtown McKinney, Sam Rayburn 

Tollway and Central Expressway (75). Alternatively, traffic would need to use FM 2933 and follow a 

similar path to access downtown McKinney, Sam Rayburn Tollway and Central Expressway (75). 

This will create an overwhelming burden on FM 2933 and does not provide a significantly better route 

than the New Hope Rd/proposed US 380 bypass route. 

Traffic bound for Princeton would also then naturally route through Tarvin Rd/CR 337. Tarvin/337 is a 

narrow county road and not constructed to be used as a main thoroughfare. 

This solution of severing the direct connection between New Hope Road and E University drive is 

therefore an unacceptable proposal. 

Please advise as to an alternative routing/solution that does not sever the New Hope Road / E University 

Drive connection. 

Respectfully, 

 

 

The Town Council of New Hope 

Collin County, Texas 

mailto:Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov


From: Thomas Bald  

Sent: Thursday, March 23, 2023 12:38 PM 

To: ; Stephen 

Endres 

Subject: US 380 Bypass Northeast McKinney 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

I strongly oppose Segment C and support Segment D. There are too many environmental concerns with 

Segment C. Texas Parks and  Wildlife prefers Segment D. 

 

I’m also concerned that many more residents, businesses and community services are affected by 

Segment C. 

 

Once again, I oppose Segment C! 



From: Thomas Bald 

Sent: Thursday, March 23, 2023 12:39 PM 

To: ; Stephen 

Endres 

Subject: US 380 Bypass Northeast McKinney 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

I strongly oppose Segment C and support Segment D. There are too many environmental concerns with 

Segment C. Texas Parks and  Wildlife prefers Segment D. 

 

I’m also concerned that many more residents, businesses and community services are affected by 

Segment C. 

 

Once again, I oppose Segment C! 



From: Thomas George  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 8:33 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Best regards, 

Thomas George 



From: Thomas Titus 

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 8:02 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly oppose the construction of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass 

from Coit Road to FM 1827.  

 

Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden, destroy 

fewer businesses and homes.  I would expect an office in our state government to not make decisions that cost the 

taxpayers more money. 

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Thomas L Titus  



From:  

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 4:18 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Thomas Mitchell 

 



From: tom vandenbush 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 4:51 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Regards 

Thomas Vandenbush 

6100 Belle court 

McKinney Texas 75072 

972-922-3533 

 

 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 9:43 AM 

To: Tim-Melody Easterwood  

Subject: RE: 2500 FM 2933, McKinney, TX 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Tim-Melody Easterwood   

Sent: Monday, February 27, 2023 11:43 AM 

To  Stephen Endres 

<Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 2500 FM 2933, McKinney, TX 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Good afternoon, 
This email is written to ask you to please do your research and consider how the 
proposed Route C negatively affects so many areas.  My sister has had her ranch 
(above address) for years and has poured her life and soul into this place.  It is beautiful 
and important.  So many homes, businesses and community resources will be 
negatively impacted if the proposed highway proceeds with the Route C plan.  There 
are clearly other options that have way less impact on the community and the beauty of 
this area. 
 
Please do your job and do it well by considering your constituents and voting NO to the 
Route C plan.  This is not just a highway....it is people's lives and future.  Thank you for 
your consideration and I am praying that you make the right choice. 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C91b30aeaf4864c65d83d08db19a5e4ed%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131972514589717%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=jcfdfQsHIEZDc%2FBYuPR2Jp9srMULVAYERoVvs5BNV6U%3D&reserved=0


From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 9:56 AM 

To: Tim Leeth  

Subject: RE: 380 Bypass 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Tim Leeth   

Sent: Sunday, February 26, 2023 9:07 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827.   

 

Thank you 

 

Tim Leeth 

7708 Rockdale Road  

McKinney TX 75071 

214-425-7656 

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C958d776b3e104a1a8efd08db19a57a18%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131970719945990%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=WHjlEyjlbHS75k2lvrA%2BZXpqyVP4NVvXB4FH6%2Bd4qjE%3D&reserved=0


From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 10:06 AM 

To: Timothy Siemers  

Subject: RE: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Timothy Siemers   

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 10:14 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hi Stephen, 

 

As a homeowner in Stonebridge Ranch, McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A 

and instead support Segment B proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Segment A would dramatically lower our home property values and destroy the peaceful environment 

we all currently enjoy. 

 

Thank you, 

Tim Siemers 

414 Treeline Drive 

McKinney, TX 75072 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Ca9e8a3bfa82b495a8e8708db19a6871b%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131975232906059%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=qhsGGTaDnc2hks03xyMvAgAltMUKJmwRBcppiSjXlUg%3D&reserved=0


To whom it may concern:

As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of
Segment A over Segment B is fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150
million more, applies criteria to support their decision inconsistently, and provides
numerous biased, false, and inconsistent findings in their environmental study.
Furthermore, there is objective evidence of political maneuvering, campaigning, and
rezoning efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed
TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn these actions as unethical and improper.

The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021), decisions on an alignment
must be based on what is practical and feasible from a technical and economic
standpoint, rather than what is desirable from the standpoint of the agency (i.e,
TxDOT).

As a McKinney homeowner, I believe a bypass may be required to support growth in the
northern corridor. However, in selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do
harm to a significant percentage of McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant
fiscal irresponsibility. This decision is made more egregious with the existence of a
viable lower impact alternative. It appears irrefutable that Segment B is the better
alternative and that there are serious flaws in the conclusions reached by TxDOT and in
the underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS).

Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants that
cause harm to humans and a rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current
and future impacts. If TxDOT will not mitigate these harms, then TxDOT should at the
very least do a rigorous analysis of these harms and explicitly note the opportunities we
forgo with the current preferred alignment. The pollution appendices are missing critical
analyses and portions are invalid as presented. This project should not proceed until
those egregious omissions and errors are corrected.

In order to ensure resolution and the creation of the best project possible, we request
that:

● TxDOT issue a second draft of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in the
current draft EIS.

● Any Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) have a 90-day review period,
with an official public comment period, and that the FEIS be unbundled from the
Record of Decision



The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A:

● Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes 2 versus 5. However, segment A
is one mile longer, has 6 new interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential
major utility conflicts versus just two for Segment B and displaces 15 businesses
versus zero businesses for Segment B.

● Segment B would have less of an environmental impact. Segment A would
encroach on twice the wetland acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and
streams and more acreage of forests, prairies and grasslands than Segment B.
Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged over 150
years. Finally, there would be no hazardous material sites impacted on Segment
B and TXDOT has identified 2 with Segment A.

● Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to
the taxpayers is that the estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M
more than Segment B.

● Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380
Highway increasing the risk of work zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic
patterns. Additionally, the requirement to lower the existing grade in bedrock and
cantilever local lanes in a restricted ROW width, while preferred for the longterm,
will significantly increase the construction time, safety risk and disruption
compared to route B. Priority has not been given to safety and the increased risk
of fatal accidents, including those induced by a change in grade and, not one, but
two 90 degree turns.

● TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned
future residential homes. It appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of
unidentified future residents, property investors or developers over the impact of
existing McKinney residents. The voices of the current residents should be a
priority over unidentified future residents.

● TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed
residences under construction west of Custer Road. Once again, this appears to
accrue to the benefit of future residents or current investors, not the current
residents of McKinney.

● TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic
Horsemanship property, the subject of substantial public concern”. In fact, there
is no great “public concern” over MainGait. The facility does serve a noble
purpose, but that purpose is nowhere near the public concern of the impact to the
existing residents of Tucker Hill who include retired veterans, disabled residents
(both young and old), seniors 55+ and countless children. More concerning to



members of Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney community is that TxDOT
calls out the impact of the ROW to the property belonging to the founder of
MainGait. The founder of MainGait is no ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill Darling,
a former real estate developer and home builder who stands to gain personally
by the selection of Segment A over B. In particular, Bill Darling and/or other
associates of the Darling company, leveraged ownership of 43 Tucker Hill lots to
submit comments against Segment B in favor of Segment A – essentially
impersonated residents of Tucker Hill. TxDOT’s own findings indicate that the
continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and has stated Segment B
“would not make the ManeGait inaccessible to persons with disabilities and
would not violate the Americans with Disabilities Act.” Furthermore and perhaps
most egregious is that ManeGait stated and TxDOT perpetuated the false claim
that ManeGait provides “essential” services to protected citizens, which was a
misrepresentation and may have swayed public opinion.

In direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT still concluded Segment A was the
preferred route option.

TxDOT relied on the EIS to support their conclusion. Of critical concern to Tucker Hill
and the greater McKinney community is what appears to be flaws in the underlying
TxDOT analysis and interpretation of the EIS. I will attempt to detail each of my
concerns individually. My comments however, are not meant to be a complete listing of
the errors or omissions in the study, but simply those that this compressed timeframe
has allowed me to identify.

Noise Pollution
The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased. The importance of this
is underscored by the existing scientific literature showing the association between
traffic and related noise on physical and mental health. The study evaluated only a
single barrier south of the community. It appears the study was biased toward providing
more data around MainGait, a facility with transient guests, then Tucker Hill, a
community of over 380 homes with plans for over 600. Additionally, it appears that
there has been no regard taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous veteran residents, elderly
residents or our residents with disabilities – collectively, who likely outnumber
MainGait’s transient guests. In fact, Tucker Hill was classified, by TxDOT, as a
standard residential area with an acceptable NAC level of 67 and precluded from
participating in any future noise studies. This is both incorrect and unacceptable.
Tucker Hill is a “front porch” community and every home is designed with a front porch
that encourages outdoor activities and interactions between neighbors. Tucker Hill



should be reclassified as Category A to preserve the essence of the neighborhood and
the neighborhood should be included in any future noise abatement studies.

The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise on
the community. Yet, TxDOT, while proposing to surround the neighborhood on both the
south and east side with a highway, believes the noise impact to be acceptable. TxDOT
has not met their burden in any way, and moving forward with flawed data will cause
irreparable harm to the residents of Tucker Hill, especially the young, elderly and
disabled who do not regularly leave the neighborhood. A new noise study must be
conducted with more receptors and sound barriers across both the south and east side
of the neighborhood must be included in any Segment A option. Finally, it appears
untenable that TxDOT could make any conclusion about the noise impact on Tucker Hill
without fully understanding the impact of their proposed Segment A shift on the east
side of the neighborhood.

Community Impacts
TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park and the Tucker Hill Community
Center in their community impact study as the only community spaces without
identifying the population they serve. First, Tucker Hill houses a community center, two
town squares, two community parks, a community pool, a dog park, two fire pits, an
amphitheater and a rooftop event space in the Harvard Park commercial area. The
community spaces can be found filled with residents on almost any sunny day. Tucker
Hill hosts many little league practices from Prosper and McKinney in our neighborhood
parks and is a Christmas Holiday destination for people all across the region to visit our
lighted homes. Furthermore, the community has a long history of events supporting
organizations like Ethan for Autism, 29 Acres and the Down Syndrome Guild of Dallas.
TxDOT has not demonstrated that they have completed any research into the impacted
population (including children of all ages, elderly, seniors 55+, veterans and residents
with disabilities) of these facilities. Once again, this is an egregious omission and
appears to show substantial bias for MainGait and other facilities that serve guests as
opposed to residents.

Aesthetic Impacts
TxDOT has not completed the required aesthetic impact analysis for the whole project.

Traffic Analysis
TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed. TxDOT’s original traffic projection
methodology was deemed to be incomplete and inconsistent by the Texas A&M
Transportation Institute (TTI) in September of 2020. In March 2021, TTI noted that they
still had not been provided traffic data for the “No Build vs Build scenarios”. At that time



, TTI deemed that the growth rates used in the revised study were acceptable for
“short-term growth (from 2020 to the pivot year of 2040)”. Unfortunately, TxDOT has not
addressed how their growth rate calculation using a linear regression could be
acceptable if the baseline year for traffic growth is 2020. In every commercial or
municipal environment, 2020 is seen as a data anomaly because of the impact of the
pandemic and an unacceptable baseline for comparative purposes of any kind.
TxDOT’s traffic analysis continues to be flawed and incomplete.

Two 90 degree curves
More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a horizontal curve, and the
average crash rate for horizontal curves is about three times that of other types of
highway segments
(https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/). In 2022 the
United States Department of Transportation released their National Roadway Safety
Strategy, which endorsed zero fatalities as the national goal and promotes building
safety into the design of roads. TxDOT did not compare the safety risks including injury
and fatality based on the highway designs of alternatives A and B. Segment A (the
current preferred alignment) has two 90 degree curves. It also does not appear that
TxDOT considered this safety risk in their decision.

As such, TxDOT must include an analysis that compares alternatives A and B on the
probability of accidents, injury, and fatalities. In addition, TxDOT must justify why they
would choose a more dangerous alignment and one that goes against the US
Department of Transportation’s strategy.

Community Cohesion
TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to Tucker
Hill with Segment A and that there appears to be existing cohesion between Whitley
Place, Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper and Walnut Grove due to school districting
once again is incorrect and appears to show a bias or, simply, a failure to conduct
proper research.

Segment A will effectively sever Tucker Hill on both the south and eastern sides of the
neighborhood from McKinney. This is atypical and will leave Tucker Hill, established
within the city limits of McKinney in 2008, as the only established subdivision completely
blocked off from McKinney on two sides of the neighborhood. In fact, the highway will
sever Tucker Hill from the districted school, Reeves Elementary in Auburn Hills. It will
also impact and, possibly, imperil the plans to connect Tucker Hill to both the school and
the hike and bike trail system already in the city’s plans. The City of McKinney has
noted in their planning documents and as Mayor Fuller reiterated in his email to Ceason



Clemons and TxDOT staff dated February 26th, 2023, Tucker Hill is a significant asset to
the city.

What may be most troubling, though, is TxDOT’s conclusion that somehow there is no
cohesion impact when cutting Tucker Hill off from Reeves Elementary, but there
appears to be an impact to the Prosper neighborhoods due to school zoning. However,
the Walnut Grove neighborhood is not districted for Prosper ISD. The Mansions of
Prosper neighborhood and the Luxe Prosper neighborhood are districted for different
elementary and high schools than the Whitley Place neighborhood. In fact, Mansions of
Prosper and Luxe Prosper share school zoning with Tucker Hill. The correct
conclusion here should have been that given the shared school zoning between these
neighborhoods (Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper, Tucker Hill and Auburn Hills) and
the fact that Tucker Hill would become the only established subdivision to be severed
from McKinney by the highway on two sides, with respect to community cohesion,
Segment B is clearly the better alternative.

Construction and Noise Pollution
TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to construction and noise
pollution. According to the TxDOT handbook this is incorrect and TxDOT must also
include:

“Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This section of the EA must
identify and explain any impacts associated with construction activities. This
includes light pollution; impacts associated with physical construction activity,
temporary lane, road or bridge closures (including detours); and other traffic
disruptions. Include the expected duration of any construction impacts, and
explain any BMPs or other strategies that will be used to mitigate such
impacts.”

TxDOT must outline and detail all potential impacts during construction for both
proposed Segments A and B and appropriately evaluate those impacts as part of the
study. Importantly, TxDOT should provide all impacts and mitigation strategies related
to construction prior to proceeding. Critically, with respect to Tucker Hill and the
surrounding neighborhoods, what are the plans for egress to the neighborhood during
construction and how will those plans impact the response time of emergency vehicles
to points within the neighborhood?

Shift Closer to Tucker Hill
TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the
already flawed analysis that produced a preference for Segment A creates an unfair



burden on the residents of Tucker Hill. Once again, TxDOT appears to be showing a
callous bias toward ‘future development’ rather than a commitment to current residents.
It is impossible to fully understand the additional noise pollution, air pollution and other
effects without additional study. It’s important to note that even with this new shifted
Segment A, the cost to construct Segment B would be $100M less than Segment A.
TxDOT’s actions are placing the residents of Tucker Hill in an untenable position and
are knowingly causing irreparable harm to the community in favor of future
development. I strongly object to the proposed shift of the A alignment.

Air Pollution
Air pollution is a documented public health emergency, and can affect every organ in the
body, including cognition. Children and the elderly are disproportionately vulnerable to
air pollution, specifically PM2.5, and more so if they live in close proximity to a highway.
Air pollution can cause a multitude of diseases in adults, including heart disease, and
can breach the placental barrier during pregnancy, causing miscarriages and birth
defects. These impacts are well documented and have been noted in academic studies
for over a decade. TxDOT should not proceed with this project until they have
conducted a full study of existing and future air pollution on this highway, both at the
regional scale and immediately adjacent to the highway. TxDOT must be compliant with
EPA’s health-based National Ambient Air Quality Standards.

The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill neighborhood on the South
and East sides. Winds in McKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-East
meaning that for more days than not air pollution will be blown and settled on the
residents of Tucker Hill.

It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT utilized an airspeed
of 1 MPH. The average wind speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the prevailing
winds are from the south and south-east. It appears that additional study must be
completed to correctly understand what the adverse effects of air pollution would be on
the Tucker Hill population. Additionally, if Segment A is selected, monitoring devices
must be installed to monitor air quality before, during and after construction.

The DEIS fails to address air pollution from traffic beyond tailpipe emissions. A growing
body of academic research cites brake wear and tire friction as primary pollutants from
traffic. The DEIS has not addressed either of these sources of pollutants, nor does it
address benzene or Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs). We request that TxDOT
complete detailed analyses of each of these pollutants, and compare pollutant levels on
380 (for each pollutant) to expected levels during and after construction Segment A.



The DEIS notes in several places that expected proliferation of electric vehicles (EVs)
should improve air pollution in this corridor. This is not only abdicating responsibility for
mitigating air pollution, but a misrepresentation of electric vehicles and their
environmental benefits. While EVs do reduce tailpipe emissions from internal
combustion engines (ICEs), they do nothing to reduce pollution from non-tailpipe
sources including brake dust and tire friction. Pollution from tire friction may worsen in
EVs due to increases in vehicle weight from electric batteries. Further, Texas’ electric
grid is far from clean, and EVs that source their energy from unclean sources are,
therefore, unclean themselves.

The Mobile Source Air Toxins analysis in the DEIS is lacking and includes only a
qualitative analysis. The DEIS claims that MSAT will decrease with time because of
improved federal standards. We argue that this is an outsourcing of responsibility to
mitigate air pollution in the 380 corridor, and request that TxDOT complete a
quantitative MSAT analysis and a health impact assessment for all criteria pollutants.

Quality of Comments Collected
As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in
soliciting comments. In addition to submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill
residents, comments were solicited via Facebook with no links to the underlying studies
or segment alternatives. TxDOT must vet all of the comments collected during the
scoping project fully and determine that they were legitimately provided by residents. If
the comments were not legitimate, they should be stricken from the project record.

NEPA
Paraphrasing from The Council on Environmental Quality (2021), TxDOT is obligated to
evaluate feasible alternatives in enough detail so that a reader can compare and
contrast the environmental effects of the various alternatives. Of note, NEPA reasonable
alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from the technical and economic
standpoint, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of TxDOT.

“NEPA is About People and Places”

"Impacts include ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health
impacts, whether adverse or beneficial. It is important to note that human beings are
part of the environment (indeed, that is why Congress used the phrase “human



environment” in NEPA), so when an EIS is prepared and economic or social and natural
or physical environmental effects are interrelated, the EIS should discuss all of these
effects."

It is clear that TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst,
unsavory. I ask that TxDOT respond to each of the issues discussed. As it stands, if
TxDOT proceeds with their preferred Segment A they will be irreparably harming the
residents of Tucker Hill, unfairly seizing the residents’ ability to enjoy their
neighborhood, severing them from their broader community and, potentially, justifying it
with a fatally flawed Environmental Impact Study.

Regards,
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From: Tim Skowronski <

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 5:31 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Cc: Cara Skowronski 

Subject: US 380 Segment A impact and concern 

Attachments: US 380 Segement A Comments vJB.pdf 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Stephen,  

 

I hope you are well.  I am a resident of the Tucker Hill community north of 380 just east of Stonebridge 

Road.  I am writing because I am concerned.  I am concerned about safety and quality of life.  I am 

concerned about environmental impact and cost.  I am concerned about the short and long term 

impacts of the project that seems to have many unanswered questions. 

 

I do not believe the best interest of McKinney, including our neighborhood, has been fully considered 

for the acceptance of Segment A in the 380 bypass project.  Our neighborhood has pulled together a 

document that I implore you to spend time reviewing and responding to while considering this project.   

 

Thank you. 

 

Tim Skowronski 

7204 Cheltenham Ave 

313-598-9799 



From: Tim Snow 

Sent: Thursday, March 30, 2023 2:22 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 BYPASS route A vs route B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Texas Department of Transportation, McKinney, and Prosper, 

I am writing to express my concern about the proposed 380 Bypass highway project, 

specifically the portion that will span the cities of McKinney and Prosper known as route 

A and Route B. According to the TX DOT, the purpose of this project is to manage 

congestion, improve traffic flow, and enhance safety. However, it has come to my 

attention that there are two plans for the end of the highway, and it is painfully obvious 

to any reasonable person that Plan A is not the best option for the Texas tax payer and 

residence. 

Plan A would require the highway to go through just one city, at a higher expense to the 

tax payer, and would not bypass as much of the major roadway. This plan would force 

the road to run from north to south, which is not ideal for alleviating traffic from east to 

west. Plan B, on the other hand, is the most cost-effective plan as it would go mostly 

through McKinney and run through Plano for about a mile. Plan B would bypass 

highway 380, avoid cutting off the entire community of Tucker Hill from the city, and 

displace only an additional 3 residences, a horse farm, and "planned" communities, a 

minimal impact considering the scope of the project and future implication for efficiency 

and safety. 

It is concerning to hear that special interests in Prosper are putting pressure on the 

government to build the more expensive and inefficient highway, despite the fact that 

its residents will also benefit from the bypass. It is unethical for Prosper to insist that it 

does not bear any land annexation when its residents will enjoy traffic relief as well. 

Plan A reduces the efficacy of every major stated goal of the DOT . As taxpayers and 

residents, we must look at the long-term benefits and costs of each plan. Plan B is the 

best option as it is more cost-effective and better meets the need for bypassing 

highway 380, improving east-west traffic flow, and enhancing safety. We must consider 

the impact that the project will have on the community and the environment for 

decades to come. 



Therefore, I urge the Texas Department of Transportation, McKinney, and Prosper to 

build Plan B. Furthermore, I suggest that if the taxpayers of Prosper want to build a 

more expensive roadway to their advantage, then their taxpayers should bear the 

expense. This is a fair and just approach that ensures that each city bears the cost of 

their respective projects. 

Thank you for considering my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

 

Timothy Snow 



From: Tim Montgomery 

Sent: Wednesday, March 29, 2023 9:19 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 Bypass Public Comment - Opposition to segment A  

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Enders, 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, Texas, I strongly OPPOSE the construction of 

Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT 

has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney 

residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 

Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney.  

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from 

Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely,  

 

Timothy Montgomery  

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:45 PM 

To: Todd  

Subject: RE: Strong Opposition to Segment A 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Todd  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 10:21 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Strong Opposition to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hi Stephen, 

 

If you are still considering input, my vote is NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of 

Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Segment A would very negatively impact the area where I live. 

 

Thanks for your consideration. 

 

Todd Huthmaker 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Ccdb4fb04ecf5444ea8a408db19e0caf1%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638132225487231925%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=UjTALHU48%2Fd3XB6%2BX2SoTGwGLQzYgKQTVsylFzUMJ0Q%3D&reserved=0


From: Pegram, Todd 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 5:21 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

[CONFIDENTIALITY AND PRIVACY NOTICE] Information transmitted by this email is proprietary to 

Medtronic and is intended for use only by the individual or entity to which it is addressed, and may 

contain information that is private, privileged, confidential or exempt from disclosure under applicable 

law. If you are not the intended recipient or it appears that this mail has been forwarded to you without 

proper authority, you are notified that any use or dissemination of this information in any manner is 

strictly prohibited. In such cases, please delete this mail from your records. To view this notice in other 

languages you can either select the following link or manually copy and paste the link into the address 

bar of a web browser: http://emaildisclaimer.medtronic.com  



From: Todd Pegram  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 5:23 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A...PLEASE!!! Choose Segment B! 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

--  

Todd Pegram 

865-399-9309 



-----Original Message----- 

From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:41 PM 

To: Carolyn Fredricks 

Subject: RE: NO to Segment A YES to Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Carolyn Fredricks  

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 8:15 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: NO to Segment A YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Comment: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly 

OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by 

TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Tom and Carolyn Fredricks 

 

Sent from my iPhone 

 

[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) 

message]<https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsa

fety%2Ftraffic-safety-

campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C8e89018165c34f

23f66708db19e0ef02%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638132226090442475

%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6

Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=J0wIPIWBV1%2FjIb9yDdg1xZ2Lur7ieYxSHmI2vwtCPPY%3D&rese

rved=0> 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 8:48 AM
To: Tom Weslocky 
Subject: RE: 380 Bypass Route C Protest
 
Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary.
 
Stephen Endres
214-320-4469
 
 

From: Tom Weslocky  
Sent: Sunday, February 19, 2023 6:04 PM
To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>
Subject: Fwd: 380 Bypass Route C Protest
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Mr. Endres
 
I am writing to express my concern for the Highway 380 Bypass Route C option. It will be
catastrophic. Not only would this option destroy many, many beloved homes and businesses, but
human beings, livestock, and other domestic animals, not to mention the surrounding wildlife and
beautiful nature that the community enjoys so much. There are historic hundred year old peach,
pecan, and plum trees in this section. Hay is grown and cut here for rescue animals who live on
this land. We live in a fast-paced world, and it is so wonderful to have an escape as close as
McKinney to enjoy.
 
Folks from all over north Texas enjoy what McKinney and the McKinney countryside has to offer.
Route C will forever change this, and these communities will suffer, particularly in the areas of
Route C containing sections 416, 417, 418, 419, 420, and 421.  Many residents from McKinney

mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
mailto:sbagwellrudy@burnsmcd.com
mailto:chsmith@burnsmcd.com
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7C3e16b085e5ab464a262408db13525802%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638125016607266946%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=O0Q6U%2Fow1hrKj3Ur3SS1YGzFpKghgR%2FSuQhGHhcQP08%3D&reserved=0
mailto:tom.weslocky@gmail.com
mailto:Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov


and other surrounding communities enjoy the ranch life, and families, at-risk youth, and church
ministries alike love to learn about nature, wildlife preservation, agriculture, biology, equine
management, and more in these areas. 
 
Please consider Route D as an alternative to Route C. The environmental impact assessments have
already been completed for Route D, which is no easy, quick, or cheap task.  There are also
substantially less homes and businesses which are affected through Route D.  Six community
recourses will be affected by Route C, whereas none will be affected by Route D.
 
I certainly hope the right decision will be made, trusting that you are smart, good stewards of the
trust and confidence that has been placed in you as representatives of the people, and that you
care deeply about the community of McKinney and its surrounding areas.
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. Remember - "C=CATASTROPHIC, D=DECENT."
 
Sincerely,
 
Tom Weslocky
 
 

 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsafety%2Ftraffic-safety-campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Csbagwellrudy%40burnsmcd.com%7C3e16b085e5ab464a262408db13525802%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638125016607266946%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=qD2hsdME%2F25WtHP2a5NUV4QNEU3c56gA6KFPvzzKu1o%3D&reserved=0


From: Toni Jenkins  

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 5:12 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Sent from Mail for Windows 

 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fgo.microsoft.com%2Ffwlink%2F%3FLinkId%3D550986&data=05%7C01%7Cstephen.endres%40txdot.gov%7Cad8c8e59b44d42b311db08db1fc5f5fb%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638138707338259289%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Yr8FB138DBshXO87yFy1BqDvymIFidDcIsBflhsBLPU%3D&reserved=0


From: Toni Portmann 

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 2:08 PM 

To:  Stephen 

Endres 

Subject: 380 bypass route C & D; OPPOSE C 100%  

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

ON THE ISSUE OF 380 BYPASS ROUTE C & D;   

 

PLEASE OPPOSE ROUTE C 100%  !!! 

 

Here is why: 

 

• Severely damages one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin County 

• Destroy 71% more acres of forests and woodlands 

• Destroys 141% more acres of grassland and prairie  

• Disturbs the wetland that serve as refuge for wildlife including beavers, river otters, 

turtles, migratory and non-migratory water and forest birds, frogs, etc. 

• Eliminates a large area of suitable habitat for endangered/threatened species. 

• Affects and displaces 383% more of homes ( 29 versus 6), 300% more businesses ( 6 

versus 4) 

• Affects and displaces more community resources 

• Strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife 

 

Please OPPOSE 380 BYPASS ROUTE C!                                                                      

 

Here is why! 

 





 

Sent from my iPhone 

 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Date: March 15, 2023 at 1:50:51 PM CDT 

To: Tonya Riggs 

Subject: RE: Blue Route 

  

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

There is an interactive map on the public hearing website. 

  

US380EIS | Keep It Moving Dallas 

  

US 380 Coit Road to FM 1827 Interactive Map - 01232023 (arcgis.com) 

  

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

  

  

From: Tonya Riggs   

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 7:59 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Blue Route 

  

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments 

unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Good Morning Stephen,  

As a Realtor, I’ve had dozens of people ask my advice and thoughts in the bypass 

options. I’ve looked at several maps online and tried to zoom in to see the proximity to: 

Tucker Hill McKinney 

Whitley Place Prosper  

Timber Creek McKInney  

Auburn Hills McKInney 

Painted Tree McKinney 

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.keepitmovingdallas.com%2FUS380EIS&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Ccfe515013b1f457d15b408db259998d6%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638145113838494823%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=xjWGSjYbQwQSkZ2kbHZLDsFc3bn4ZWcotrvLNc%2BGM24%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fexperience.arcgis.com%2Fexperience%2Fc5e891374ca34985aa3a2aa3fdb6b455%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Ccfe515013b1f457d15b408db259998d6%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638145113838494823%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=8l1kAQqJgBGbQsIacI7M4USH7KxCRBl9rJ9kGP0Sw70%3D&reserved=0


Do you have a like to a map where you can really zoom in to see those above and even 

streets within those above? 

  

Would you be able to provide an approx ballpark date of construction start and 

completion would be appreciated.  

Thank you! 

--  

 
Texas Real Estate Commission Information About Brokerage Services: 
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March 28, 2023 

VIA Regular Mail and Email 

Texas Department of Transportation 
Attn: Steven Endres 
4777 E. Highway 80 
Mesquite, TX 75150-6643 
 
Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov    
 
Re: US 380 - Coit Road to FM 1827 
Collin County, Texas 
CSJs 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, & 0135-15-002 
 
Dear Mr. Endres: 
 
The Town of Prosper (the “Town”) through submission of this letter provides its comments on the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement, including the analysis of Section 4(f), prepared by the 
Texas Department of Transportation (“TXDOT”) for the US 380 McKinney and Coit Road to FM 
1827 Collin County, Texas Project (“Draft EIS”). The Draft EIS evaluated several alternatives 
(“Alternatives”) for the US 380 extension (the “Project”). These comments have been authorized 
by the Prosper Town Council by resolution dated March 28, 2023. 
 
The Town supports the selection of an Alternative that does not include Segment B.  It supports 
the selection of Segment A that falls within the Town’s boundaries. The Town has informed 
TXDOT in writing and commented in public hearings that it objected to the inclusion of Segment 
B of the Alternatives proposed by TXDOT.  This was the focus of the Town’s prior 
communications with TXDOT and is the focus of these comments on the Draft EIS and the 
Alternative selected for the highway extension. The Town is not commenting on the areas of the 
project other than as they impact the Town and its citizens. 
 
If TXDOT would have selected an Alternative that included Segment B, that decision and 
construction of such a highway would have significantly impacted the parks and recreation areas 
in the Town as explained below.  The selection of an alternative route that does not include 
Segment B by TXDOT is the better choice and the choice required by law based on Section 4(f) 
of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, 49 U.S.C. § 303, and the regulations issued by 
the U.S. Department of Transportation under this statute (“Section 4(f)”).  
 
While TXDOT recognizes the park and recreation areas that would be impacted by an Alternative 
including Segment B are governed by Section 4(f), TXDOT does not clearly state it is required by 
Section 4(f) to select an alternative route that does not include Segment B.  Under applicable law, 
it should have made this statement. 

mailto:Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov


 

 2 

As TXDOT has not chosen Segment B in the Draft EIS to be part of the highway extension, the 
Town is submitting these comments to preserve any of its rights and remedies under state and 
federal law.   The Town objects to the analysis of Segment B by TXDOT to the extent it does not 
properly evaluate the impact to the parks and recreations areas and does not conclude that another 
Alternative was legally required under Section 4(f).  
 
Section 4(f) Purpose and Requirements  
 
Section 4(f) prohibits the use of land of significant publicly owned public parks, recreation areas, 
wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and land of a historic site for transportation projects unless the 
relevant agency properly determines there is no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative and that 
all possible planning to minimize harm has occurred.  In the U.S. Supreme Court's decision in 
Citizens to Preserve Overton Park v. Volpe, 401 U.S. 402 (1971) (“Overton Park”), the Court 
articulated a very high standard for compliance with Section 4(f), stating that Congress intended 
the protection of parkland to be of paramount importance. The Court in Overton Park also made 
clear that an avoidance alternative must be selected unless it would present “uniquely difficult 
problems” or require “costs or community disruption of extraordinary magnitude.” Id. at 411-21, 
416.  Here it is clear the selection of Segment A instead of Segment B may be made without such 
extraordinary community disruption. Having made that selection, TXDOT admits as much. 
 
The Alternative involving Segment B through the Town would significantly adversely impact the 
Town’s parks and recreation areas.  Section 4(f) applies when (i) the land is one of the enumerated 
types of publicly owned lands and (ii) the public agency that owns the property has formally 
designated and determined it to be significant for park and recreation areas.   TXDOT has 
acknowledged the parks and recreation areas are Section 4(f) properties.   The Town formally 
designated and determined the parks and recreation areas to be significant as also explained below. 
 
TXDOT Recognized the Parks and Recreation Areas Qualify as Section 4(f) Land 
 
In Figure 3-39 of the Draft EIS, TXDOT identifies Ladera Park, Wandering Creek Park and 
Rutherford Park as Section 4(f) properties.  See page 3-79.  However, in Appendix M of the Draft 
EIS the document identifies Protected Lands in McKinney and identifies such areas in a map of 
Protected Lands in the US 380 McKinney Study Area Figure 3-40 (found at p. 3-80 of the Draft 
EIS).  TXDOT fails to list in Appendix M Protected Lands in Prosper.  Figure 3-40 reflects Ladera 
Park, Wandering Creek Park and Rutherford Park in Prosper but the Legend shows “McKinney 
Parkland” with no mention of the Prosper parks being referenced in the Legend as “Prosper 
Parkland.”   TXDOT should revise these portions in the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
and Record of Decision (Final EIS/ROD) to specifically identify Ladera Park, Wandering Creek 
Park, and Rutherford Park as Section 4(f) properties where such properties are discussed in the 
Draft EIS. 
 
The Town Has Designated the Parks and Recreation Areas as Significant 
 
The Town has designated the parks and recreation areas as significant.  The Town has done so in 
public comments to TXDOT and by a letter dated December 27, 2022, to TXDOT (the “Letter”).  
The Letter is attached to these Comments as Exhibit A and incorporated by reference.  In the 
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Letter, the Town explained that the three parks situated in the southeast part of the Town will serve 
the residential developments of Ladera, Wandering Creek, Rutherford Creek and other adjacent 
neighborhoods.  See Attachment 1 to the Letter. As land develops within the Town, as in other 
fast-growing communities, the Town continually works with developers to identify opportunities 
to improve the Town’s parks system and ensure residents in all areas of Town have access to 
recreational opportunities. The Town’s goal is to provide park land within a half-mile radius of all 
residential areas, as noted in the 2015 Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Master Plan. See 
Attachment 2 to the Letter. These three parks will help meet that goal. 
 
The Town demonstrated the intent to develop these park and recreation areas in the 2007 Parks, 
Recreation and Open Space Master Plan. See Attachment 3 to the Letter.  The Plan was later 
updated and adopted as the Prosper 2015 Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Master Plan to align 
with actual development that had occurred since the previous plan was adopted and to incorporate 
new projections; however, the need for park land in the southeast part of Prosper still remained.  
See Attachment 4 to the Letter. These master plans have been formally adopted by the Town.  
 
The Town has acquired several specific land rights for the parks and recreation areas.  Rutherford 
Park was established by the Town in the Fall of 2022, with the purchase of approximately 3.75 
acres for park amenities and the acquisition of approximately 2.3 acres for trail easements.  The 
Town has acquired land to construct the proposed trail indicated by a red dashed line on Figure 3-
40 of the Draft EIS along the planned Rutherford Creek Greenbelt.  The Town also has acquired 
land for several trail corridors for development north of existing US 380 and west of Custer Road.   
 
These parks and recreation areas are open to the public and have been specifically dedicated to the 
Town as park land, as shown in the conveyance, deed, and easement documents.  See Attachments 
7-10 to the Letter.  
 
However, TXDOT appears to raise a concern regarding the designation and transfer of land rights 
to the Town on page 3-82 of the Draft EIS.  As stated above, the park and recreation areas were 
included as a significant need in the 2007 and 2015 plans for parks and recreation areas, and the 
land rights have been transferred to the Town as provided in the Letter and the attachments to the 
Letter.  See Attachments 6-10 to the Letter.  
 
On September 27, 2022, the Town Council authorized the Interim Town Manager to execute a 
Park Dedication and Park Maintenance Agreement with PR LADERA, LLC—this related to public 
park property in the Ladera development (Town Council Agenda Item #8) and on that same date, 
approved a Development Agreement regarding the dedication of a hike and bike trail easement 
and park land for property owned by 310 Prosper and 55 Prosper (Town Council Agenda Item 
#19).  Agenda Item #19 refers to property surrounding the pond and lake in Rutherford Park.   
 
On November 8, 2022, the Town Council authorized the Interim Town Manager to execute a Park 
Dedication and Park Maintenance Agreement with Hunt Wandering Creek Land, LLC.  This 
decision related to public park property in the Wandering Creek development (Town Council 
Agenda Item #5).  The Rutherford Park Plan was approved by the Town Council on November 
22, 2022. 
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The Town has been working on these park areas for many years and the final approval and 
acquisition of final title to the land is the normal course of this process.  The primary purpose of 
these parks is to provide significant recreational opportunities for the public. The significance of 
the parks and recreation areas is clearly set forth in the Master Plans and the statements by the 
Town in public comments and in the Letter. The planning of parks evolves over a long period with 
a general plan and then the fulfillment of that plan as housing develops in the Town.  The planning 
for this area began in 2007 and became more focused in 2015.   As housing plans were approved 
the Town worked with developers to specifically select areas and acquire property.  The final step 
is constructing parking, hike and bike trails, recreation centers, and other aspects of the parks.  This 
process is explained in these comments and the attached Letter.   
 
TXDOT Recognizes That the Areas Would Be Impacted by Selection of an Alternative That 
Includes Segment B 
 
In Figure 3-31, TXDOT recognizes that “3 Prosper planned parks and trail segment would be 
directly impacted (W/O and W/Spur).”  See page 3-64.  In the Draft EIS, TXDOT admits that “the 
Brown and Gold Alternatives would require ROW from two additional planned parks within 
Prosper along Segment B.”  See page 2-31. 
 
From the maps included in the EIS, it is undisputed that Alternatives including Segment B would 
run through and adversely impact the park and recreation areas.  The routing of a highway through 
these areas would clearly have a significant impact on the use and public enjoyment of these areas.  
The traffic and noise and separation of the areas by the highway would clearly reduce the use of 
the parks and recreation areas. 
 
Rutherford Park contains the following benefits and amenities to the local community: 
 

• 3.5+ acres of programmable open space dedicated for park and recreation uses, 
• Athletic fields, 
• Playground with sunshade, 
• Trail kiosk & pavilion with seating, 
• 2.3+ acres of hike and bike trails with park connection, and  
• Large 15-acre pond. 

 
This community park will include a Prosper ISD Outdoor Learning Center for nature and science 
on the northwest side of the pond. This Outdoor Learning Center will allow for a scenic and 
educational natural environment for students and residents to learn about environmental education, 
wildlife, and urban forestry. The Outdoor Learning Center will also provide educational 
programming and walking trails. This facility will allow students grades pre-K through 12th grade 
the opportunity to access a unique educational facility throughout the year that will enhance and 
foster students' curiosity about the natural environment.    
 
All grade levels are immersed in science content each year including life cycles, ecosystems, rocks 
and soil, natural resources and more. This facility will support this content being taught in schools 
and extend learning by providing hands-on investigations. 
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A highway through or adjacent to this Outdoor Learning Center would damage or limit its planned 
use. 
 
Hike and bike trails will connect Rutherford Park with Wandering Creek Park and Ladera Park. 
Again, a highway through the hike and bike trails and the other two parks would significantly 
impact those uses.  
 
The highway would in essence devastate the series of parks, hike and bike trails, and the Outdoor 
Learning Center in this area has been part of the Town’s long-term park and recreation plan for 
this part of the Town.  TXDOT should have fully evaluated this impact in the Draft EIS. 
 
TXDOT did not conclude and could not be reasonably conclude that (i) the project would not 
adversely impact the parks and recreation areas or (ii) the impact on the parks and recreation areas 
would be de minimis.   
 

A de minimis impact determination under § 774.3(b) shall include sufficient supporting 
documentation to demonstrate that the impacts, after avoidance, minimization, mitigation, 
or enhancement measures are taken into account, are de minimis as defined in § 774.17; 
and that the coordination required in § 774.5(b) has been completed. 
 

See 23 C.F.R. § 774.7(b).  
 
A de minimis impact is defined in the regulations as follows: 
 

For parks, recreation areas, and wildlife and waterfowl refuges, a de minimis impact is one 
that will not adversely affect the features, attributes, or activities qualifying the property 
for protection under Section 4(f). 

 
See id. § 774.17.  
 
As discussed above, the impact of selection and construction of Segment B would be significant. 
The approval of this area could not meet a de minimis impact test. 
 
TXDOT is also required to inform the officials with jurisdiction over the Section 4(f) parks and 
recreation areas and those officials “must concur in writing that the project will not adversely affect 
the activities, features, or attributes that make the property eligible for Section 4(f) protection.”  
See id. § 774.5(b)(2)(ii). 
 
The Town has argued the impact will be adverse to the activities, features, and attributes of the 
park and recreation areas. For this reason alone, TXDOT may not select Segment B for the 
highway extension.   
 
TXDOT has not stated that the impact would be de minimis and has not conducted the analysis, 
provided public notice and comments opportunities on such evaluation, and has not provided 
enough supporting documentation as required by federal regulations regarding the parks and 
recreation areas.   

https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-23/section-774.3#p-774.3(b)
https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-23/section-774.17
https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-23/section-774.5#p-774.5(b)
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The analysis required of TXDOT under applicable regulations to select a highway route that 
impacts parks and recreation areas requires that the agency in charge conduct an analysis that 
reaches two findings. 
 
First, the agency must find “that there is no feasible and prudent alternative that completely avoids 
the use of Section 4(f) property.” 
 
Second, the agency must find that “that the project includes all possible planning to minimize harm 
to the Section 4(f) property resulting from the transportation use.”  See id. § 774.3(a)(1) and (2). 
 
TXDOT recognizes that the parks and recreation areas are Section 4(f) property. It has not 
concluded that there is no feasible or prudent alternative to routing the highway extension through 
Segment B but has to the contrary selected another route.  TXDOT has not evaluated whether use 
of Segment B could be done in a way to minimize or reduce harm.  The analysis necessary by 
applicable regulations has not been conducted and the requisite findings have not been made. 
 
Any selection of an Alternative that includes Segment B would violate Section 4(f) and the 
regulations promulgated under 4(f).  The potential impacts of a highway extension through the 
park and recreation areas clearly require a full analysis under Section 4(f).   Any such analysis 
could not legally or factually conclude that selecting an Alternative that includes Segment B would 
comply with Section 4(f) or regulations promulgated under that statutory provision. 
 
Requested Changes to the Draft EIS 
 

1. Clearly identify Section 4(f) Properties  
 
The Draft EIS should be amended to clearly identify the parks and recreations areas listed above 
as Section 4(f) properties, properly analyze the impact of Segment B on those properties, and 
conclude that Segment B cannot be located where it would impact those parks and recreation areas 
in the Final EIS/ROD.  
 
In Appendix K, Community Impacts, the impact on the parks and recreation areas should have 
been discussed as community impacts. The impact on the Prosper ISD Outdoor Learning Center 
should also have been discussed. TXDOT should add these discussions to the text of Appendix K.  
The impacts should be discussed in Section 3.3.1, Segments A-B. A map showing the impacts 
should be included in this Appendix showing park areas and impact on the surrounding residential 
areas.   
 
In Appendix M of the Draft EIS the document identifies Protected Lands in McKinney and 
identifies such areas in a map of Protected Lands in the US 380 McKinney Study Area Figure 3-
40 (found at p. 3-80 of the Draft EIS).  TXDOT fails to list in Appendix M Protected Lands in 
Prosper.  Figure 3-40 reflects Ladera Park, Wandering Creek Park and Rutherford Park in Prosper.  
The Legend shows “McKinney Parkland” with no mention of the Prosper parks being referenced 
in the Legend as “Prosper Parkland.”   TXDOT should revise these portions of the EIS to 
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The Honorable Jared Patterson, Texas House of Representatives 
The Honorable Chris Hill, Commissioners Court, Collin County 
The Honorable Susan Fletcher, Commissioners Court, Collin County 
The Honorable Cheryl Williams, Commissioners Court, Collin County 
The Honorable Darrell Hale, Commissioners Court, Collin County 
The Honorable Duncan Webb, Commissioners Court, Collin County 
Dan Perge, Dallas District Advance Project Development Director, TXDOT 
Grace Lo, Dallas District Project Delivery Office, TXDOT 
Stephen Endres, US 380 EIS TXDOT Project Manager 
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EXHIBIT A 
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2015 PARKS, RECREATION, AND OPEN SPACE MASTER PLAN

II. PARK CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM

As the team evaluated Prosper’s park system, they confirmed the classification of each park by type, size, 

service area, and acres per 1,000 population. The following seven (7) NRPA classifications for parks were 

used for this Master Plan:

POCKET PARK (MINI PARK)

The Pocket Park (called Mini Park by NRPA) is used to address limited, isolated or unique recreational 

needs of concentrated populations. Typically less that ¼ mile apart in a residential setting, the size of 

a Pocket Park ranges between 2,500 square feet and 1 acre in size. These parks may be either active 

or passive, but speak to a specific recreational need rather that a particular population density. NRPA 

standards for these parks are .25 to .50 acres per 1,000 population.

NEIGHBORHOOD PARK

Neighborhood parks serve a variety of age groups within a limited area or “neighborhood”. They range in 

size from 1-15 acres and generally serve residents within a ¼ to ½ mile radius. The neighborhood park is 

an area for active recreation such as field games, court games, playgrounds, picnicking, etc. Facilities are 

generally unlighted and there is limited parking, if any, on site. NRPA standards for these parks are 1 to 2 

acres per 1,000 population.

COMMUNITY PARK

Community parks are larger than neighborhood parks and serve several neighborhoods. They range in 

size from 16-99 acres and serve the entire City. The community park may be a natural area or developed 

area for a variety of outdoor recreation such as ballfields, playgrounds, boating, fishing, swimming, 

camping, picnicking, and trail systems. NRPA standards for these parks are 5 to 8 acres per 1,000 

population.

METROPOLITAN PARK

Metropolitan parks are large park facilities that serve several communities. They range in size from 

100-499 acres and serve the entire City. The metropolitan park is a natural area or developed area for 

a variety of outdoor recreation such as ballfields, playgrounds, boating, fishing, swimming, camping, 

picnicking, and trail systems. NRPA standards for these parks are 5 to 10 acres per 1,000 population.

REGIONAL PARK

Regional parks are very large multi-use parks that serve several communities within a particular region. 

They range in size from 500 acres and above and serve those areas within a one hour driving distance. 

The regional park provides both active and passive recreation, with a wide selection of facilities for all 

age groups. They may also include areas of nature preservation for activities such as sight-seeing, nature 

study area, wildlife habitat, and conservation areas. NRPA standards for regional parks vary due to the 

specific site and natural resources.

NEIGHBORHOOD PARK

Neighborhood parks serve a variety of age groups within a limited area or “neighborhood”. They range in

size from 1-15 acres and generally serve residents within a ¼ to ½ mile radius. The neighborhood park is

an area for active recreation such as field games, court games, playgrounds, picnicking, etc. Facilities are

generally unlighted and there is limited parking, if any, on site. NRPA standards for these parks are 1 to 2

acres per 1,000 population.
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EXHIBIT B 
 































Ms. Christine Polito 
Page 2 of 6 
February 27, 2023 
 
 
level interchange is proposed at US 75/SH 5 with grade-separated interchanges at 
other primary local roadways depending on the alternative. Shared-use paths 
(SUPs) would be built along the outside of the frontage roads to provide bicycle 
and pedestrian accommodations and to support multi-modal access. The western 
end of the project would transition to an at-grade intersection near Coit Road to 
connect to existing US 380, and a grade-separated interchange would connect the 
east end of the new location alignment to existing US 380 near FM 1827. The 
freeway would be constructed, primarily on new location, within an anticipated 
ROW width ranging from approximately 330 feet to 1,582 feet (US 75 interchange) 
with an average ROW width of approximately 420 feet. Additional ROW would be 
required at interchanges.” 
 
Section 2.2.2 of the DEIS provides further “Descriptions of the Build Alternatives” 
for the project: The four Build Alternatives evaluated in the DEIS are each 
comprised of three segments. The segments were developed to address issues 
specific to the three focus areas identified within the Study Area (Figure 2-8). 
Segments A and B on the west side of the Study Area provide two options for 
connecting to existing US 380, with Segment A being farther east and generally 
following more of the existing US 380 alignment through Prosper, while Segment 
B leaves the existing US 380 alignment farther to the west traveling northeast 
across a part of Prosper planned for development. Segments C and D on the east 
side of the Study Area provide options for crossing the East Fork Trinity River and 
associated floodplain/floodway areas. Segment C stretches farther east out of the 
floodplain crossing sparsely developed lands before turning south to connect to 
existing US 380. Segment D straddles the floodplain for most of its length and 
would be constructed on bridge/structure to minimize effects on the function of the 
floodplain while also avoiding wetlands and sensitive habitats. Segment E is the 
Common Segment shared by all of the Build Alternatives that primarily follows the 
existing alignment of Bloomdale Road along the northern edge of McKinney. 
 
Proposed Alternative in DEIS 
 
The Blue Alternative, which is comprised of Segments A, E, and D, is the Preferred 
Alternative in the DEIS recommended by TxDOT for this project. TxDOT’s 
Selected Alternative will be given in a combined Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (FEIS) and Record of Decision (ROD). 
 
Previous Coordination 
 
After attending an Agency Scoping Meeting on October 29, 2020, TPWD provided 
recommendations on November 23, 2020, for natural resource information, issues, 
or concerns for this project.  TxDOT submitted a request for initial collaborative 
review on January 24, 2022, under the 2021 TxDOT-TPWD MOU and provided 
early environmental documents for review. TPWD provided additional 
recommendations to minimize adverse impacts to natural resources on April 21, 
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2022, and TxDOT provided responses to TPWD’s recommendations on July 6, 
2022.  
 

Recommendation: Please review previous TPWD correspondence in 
Appendix E of the DEIS and consider the recommendations provided, as they 
remain applicable to the project as currently proposed.  TPWD also 
recommends including this letter in Appendix E for Agency Coordination. 
 
Recommendation: As indicated in TPWD’s November 23, 2020, scoping 
letter, TPWD recommended utilizing existing roadways to minimize impacts 
to floodplains, streams, wetlands, wildlife and aquatic habitat, as well as, 
reducing habitat fragmentation from new location roads.  Further, TPWD 
advised against and discouraged the selection of Segments C and D, as both 
eastern segments would impact the East Fork Trinity River, and TPWD also 
noted that TxDOT should consider Segment D rather than Segment C.  The 
Preferred Alternative has high impacts to streams, wetlands, floodplains, forest 
and grassland habitat that are valuable to fish and wildlife species.  These 
sensitive areas should be protected to the maximum extent possible.  TPWD 
recommends the consideration of additional modifications to the road 
alignment of the Preferred Alternative’s eastern segment (Blue Alternative) to 
further minimize natural resource impacts. 
 

Comments on the DEIS 
 
Appendix E in the DEIS includes documentation of TPWD’s response on April 21, 
2022, to TxDOT’s initial collaborative review under the 2021 TxDOT-TPWD 
MOU that states “TPWD recommends that the Draft EIS provide all individual 
BMP within a category that TxDOT will commit to implement from TPWD’s 
Beneficial Management Practices: Avoiding, Minimizing, and Mitigating Impacts 
of Transportation Projects on State Natural Resources” (page 19). 
 

Recommendation:  TPWD notes that a newer version of TxDOT’s Form 
“Documentation of Texas Parks and Wildlife Department Best Management 
Practices” (TPWD BMP Form in DEIS) with an effective date of April 2022 
can be accessed on TxDOT’s Natural Resources Toolkit Website (see link: 
300-04-frm.docx (live.com)).  TPWD recommends accessing the newer 
version of the TPWD BMP form to document the BMP for the project and 
updating the DEIS.  
 
Recommendation: TPWD recommends that the full language of all individual 
BMP within a category be added to the TPWD BMP Form in the DEIS dated 
on January 21, 2022 (pages 79-81) in Appendix O and updating the DEIS.  
TPWD understands that this list of project commitments made be revised at a 
later date if a change arises during the period between the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process and construction phase.  The 
TPWD BMP form is the key document of the DEIS for TxDOT to describe all 

https://view.officeapps.live.com/op/view.aspx?src=https%3A%2F%2Fftp.txdot.gov%2Fpub%2Ftxdot-info%2Fenv%2Ftoolkit%2F300-04-frm.docx&wdOrigin=BROWSELINK
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proposed measures to avoid and minimize impacts to wildlife and fish species 
and their habitats prior to, during, and after construction for the project.  A full 
description of the proposed measures provides a clear record of commitments 
to enable the public and other local, state, and federal agencies to understand 
how TxDOT plans to avoid and minimize impacts to natural resources from 
this project.  It is important to further clarify and address these measures that 
will be taken by TxDOT to reduce environmental impacts in the DEIS. 

 
Impact to Vegetation/Wildlife Habitat 
 
The Preferred Alternative includes a mixture of habitat types, including prairies, 
grasslands, riparian forests, and woodlands, that covers approximately 468.7 acres 
(601.4 acres W/Spur) out of the proposed right-of-way’s (ROW) 1,083.5 acres.  
The Preferred Alternative may permanently impact the most forested habitat and 
the next most grassland habitat through the clearing of vegetation. Herbaceous 
species would be used to revegetate the exposed areas of soil. 
 

Recommendation:  TPWD recommends using site planning and construction 
techniques to avoid or minimize disturbance to native vegetation and preserve 
existing native trees, shrubs, grasses and forbs, and aquatic and wetland 
systems.  Locally adapted native species should be used in landscaping and 
revegetation for vegetation impacted by the project to benefit wildlife.  Also, 
where possible, clearing of understory vegetation should be minimized 
because such vegetation provides habitat to many different species of wildlife. 
Natural buffers contiguous to any stream or wetland should remain 
undisturbed to preserve wildlife cover, food sources, and travel corridors if 
possible. 

 
Water Resources 
 
The Preferred Alternative identified an estimated 35.65 acres of water features 
within the environmental footprint and would permanently impact 10,353 linear 
feet of streams (10,712 linear feet W/Spur) and 1.10 acres of wetlands. The 
Preferred Alternative would have the greatest permanent impact on streams and 
wetlands.  Bridges and elevated road sections would be used to span streams and 
wetlands, vegetation clearing of streams and forested wetlands would be 
minimized, and placement of fill material would be minimized in jurisdictional 
areas. TxDOT would purchase mitigation credits from stream and wetland banks 
within service area.  An Individual Standard Permit under Section 404 is not 
expected.   
 

Recommendation:  TPWD appreciates that TxDOT will incorporate the use 
of bridges and elevated road sections in the project design to span streams and 
wetlands.  TPWD continues to recommend the selection of the alignment with 
the least impact to streams and wetlands for the project.  Care should be taken 
to avoid multiple crossings of rivers and creeks and therefore removing large 
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sections of riparian habitat.  River and creek crossings should be located in 
previously disturbed areas and in areas where vegetation removal or 
disturbance can be avoided or minimized to prevent further fragmentation of 
the riparian corridors associated with these waterways. 

 
Invasive Species 
 
The DEIS does not address the potential of the project to introduce or spread 
invasive plants and animals during construction activities that may require 
equipment and materials to come into contact with inland water bodies. The 
colonization by invasive species, including harmful fish, shellfish, and plants, 
should be actively prevented when entering or leaving waters at the project site. 
 

Recommendation:  TPWD recommends implementing the following 
Invasive Species BMP to prevent the inadvertent transfer of invasive plants 
and animals to and from the project site as outlined in TPWD’s Beneficial 
Management Practices: Avoiding, Minimizing, and Mitigating Impacts of 
Transportation Projects on State Natural Resources (Version September 
17, 2021). 
 
• For all work in water bodies designated as ‘infested’ or ‘positive’ for 

invasive zebra (Dreissena polymorpha) or quagga mussels (Dreissena 
bugensis) on http://texasinvasives.org/zebramussels/ as well as waters 
downstream of these lakes, all machinery, equipment, vessels, or 
vehicles coming in contact with such waters should be cleaned prior to 
leaving the site to remove any mud, plants, organisms, or debris, water 
drained (if applicable), and dried completely before use in another 
water body to prevent the potential spread of invasive mussels. 

• Care should be taken to prevent the spread of aquatic and terrestrial 
invasive plants during construction activities.  Educate contractors on 
how to identify common invasive plants and the importance of proper 
equipment cleaning, transport, and disposal of invasive plants in a 
manner and location that prevents spread when invasive plants are 
removed during construction. 

• Care should be taken to avoid the spread of aquatic invasive plants such 
as giant Salvinia (Salvinia molesta), common salvinia (Salvinia 
minima), hydrilla (Hydrilla verticillata), water hyacinth (Eichhornia 
spp.), Eurasian watermilfoil (Myriophyllum spicatum), water lettuce 
(Pistia stratiotes), and alligatorweed (Alternanthera philoxeroides) 
from infested water bodies into areas not currently infested. All 
machinery, equipment, vessels, boat trailers, or vehicles coming in 
contact with waters containing aquatic invasive plant species should be 
cleaned prior to leaving the site to remove all aquatic plant material and 
dried completely before use on another water body to prevent the 
potential spread of invasive plants. Removed plants should be 
transported for disposal in a secure manner to prevent dispersal. 



Ms. Christine Polito 
Page 6 of 6 
February 27, 2023 
 
 

• Colonization by invasive plants should be actively prevented on 
disturbed sites in terrestrial habitats.  Vegetation management should 
include removing or chemically treating invasive species as soon as 
practical while allowing the existing native plants to revegetate the 
disturbed areas; repeated removal or treatment efforts may be needed. 
Only native or non-invasive plants should be planted. Care should be 
taken to avoid mowing invasive giant reed (Arundo donax), which 
spreads by fragmentation, and to clean equipment if inadvertently 
mowed to prevent spread. If using hay bales for sediment control, use 
locally grown weed-free hay to prevent the spread of invasive species.  
Leave the hay bales in place and allow them to break down, as this acts 
as mulch assisting in revegetation.  

• Aquatic invasive species (e.g., tilapias (Oreochromis spp., Tilapia 
zillii), suckermouth armored catfish (Hypostomus plecostomus, 
Pterigoplichthys spp.), Asian clams (Corbicula fluminea), zebra 
mussels (Dreissena polymorpha)) or those not native to the 
subwatershed should not be relocated but rather should be dispatched. 
Invasive mussels attached to native mussels should be removed and 
destroyed or disposed prior to relocation of the native mussels. 
Prohibited aquatic invasive species, designated as such in 31 TAC 
§57.112, should be killed upon possession. 

 
TPWD appreciates the opportunity to provide comments and recommendations for 
the DEIS of this project. If you have any questions, please contact me at (512) 389-
4579 or 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Suzanne Walsh 
Ecological and Environmental Planning Program 
Wildlife Division 
 
SCW:49911 
 
 



From: �holcomb  

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 11:10 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 

 

This email originated from outside of the organiza(on. Do not click links or open a�achments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Stephen, 

 

I am a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer. I live in the sought a0er front porch community of Tucker 

Hill. It saddens me to think of what will become of our community if segment A is chosen over Segment 

B.  Segment B is not only fiscally be�er but displaces fewer homes and businesses. 

 

I am seriously concerned about our access to the community when construc(on starts…as well as the 

access of first responders and school buses. What is being done to extend Stonebriar to provide another 

entrance and exit? 

 

What are you doing to combat the noise and air pollu(on? 

 

Please consider keeping the highway from encroaching any further west into Tucker Hill. We have 

worked hard to present a welcoming entrance and don’t want a highway in our front yard. 

 

Please do what is fiscally sound and impacts the fewest residents of McKinney. 

 

Best 

Traci Holcomb 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Madison Schein <Madison.Schein@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 11:56 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: FW: TRACK ID 288426  

  

Adding to the comments.  

  

From: Tanesia Henderson <Tanesia.Henderson@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 11:22 AM 

To: Madison Schein <Madison.Schein@txdot.gov> 

Subject: TRACK ID 288426  

  

Please see complaint below for your handling. 

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Faka.ms%2Fo0ukef&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cecb0bba752e4439fb27408db20d856f0%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638139885762086126%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=1P%2Bhkmx4l47P5OXBLO92rZu3RIFrYtk7CfiBiFj%2FLkU%3D&reserved=0


Case Information 

Case Subject Roadway Project Issue 

ID 288426 

Description Dear Governor Abbott, I am writing to ask you to investigate the decision process 

recently used by TXDOT to decide on Segment A versus Segment B for the 

proposed US380 Bypass. First and foremost, no one truly understands why it took 

TXDOT such a long time to decide on activity when 30 years ago it was evident 

DFW growth was northward and the ONLY potential east-west route to the far 

north was US380 because of Lake Louisville. After input from a number of parties 

TXDOT decided on Section A, which means virtually the entire bypass will go 

through McKinney, including much of McKinney that is already developed. This 

means the citizens of McKinney will have to absorb millions of unbudgeted dollars 

for traffic, of which in excess of 90% originates and terminates elsewhere. Instead 

of having a small portion of the bypass go through undeveloped sections of 

Prosper, virtually all of it will go through developed sections of McKinney. By 

TXDOT's own admission Section A is more expensive, longer and constitutes a less 

timely commute time than Section B, which would run through largely 

undeveloped land in both Prosper and McKinney. The disparity is even greater 

when taking into account TXDOT used very aggressive estimates for POTENTIAL 

relocation of major utilities. A major note of exception listed by TXDOT is that 

Section B would have passed close to ManeGait, a therapeutic horse center for 

children run by the Darling family on property contiguous to their homestead. 

Section B would require some of the Darling’s property so the Darlings made an 

issue, claiming the bypass would create a deteriorated atmosphere for children 

riding nearby. I grew up on horses. I rode everywhere. Often on roadways. Traffic 

noise is a constant of the modern world. I am certain the Darling family is unhappy 

with Section B, but does that justify destroying businesses with Section A so they 

can preserve the peacefulness of their homestead? Does the potential future 

development of Proper property justify the destruction of existing developed 

property in McKinney? Section A costs the taxpayers of McKinney and of Texas as 

a whole more than Section B. There is simply no justification for this decision 

unless there were factors opaque to the general public. Please reverse or 

investigate this decision. 

Date of Occurrence 
 

Complaint Location Notes 
 

Contact Brian de la Houssaye  

Issue Type Projects 

Case Type Complaint 

  

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Ftrack.txdot.gov%2Fsites%2FCMD-TRACK1%2F_layouts%2F15%2Flistform.aspx%3FPageType%3D4%26ListId%3D%257b6134965f-6e26-4e6c-aef4-a551c99e1e52%257d%26ID%3D187278%26RootFolder%3D*&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cecb0bba752e4439fb27408db20d856f0%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638139885762086126%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=VMhK3R7t5QJVDcIxLgqZufgcod0Pzg0Yq%2BFHMQZ5FzY%3D&reserved=0


From: Travis Bryant 

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 4:09 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Hwy 380 - No to Section A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a long time homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX, I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment 

A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing 

option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer 

businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and 

thousands of citizens throughout McKinney.  We appreciate Main Gate - let's find them a place where 

they are not crowded out by businesses and subdivisions.  

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Travis Bryant 

 



From: Travis Reinert 

Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2023 5:02 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

Sincerely, 

Travis J Reinert 



-----Original Message----- 

From: Tricia Standish <standish39@mac.com> 

Sent: Thursday, February 23, 2023 9:48 AM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: Further comment to 380 

 

This email originated from outside of the organiza-on. Do not click links or open a0achments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

In addi-on to my original comment, I should like to add that the present preferred alignment will cause 

massive drops in property values to the homes closest to 380 at Walnut Grove Estates. 

 Not only that, the purchase of a replacement home for seniors would come with a massive hike in 

property taxes which are based on the value of any new property. 

 AND for a home owner who happens to be single, divorced or widowed  rather than married, the 

federal taxes on profits over $500,000 is double than for a married couple. 

Since most of the affected residents along 380 bought years ago when 380 was a quiet two lane road, it 

will affect a single person, unmarried or widowed, twice as much as a couple, since a replacement 

residence would ( all things being equal) cost the same to purchase. 

Please go with the original alignment through Prosper, north of Mane Gait. 

In addi-on, I no-ce that sec-on C that is being protested, is more expensive than D. Since the original 

Prosper alignment is cheaper than the preferred blue alignment, surely that savings could go towards 

switching C to D with no adverse affect on financing. 

Sent from my iPhone 





From: Tyler Williamson 

Sent: Thursday, March 30, 2023 10:52 AM 

To: ; Stephen 

Endres 

Subject: US 380 Bypass NE McKinney 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Oppose C and Support D 

 

 
 

Reasons: 

• C severely damages one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin County 

• C destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodlands and 141% more acres of grassland and prairie. 

• C disturbs the wetland that serve as refuge for wildlife, including beavers, river otters, turtles, 

migratory and non-migratory water and forest birds, frogs, etc. 

• C eliminates a large area of suitable habitat for endangered/ threatened species. 

• C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife (prefers Segment D). 

• C affects and displaces 383% more homes (29 vs. 6), 300% more businesses (16 vs. 4), and more 

community resources. 

 

 

 

Because of TXDOT's calculation methodology, there are double the number of homes impacted as any 

home 100 feet or more from the road is considered "not impacted." 

 

Respectfully, 

Tyler Williamson  

972-741-4618 









From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2023 11:38 AM 

To: 

Subject: RE: 380 

  

We received your request to extend the comment period for the US 380 EIS project. 

  

The Notice of Availability (NOA) for Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was posted on January 

20, 2023. 

The public hearing was held on February 16th and 21st. 

The original comment period ended on March 21, 2023. 

  

TxDOT will extend the comment period 15 days one time only to April 5, 2023. 

  

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

  

  

From: Momofone94  

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 5:06 PM 

To: Ceason Clemens <Ceason.Clemens@txdot.gov> 

Subject: 380 

  

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

I would like to formally request an extension of the comment period as we need more time to 
fully evaluate the impacts and possible mitigation measures that can be taken to protect Tucker 
Hill as well as the other communities and businesses affected by Option A.  

Sent from my iPhone 

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Faka.ms%2Fo0ukef&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cfcc2c21cd7704b19064008db263f134a%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638145824572120278%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=DOuDPe9CmpLtk9Yx%2BcHF9amVkoUHr%2BSIXod9AwXJp%2Bc%3D&reserved=0


Please support plan D for the bypass on the East side of McKinney, this will 

be the best for so many more people lives. Please vote for this route it will

not disrupt so many lives. 
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From: mbunker 

Sent: Tuesday, April 18, 2023 7:00 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: Public comments US380

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of Segment A over Segment B 

is fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150 million more, applies criteria to support their 

decision inconsistently, and provides numerous biased, false, and inconsistent findings in their environmental 

study. Furthermore, there is objective evidence of political maneuvering, campaigning, and rezoning efforts by 

the City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed TxDOT’s position, and I publicly condemn these 

actions as unethical and improper.  

 

As a McKinney homeowner, I believe a bypass may be required to support growth in the northern corridor. 

However, in selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do harm to a significant percentage of 

McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant fiscal irresponsibility.  

 

This decision is made more egregious with the existence of a viable lower impact alternative. It appears 

irrefutable that Segment B is the better alternative and that there are serious flaws in the conclusions reached 

by TxDOT and in the underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS). 

 

The facts as TxDOT presents them in their report appear to support Segment B over Segment A, so why was A 

chosen?: 
 

● Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes 2 versus 5. However, segment A is one mile longer, has 6 new 

interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential major utility conflicts versus just two for Segment B and 

displaces 15 businesses versus zero businesses for Segment B.  
 

● Segment B would have less of an environmental impact. Segment A would encroach on twice the wetland 

acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and streams and more acreage of forests, prairies and grasslands 

than Segment B. Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged over 150 years. Finally, 

there would be no hazardous material sites impacted on Segment B and TXDOT has identified 2 with Segment 

A. 
 

 ● Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to the taxpayers is that the 

estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M more than Segment B.  
 

● Segment A involves reconstruc=ng an addi=onal 3.8 miles of exis=ng 380 Highway increasing the risk of 

work zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic patterns. Additionally, the requirement to lower the 

existing grade in bedrock and cantilever local lanes in a restricted ROW width, while preferred for the 

longterm, will significantly increase the construction time, safety risk and disruption compared to route B. 

Priority has not been given to safety and the increased risk of fatal accidents, including those induced by a 

change in grade and, not one, but two 90 degree turns.  
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● TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower poten=al impacts to planned future residen=al homes. It 

appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of unidentified future residents, property investors or developers 

over the impact of existing McKinney residents. The voices of the current residents should be a priority over 

unidentified future residents.  
 

● TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under construction 

west of Custer Road. Once again, this appears to accrue to the benefit of future residents or current investors, 

not the current residents of McKinney.  
 

● TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic Horsemanship property, the 

subject of substantial public concern”. In fact, there is no great “public concern” over MainGait. The facility 

does serve a noble purpose, but that purpose is nowhere near the public concern of the impact to the existing 

residents of Tucker Hill who include retired veterans, disabled residents (both young and old), seniors 55+ and 

countless children.  
 

More concerning to members of Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney community is that TxDOT calls out 

the impact of the ROW to the property belonging to the founder of MainGait. The founder of MainGait is no 

ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill Darling, a former real estate developer and home builder who stands to gain 

personally by the selection of Segment A over B. In particular, Bill Darling and/or other associates of the 

Darling company, leveraged ownership of 43 Tucker Hill lots to submit comments against Segment B in favor 

of Segment A– essentially impersonated residents of Tucker Hill.  
 

TxDOT’s own findings indicate that the continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and has stated 

Segment B “would not make the ManeGait inaccessible to persons with disabilities and would not violate the 

Americans with Disabilities Act.” Furthermore and perhaps most egregious is that ManeGait stated and TxDOT 

perpetuated the false claim that ManeGait provides “essential” services to protected citizens, which was a 

misrepresentation and may have swayed public opinion.  
 

In direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT still concluded Segment A was the preferred route option. 

TxDOT relied on the EIS to support their conclusion.  
 

Of critical concern to Tucker Hill and the greater McKinney community is what appears to be flaws in the 

underlying TxDOT analysis and interpretation of the EIS. I will attempt to detail each of my concerns 

individually. My comments however, are not meant to be a complete listing of the errors or omissions in the 

study, but simply those that this compressed timeframe has allowed me to identify. Noise Pollution  
 

Tucker Hill should be reclassified as Category A to preserve the essence of the neighborhood and the 

neighborhood should be included in any future noise abatement studies.  
 

 Other questions: 

1. what are the plans for egress from Tucker Hill during construction and how will those plans impact the 

response time of emergency vehicles to points within the neighborhood?  
 

2. Was a study done to compare the safety of the turns on A compared to B?  
 

3. What will happen with overflow parking at Harvard Park into Tucker Hill when you take a row of parking? 

 

 



From: Val Potash  

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 4:05 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Sent from Mail for Windows 

 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fgo.microsoft.com%2Ffwlink%2F%3FLinkId%3D550986&data=05%7C01%7Cstephen.endres%40txdot.gov%7C9e902096eb9844ae4af208db20ea4e1a%7C39dba4765c094c6391dace7a3ab5224d%7C0%7C0%7C638139962936794339%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Sy9fyDuZ27dDP%2Bu%2Bp2tuW3Wyk86raxmMGBv3k984t5w%3D&reserved=0


From: Valerie McClintock  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 6:54 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Stonebridge segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Stephen, 
 
I'm a resident of Stonebridge and I strongly oppose the construction of segment A. The correct 
decision would be to use Segment B, which is cheaper and will lessen the tax burden for 
McKinney residents. Segment B would also destroy less businesses and homes! 
 
I STRONGLY urge you to implement Segment B. 
 

Thank you, 

Valerie McClintock 



-----Original Message----- 

From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:36 PM 

To: Val Potash 

Subject: RE: NO to Segment A 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Val Potash  

Sent: Friday, February 24, 2023 9:05 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, Texas, I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 

support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road 

to FM 1827. 

 

Valerie Potash 

 

Sent from my iPad 

 

[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) 

message]<https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.txdot.gov%2Fsa

fety%2Ftraffic-safety-

campaigns%2Fendthestreaktx.html&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cc7d891ff1ed344

cdc2af08db19e15abb%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638132227892470766

%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6

Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=xLVR058hnpB5aGLS2sLkphaLqQ4O%2FifaqiweP62hRJw%3D&res

erved=0> 



From: Valerie Potash 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 9:18 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

PLEASE!!!  You personally will not be affected, WE WILL!!!! 

 

Regards, 

Valerie Potash 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 4:29 PM 

To: Vanessa Beattie 

Subject: RE: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Vanessa Beattie   

Sent: Friday, February 24, 2023 6:22 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction 
of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT 
for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C079a0211070c4ba5300808db19dc5303%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638132206289692361%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=0RHOcTjGPPZSdVEYITIxjFn%2BtD42imgzTdXBf8x1AZA%3D&reserved=0


From: Varnika  

Sent: Friday, March 31, 2023 8:50 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Concerns About the Proposed 380 Bypass Highway Project - Request to 

Build Plan B 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Texas Department of Transportation, McKinney, and Prosper, 

 

I am writing to express my concerns about the proposed 380 Bypass highway project, specifically the 

portion that will span the cities of McKinney and Prosper known as route A and Route B. While I 

understand that the purpose of this project is to manage congestion, improve traffic flow, and enhance 

safety, I would like to bring to your attention the issues with Plan A and the advantages of Plan B. 

 

As it currently stands, Plan A would require the highway to go through just one city, resulting in a higher 

expense to the taxpayers and would not bypass as much of the major roadway. This plan would force 

the road to run from north to south, which is not optimal for relieving traffic from east to west. 

Furthermore, Plan A would cut off the entire community of Tucker Hill from the city and displace more 

residences, which would have a significant impact on the community and environment. 

 

In contrast, Plan B would mostly go through McKinney and run through Plano for about a mile. Plan B 

would bypass highway 380, avoid cutting off the entire community of Tucker Hill from the city, and 

displace only a minimal number of residences, a horse farm, and some planned communities. Plan B is 

the most cost-effective plan and better meets the need for bypassing highway 380, improving east-west 

traffic flow, and enhancing safety. Plan B would also have less of an impact on the community and 

environment compared to Plan A. 

 

It is concerning to hear that special interests in Prosper are putting pressure on the government to build 

the more expensive and inefficient highway, despite the fact that its residents will also benefit from the 

bypass. It is unethical for Prosper to insist that it does not bear any land annexation when its residents 

will enjoy traffic relief as well. 

 

As taxpayers and residents, we must look at the long-term benefits and costs of each plan. Plan B is the 

best option as it is more cost-effective and better meets the need for bypassing highway 380, improving 

east-west traffic flow, and enhancing safety. We must consider the impact that the project will have on 

the community and the environment for decades to come. 

 

Therefore, I urge the Texas Department of Transportation, McKinney, and Prosper to build Plan B. 

Furthermore, I suggest that if the taxpayers of Prosper want to build a more expensive roadway to their 

advantage, then their taxpayers should bear the expense. This is a fair and just approach that ensures 

that each city bears the cost of their respective projects. 

 

Thank you for taking the time to consider my concerns. I look forward to hearing back from you on this 

important matter. 





From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Monday, March 6, 2023 3:20 PM 

To: Vicki Yue 

Subject: RE: No to Segment A 

 

Your comments will be added to the public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Vicki Yue   

Sent: Monday, March 6, 2023 1:45 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: No to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hi Stephen, 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment 

A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an 

existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, 

destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge 

Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from 

Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Cd9cfa459891248b9f62208db1e8975a9%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638137347945884931%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=9WnCVUZqAM9MTJIlL8nVzwRFnSvYQ4UWrPlVHtss6NE%3D&reserved=0


From: Victoria 

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 8:26 AM 

To:  

stephen.endres@txdot.gov 

Subject: Oppose Segment C 

 

Senator Paxton, Representative Leach, and Mr. Endres: 

I strongly oppose Segment C and support Segment D due to the lower environmental impact 

and less homes, businesses, and community services affected. 

 

Thank you,  

 

Victoria Gorpin  



From: Vikki Kleckner 

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 1:33 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of 

Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand 

TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on 

McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall 

disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout 

McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass 

from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Sincerely, 

Victoria Kleckner 



From: Virgil Renz

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 12:40 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Best Regards, 

 

Virgil Renz 



From: Ann Dover  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 9:33 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: 380 Bypass - No to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

To TxDOT: 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction 

of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I 

understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce 

the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and 

result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and 

thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 

380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Please consider this option over Segment 

A.  Segment A will destroy more businesses, cost many millions more to build, and 

cause greater disruption.  Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely, 

Virginia Ann Dover 

 



From: 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 5:54 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizens of McKinney, TX for the last 20 years, I strongly OPPOSE the construction 

of Segment A for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has 

an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy 

fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents 

and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney.    

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Walt & Cheryl True 
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From: walt boyko 

Sent: Tuesday, April 18, 2023 11:31 AM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: 380 Bypass

This email originated from outside of the organiza�on. Do not click links or open a�achments unless you recognize the 

sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Mr. Enders, 

My wife and I are in our mid-70’s and live in Tucker Hill and are very concerned about the 380 bypass and the impact it 

will have on our golden years of re�rement. We both feel that Segment B would have been the best choice for our front 

porch community and the least disrup�ve. The mee�ngs we’ve a�ended le, us with more ques�ons than answers. How 

can Tx Dot with a clear conscience jus�fy spending $150 million more for op�on A when our country’s in debt up tp their 

ears??? 

Our concerns are in regard to the Noise Pollutants study which we feel are inadequate since we’ll be 900 feet from the 

bypass. Also, our safety coming to and from our home during the construc�on period is of the most importance. We ask 

that you please reconsider the decision you’ve made in selec�ng Op�on A. 

Regards, 

Walt and Jenny Boyko 

7309 Stanhope st. 

McKinney, Texas 

75071 

 

Sent from my iPad 







From: Wendell Gilbert 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 5:28 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

 

Sent from my iPad 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 9:57 AM 

To: Wendy Correa 

Subject: RE: No to Segment on 380 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: Wendy Correa  

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2023 7:00 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Subject: No to Segment on 380 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Good evening,   

 

I would like to voice my strong opposition to Segment A, and adamant YES for segment B. I am a 

homeowner and citizen of McKinney, Texas.  

 

Please consider the below comments: 

I strongly oppose construction of segment A because it will cost taxpayers $98.8 MILLION more and 

impact 57% more natural wetlands and wildlife. Also, there will be negative impacts on the Tucker Hill, 

Stonebridge Ranch, and Ridgecrest neighborhoods.  

 

I STRONGLY support segment B in the blue alternative because it will require 73% fewer businesses and 

residential displacements and avoids reconstruction of the 380 & Custer intersection.  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7Ccc876e7b34f5472991b308db19a54469%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131969820707134%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=y7vNfz6R7%2Bj%2FR0TioelhGbSCktas5OntILdnbiU03hc%3D&reserved=0


My neighbor has an entrance/exit on 380 and I work in McKinney. I drive 380 multiple times every single 

day. I understand the need for an alternative due to congestion, traffic, and overall growth. However, it 

is common sense based on the numbers that segment B is the most appropriate choice. Numbers never 

lie and the costs and impact of segment A far outweigh its benefit. Please choose segment B.  

 

Thank you, 

Wendy Correa 
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From: Wendy Dickerson 

Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2023 2:53 PM

To: Stephen Endres

Subject: Highway 380 Segment A Construction Comments

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 

know the content is safe. 

To whom it may concern: 
 

I have lived in McKinney since 1992 and I have seen an amazing amount of change and growth to 
our city. Some of it has been beneficial, some not. Four years ago my husband and I moved to 
Tucker Hill. We fell in love with the charm and peacefulness that this neighborhood provided. We 
have grown to love this community and its uniqueness. I am incredibly concerned about the 
possibility of 380 segment A going forward. I truly feel that it will be a detriment to the living 
experience within my neighborhood. I live in the part of Tucker Hill that is close to 380. I am very 
worried about the increased noise pollution that will result with a highway of this size, even if the 
lanes are sunken. What is TXDOT prepared to do to make sure that our neighborhood is not affected 
at all by highway noise? Will you be installing some type of sound barrier?  
Is it true that segment A would completely cut our neighborhood off from the rest of McKinney?  

 

As a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer, I find that TXDOT’s recommendation of Segment A over 
Segment B is fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers costing over $150 million more, applies criteria to 
support their decision inconsistently, and provides numerous biased, false, and inconsistent findings 
in their environmental study. 
Furthermore, there is objective evidence of political maneuvering, campaigning, and rezoning 
efforts by the City of Prosper and ManeGait that ostensibly has swayed TxDOT’s position, and I 
publicly condemn these actions as unethical and improper. 

 

The preferred segment should be chosen based on the facts and what the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) requires. Per CEQ (2021), decisions on an alignment must be based 
on what is practical and feasible from a technical and economic standpoint, rather than what is 
desirable from the standpoint of the agency (i.e, TxDOT). 

 

As a McKinney homeowner, I believe a bypass may be required to support growth in the northern 
corridor. However, in selecting Segment A for the 380 bypass, TxDOT will do harm to a significant 
percentage of McKinney residents and will demonstrate significant fiscal irresponsibility. This 
decision is made more egregious with the existence of a viable lower impact alternative. It appears 
irrefutable that Segment B is the better alternative and that there are serious flaws in the 
conclusions reached by TxDOT and in the underlying Environmental Impact Study (EIS). 

 

Please do not proceed with this project without a rigorous study of all pollutants that cause harm to 
humans and a rigorous health impact analysis to understand both current and future impacts. If 
TxDOT will not mitigate these harms, then TxDOT should at the very least do a rigorous analysis of 
these harms and explicitly note the opportunities we forgo with the current preferred alignment. The 
pollution appendices are missing critical analyses and portions are invalid as presented. This project 
should not proceed until those egregious omissions and errors are corrected. 
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In order to ensure resolution and the creation of the best project possible, we request that: 
 

•  
•  
• TxDOT issue a second draft of the EIS to correct significant deficiencies in the current draft
•  EIS. 

•  
•  

•  
• Any Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) have a 90-day review period, with an 

official public 
•  comment period, and that the FEIS be unbundled from the Record of Decision. 

•  

 
 

The facts as TxDOT presents them appear to support Segment B over Segment A: 
 

•  
•  
• Segment B does, in fact, displace fewer homes 2 versus 5. However, segment A is one mile 

longer, 
•  has 6 new interchanges rather than 5, has seven potential major utility conflicts versus just 

two for Segment B and displaces 15 businesses versus zero businesses for Segment B. 
•  
•  

•  
• Segment B would have less of an environmental impact. Segment A would encroach on twice 

the wetland 
•  acreage, nearly twice the linear feet of rivers and streams and more acreage of forests, 

prairies and grasslands than Segment B. Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable 
Heritage trees, aged over 150 years. Finally, there would be no hazardous material 

•  sites impacted on Segment B and TXDOT has identified 2 with Segment A. 
•  
•  

•  
• Segment B is significantly less expensive than Segment A. Of real concern to the taxpayers 

is that 
•  the estimated cost to construct Segment A is nearly $200M more than Segment B. 

•  
•  

•  
• Segment A involves reconstructing an additional 3.8 miles of existing 380 Highway increasing 

the 
•  risk of work zone accidents, and disrupting existing traffic patterns. Additionally, the 

requirement to lower the existing grade in bedrock and cantilever local lanes in a restricted 
ROW width, while preferred for the longterm, will significantly increase 
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•  the construction time, safety risk and disruption compared to route B. Priority has not been 
given to safety and the increased risk of fatal accidents, including those induced by a change 
in grade and, not one, but two 90 degree turns. 

•  
•  

•  
• TxDOT has claimed that Segment A results in lower potential impacts to planned future 

residential 
•  homes. It appears that TxDOT is prioritizing the impact of unidentified future residents, 

property investors or developers over the impact of existing McKinney residents. The voices 
of the current residents should be a priority over unidentified future residents. 

•  
•  

•  
• TxDOT has asserted that Segment A avoids displacing numerous proposed residences under 

construction 
•  west of Custer Road. Once again, this appears to accrue to the benefit of future residents or 

current investors, not the current residents of McKinney. 
•  
•  

•  
• TxDOT also asserts that Segment A avoids impact to “MainGait Therapeutic Horsemanship 

property, 
•  the subject of substantial public concern”. In fact, there is no great “public concern” over 

MainGait. The facility does serve a noble purpose, but that purpose is nowhere near the 
public concern of the impact to the existing residents of Tucker Hill who include 

•  retired veterans, disabled residents (both young and old), seniors 55+ and countless children. 
More concerning to 
 

•  
•  

members of Tucker Hill and the surrounding McKinney community is that TxDOT calls out 
the impact of the ROW to the property belonging to the founder of MainGait. The founder of 
MainGait is no ordinary philanthropist, but, Bill Darling, a former real estate developer and 
home builder who stands to gain personally by the selection of Segment A over B. In 
particular, Bill Darling and/or other associates of the Darling company, leveraged ownership 
of 43 Tucker Hill lots to submit comments against Segment B in favor of Segment A – 
essentially impersonated residents of Tucker Hill. TxDOT’s own findings indicate that the 
continued emphasis on ManeGait is unwarranted and has stated Segment B “would not 
make the ManeGait inaccessible to persons with disabilities and would not violate the 
Americans with Disabilities Act.” Furthermore and perhaps most egregious is that ManeGait 
stated and TxDOT perpetuated the false claim that ManeGait provides “essential” services 
to protected citizens, which was a misrepresentation and may have swayed public opinion. 

 

In direct conflict with their own findings, TxDOT still concluded Segment A was the preferred route 
option. 

 

TxDOT relied on the EIS to support their conclusion. Of critical concern to Tucker Hill and the 
greater McKinney community is what appears to be flaws in the underlying TxDOT analysis and 
interpretation of the EIS. I will attempt to detail each of my concerns individually. My comments 
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however, are not meant to be a complete listing of the errors or omissions in the study, but simply 
those that this compressed timeframe has allowed me to identify. 

 

Noise Pollution 
The TxDOT noise study for Tucker Hill was flawed and biased. The importance of this is 
underscored by the existing scientific literature showing the association between traffic and related 
noise on physical and mental health. The study evaluated only a single barrier south of the 
community. It appears the study was biased toward providing more data around MainGait, a facility 
with transient guests, then Tucker Hill, a community of over 380 homes with plans for over 600. 
Additionally, it appears that there has been no regard taken to Tucker Hill’s numerous veteran 
residents, elderly residents or our residents with disabilities – collectively, who likely outnumber 
MainGait’s transient guests. In fact, Tucker Hill was classified, by TxDOT, as a standard residential 
area with an acceptable NAC level of 67 and precluded from participating in any future noise 
studies. This is both incorrect and unacceptable. 
Tucker Hill is a “front porch” community and every home is designed with a front porch that 
encourages outdoor activities and interactions between neighbors. Tucker Hill 
 

should be reclassified as Category A to preserve the essence of the neighborhood and the 
neighborhood should be included in any future noise abatement studies. 

 

The noise study itself appeared to use outdated data to estimate the impact of noise on the 
community. Yet, TxDOT, while proposing to surround the neighborhood on both the south and east 
side with a highway, believes the noise impact to be acceptable. TxDOT has not met their burden in 
any way, and moving forward with flawed data will cause irreparable harm to the residents of 
Tucker Hill, especially the young, elderly and disabled who do not regularly leave the 
neighborhood. A new noise study must be conducted with more receptors and sound barriers 
across both the south and east side of the neighborhood must be included in any Segment A 
option. Finally, it appears untenable that TxDOT could make any conclusion about the noise impact 
on Tucker Hill without fully understanding the impact of their proposed Segment A shift on the east 
side of the neighborhood. 

 

Community Impacts 
TxDOT incorrectly identified a single Tucker Hill park and the Tucker Hill Community Center in their 
community impact study as the only community spaces without identifying the population they 
serve. First, Tucker Hill houses a community center, two town squares, two community parks, a 
community pool, a dog park, two fire pits, an amphitheater and a rooftop event space in the 
Harvard Park commercial area. The community spaces can be found filled with residents on almost 
any sunny day. Tucker Hill hosts many little league practices from Prosper and McKinney in our 
neighborhood parks and is a Christmas Holiday destination for people all across the region to visit 
our lighted homes. Furthermore, the community has a long history of events supporting 
organizations like Ethan for Autism, 29 Acres and the Down Syndrome Guild of Dallas. TxDOT has 
not demonstrated that they have completed any research into the impacted population (including 
children of all ages, elderly, seniors 55+, veterans and residents with disabilities) of these facilities. 
Once again, this is an egregious omission and appears to show substantial bias for MainGait and 
other facilities that serve guests as opposed to residents. 

 

Aesthetic Impacts 
TxDOT has not completed the required aesthetic impact analysis for the whole project. 

 

Traffic Analysis 
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TxDOT’s traffic analysis is fatally flawed. TxDOT’s original traffic projection methodology was 
deemed to be incomplete and inconsistent by the Texas A&M Transportation Institute (TTI) in 
September of 2020. In March 2021, TTI noted that they still had not been provided traffic data for 
the “No Build vs Build scenarios”.  At that time 
 

, TTI deemed that the growth rates used in the revised study were acceptable for 

“short-term growth (from 2020 to the pivot year of 2040)”. Unfortunately, TxDOT has not addressed 
how their growth rate calculation using a linear regression could be acceptable if the baseline year 
for traffic growth is 2020. In every commercial or municipal environment, 2020 is seen as a data 
anomaly because of the impact of the pandemic and an unacceptable baseline for comparative 
purposes of any kind. 
TxDOT’s traffic analysis continues to be flawed and incomplete. 

 

Two 90 degree curves 
More than 25 percent of fatal crashes are associated with a horizontal curve, and the average 
crash rate for horizontal curves is about three times that of other types of highway segments 
(https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/countermeasures/horicurves/). In 2022 the United States 
Department of Transportation released their National Roadway Safety Strategy, which endorsed 
zero fatalities as the national goal and promotes building safety into the design of roads. TxDOT 
did not compare the safety risks including injury and fatality based on the highway designs of 
alternatives A and B. Segment A (the current preferred alignment) has two 90 degree curves. It 
also does not appear that TxDOT considered this safety risk in their decision. 

 

As such, TxDOT must include an analysis that compares alternatives A and B on the probability of 
accidents, injury, and fatalities. In addition, TxDOT must justify why they would choose a more 
dangerous alignment and one that goes against the US Department of Transportation’s strategy. 

 

Community Cohesion 
TxDOT’s conclusion that there is no increased community cohesion impact to Tucker Hill with 
Segment A and that there appears to be existing cohesion between Whitley Place, Mansions of 
Prosper, Luxe Prosper and Walnut Grove due to school districting once again is incorrect and 
appears to show a bias or, simply, a failure to conduct proper research. 

 

Segment A will effectively sever Tucker Hill on both the south and eastern sides of the 
neighborhood from McKinney. This is atypical and will leave Tucker Hill, established within the city 
limits of McKinney in 2008, as the only established subdivision completely blocked off from 
McKinney on two sides of the neighborhood. In fact, the highway will sever Tucker Hill from the 
districted school, Reeves Elementary in Auburn Hills. It will also impact and, possibly, imperil the 
plans to connect Tucker Hill to both the school and the hike and bike trail system already in the 
city’s plans. The City of McKinney has noted in their planning documents and as Mayor Fuller 
reiterated in his email to Ceason 
 

Clemons and TxDOT staff dated February 26th, 2023, Tucker Hill is a significant asset to the city. 
 

What may be most troubling, though, is TxDOT’s conclusion that somehow there is no cohesion 
impact when cutting Tucker Hill off from Reeves Elementary, but there appears to be an impact to 
the Prosper neighborhoods due to school zoning. However, the Walnut Grove neighborhood is not 
districted for Prosper ISD. The Mansions of Prosper neighborhood and the Luxe Prosper 
neighborhood are districted for different elementary and high schools than the Whitley Place 
neighborhood. In fact, Mansions of Prosper and Luxe Prosper share school zoning with Tucker Hill. 
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The correct conclusion here should have been that given the shared school zoning between these 
neighborhoods (Mansions of Prosper, Luxe Prosper, Tucker Hill and Auburn Hills) and the fact that 
Tucker Hill would become the only established subdivision to be severed from McKinney by the 
highway on two sides, with respect to community cohesion, Segment B is clearly the better 
alternative. 

 

Construction and Noise Pollution 
TxDOT only provided standard language with respect to construction and noise pollution. 
According to the TxDOT handbook this is incorrect and TxDOT must also include: 

 

“Construction Phase Impacts (EA Section 5.17) This section of the EA must identify and 
explain any impacts associated with construction activities. This includes light pollution; 
impacts associated with physical construction activity, temporary lane, road or bridge 
closures (including detours); and other traffic disruptions. Include the expected duration of 
any construction impacts, and explain any BMPs or other strategies that will be used to 
mitigate such impacts.” 

 

TxDOT must outline and detail all potential impacts during construction for both proposed 
Segments A and B and appropriately evaluate those impacts as part of the study. Importantly, 
TxDOT should provide all impacts and mitigation strategies related to construction prior to 
proceeding. Critically, with respect to Tucker Hill and the surrounding neighborhoods, what are the 
plans for egress to the neighborhood during construction and how will those plans impact the 
response time of emergency vehicles to points within the neighborhood? 

 

Shift Closer to Tucker Hill 
TxDOT’s introduction of the Segment A shift without notice and in addition to the already flawed 
analysis that produced a preference for Segment A creates an unfair 
 

burden on the residents of Tucker Hill. Once again, TxDOT appears to be showing a callous bias 
toward ‘future development’ rather than a commitment to current residents. It is impossible to fully 
understand the additional noise pollution, air pollution and other effects without additional study. It’s 
important to note that even with this new shifted Segment A, the cost to construct Segment B 
would be $100M less than Segment A. TxDOT’s actions are placing the residents of Tucker Hill in 
an untenable position and are knowingly causing irreparable harm to the community in favor of 
future development. I strongly object to the proposed shift of the A alignment. 

 

Air Pollution 
Air pollution is a documented public health emergency, and can affect every organ in the body, 
including cognition. Children and the elderly are disproportionately vulnerable to air pollution, 
specifically PM2.5, and more so if they live in close proximity to a highway. Air pollution can cause 
a multitude of diseases in adults, including heart disease, and can breach the placental barrier 
during pregnancy, causing miscarriages and birth defects. These impacts are well documented and 
have been noted in academic studies for over a decade. TxDOT should not proceed with this 
project until they have conducted a full study of existing and future air pollution on this highway, 
both at the regional scale and immediately adjacent to the highway. TxDOT must be compliant with 
EPA’s health-based National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

 

The current preferred alignment surrounds the Tucker Hill neighborhood on the South and East 
sides. Winds in McKinney predominantly blow from the South and South-East meaning that for 
more days than not air pollution will be blown and settled on the residents of Tucker Hill. 
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It appears that the model for the air pollution study used by TxDOT utilized an airspeed of 1 MPH. 
The average wind speed for North Texas is 8 to 12 MPH and the prevailing winds are from the 
south and south-east. It appears that additional study must be completed to correctly understand 
what the adverse effects of air pollution would be on the Tucker Hill population. Additionally, if 
Segment A is selected, monitoring devices must be installed to monitor air quality before, during 
and after construction. 

 

The DEIS fails to address air pollution from traffic beyond tailpipe emissions. A growing body of 
academic research cites brake wear and tire friction as primary pollutants from traffic. The DEIS has 
not addressed either of these sources of pollutants, nor does it address benzene or Volatile Organic 
Compounds (VOCs). We request that TxDOT complete detailed analyses of each of these 
pollutants, and compare pollutant levels on 

380 (for each pollutant) to expected levels during and after construction Segment A. 
 

The DEIS notes in several places that expected proliferation of electric vehicles (EVs) should 
improve air pollution in this corridor. This is not only abdicating responsibility for mitigating air 
pollution, but a misrepresentation of electric vehicles and their environmental benefits. While EVs 
do reduce tailpipe emissions from internal combustion engines (ICEs), they do nothing to reduce 
pollution from non-tailpipe sources including brake dust and tire friction. Pollution from tire friction 
may worsen in EVs due to increases in vehicle weight from electric batteries. Further, Texas’ 
electric grid is far from clean, and EVs that source their energy from unclean sources are, 
therefore, unclean themselves. 

 

The Mobile Source Air Toxins analysis in the DEIS is lacking and includes only a qualitative 
analysis. The DEIS claims that MSAT will decrease with time because of improved federal 
standards. We argue that this is an outsourcing of responsibility to mitigate air pollution in the 380 
corridor, and request that TxDOT complete a quantitative MSAT analysis and a health impact 
assessment for all criteria pollutants. 

 

Quality of Comments Collected 
As described above, Bill Darling and others, appear to have acted in bad faith in soliciting 
comments. In addition to submitting comments impersonating Tucker Hill residents, comments 
were solicited via Facebook with no links to the underlying studies or segment alternatives. TxDOT 
must vet all of the comments collected during the scoping project fully and determine that they 
were legitimately provided by residents. If the comments were not legitimate, they should be 
stricken from the project record. 

 

NEPA 

Paraphrasing from The Council on Environmental Quality (2021), TxDOT is obligated to evaluate 
feasible alternatives in enough detail so that a reader can compare and contrast the environmental 
effects of the various alternatives. Of note, NEPA reasonable alternatives include those that are 
practical or feasible from the technical and economic standpoint, rather than simply desirable from 
the standpoint of TxDOT. 

 

“NEPA is About People and Places” 
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"Impacts include ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health impacts, 
whether adverse or beneficial. It is important to note that human beings are part of the environment 
(indeed, that is why Congress used the phrase “human 
 

environment” in NEPA), so when an EIS is prepared and economic or social and natural or physical 
environmental effects are interrelated, the EIS should discuss all of these effects." 

 

It is clear that TxDOT’s selection of Segment A is, at best, ill-advised and, at worst, unsavory. I ask 
that TxDOT respond to each of the issues discussed. As it stands, if TxDOT proceeds with their 
preferred Segment A they will be irreparably harming the residents of Tucker Hill, unfairly seizing 
the residents’ ability to enjoy their neighborhood, severing them from their broader community and, 
potentially, justifying it with a fatally flawed Environmental Impact Study. 

 

Regards, 
 

Wendy Dickerson 

7408 Wescott Ln. 
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From: Wendy Perrott 

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 7:53 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Please Vote NO on Segment A for US 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Mr. Endres, 

I'm a homeowner in Mckinney, TX and I strongly oppose the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Rd. to FM 1827. I do support the TXDOT existing option, Segment B, 

which will result in less overall disruption to the 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and 

thousands of others in McKinney. Segment B will cost less and reduce my city tax burden. 

 

Please implement Segment B for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Thank you, 

Wendy Perrott 



From: Whitney Carrillo  

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 7:39 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: No to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX, I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. Thank you for your time.  

 

Whitney Carrillo  



From: Whitney Vaughn  

Sent: Thursday, March 9, 2023 9:19 PM 

To: 

; Stephen Endres 

Subject: US 380 Bypass NE McKinney  -  Oppose Segment C and Support Segment D 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hello, 
 
I know all of you have many important affairs to attend to, so I will keep this brief and greatly appreciate 
you taking time to consider the following. 
 
I keep my horse at Tara Royal, one of the business that will be affected by Segment C of the US 380 
Bypass NE McKinney. Segment C will adversely affect the serenity and safety of the 40+ horse owners 
that keep their horses at Tara Royal, as well as the horses. Loud noises from construction and the 
increased traffic create a huge safety risk while riding a horse, not to mention the added pollution and 
disruption of attempting to visit our horses. It is one of the last boarding barns in all of North Texas that 
has the amount of pasture turnout for horses that they do. Pasture turnout is integral to a horse's physical 
and mental health, keeping a horse in a 12x12 stall all the time is not fair to them. Most of us already 
drive from quite far away to have a peaceful, safe, and healthy place for our horses, a place where they 
can enjoy time in the pasture and not stuck in a stall. Even the McKinney Mounted Patrol keeps their 
horses at Tara Royal and we should all be concerned about the safety of those officers and their horses 
that perform an important, integral civic duty. 
 
Please don't take our peace and safety away. Please don't affect the health and safety of so many 
animals, horses and wildlife. Please consider Segment D. Not just for all of us at Tara Royal, not just for 
the horses, but also because: 
 
•    C severely damages one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin County 
•    C destroys 71% more acres of forests and woodlands and 141% more acres of grassland and prairie. 
•    C disturbs the wetland that serve as refuge for wildlife, including beavers, river otters, turtles, 
migratory and non-migratory water and forest birds, frogs, etc. 
•    C eliminates a large area of suitable habitat for endangered/ threatened species. 
•    C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife (prefers Segment D). 
•    C affects and displaces 383% more homes (29 vs. 6), 300% more businesses (16 vs. 4), and more 
community resources. 

Thank you kindly for your time and consideration. 
 
Whitney Vaughn 
 
 



From: Will Huffman 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 4:55 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

 

Thank you, 

Will Huffman 



From: William Shutt 

Sent: Friday, March 31, 2023 10:05 AM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A of US 380 Bypass 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As homeowners and citizens of McKinney, TX, we STRONGLY OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore we understand that TxDOT has an existing 

option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer 

businesses and homes, and reduce overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and 

thousands of citizens throughout McKinney. 

 

We strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

William and Judith Shutt 

6509 Spring Wagon Drive 

McKinney TX 75071 



From: Bill Gross 

Sent: Monday, April 3, 2023 12:03 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: U.S. 380: Recommended Alignment 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Mr. Andres, 

 

I have reviewed your Draft Environmental Impact Statement for US 380 from Coit Road to FM 

1827 dated December 2022. 

 

This is a very thorough and well documented engineering thesis on the study of the various 

alignment alternatives that were considered! 

 

You have chosen the Blue Alignment as your Preferred Route.   

 

After reviewing your detailed report and all of the Alternatives that you discussed and after 

examining your Alternative Comparison Matrix, I have come to the conclusion that the Brown 

Alignment is the best alignment that you have discussed. 

 

My reasons for choosing the Brown Alignment are as follows: 

• It is the lowest cost. 

• It is the shortest length of roadway to build. 

• By my count, your Alternative Comparison Matrix shows that the Brown Alignment 

scores better than the Blue Alignment 19 times.  Whereas, the Blue Alignment only 

scores better than the Brown Alignment 9 times. 

• The Blue Alignment displaces 35 established businesses as opposed to the 21 

business displacements by the Brown Alignment. 

• The Brown Alignment provides a much smoother alignment for traffic flow than 

does the Blue Alignment which contains  2 ‘doglegs’. 

 

Regarding your comments that the Blue Alignment had more public support at the last Town Hall 

meetings, I offer the following observations.  The Prosper Town Council has been vehemently 

opposed to any US 380 Alignment - from the very beginning - that did not stay along the existing 

US 380 route.  Prosper’s attitude is “not in my backyard!”  Prosper certainly has the right to voice 

their opinion.  To that end, the Town of Prosper mounted a huge Public Relations effort to solicit 

and garner the maximum support possible for the Blue Alignment. I believe that if you look at the 

demographics of the responses that you got for support of the Blue Alignment, that you will find 

that the overwhelming number of those responses came from folks who reside in Prosper.  Of 

course Prosper residents don’t want the 380 Bypass coming through their town and neighborhood. 

They would much prefer the Bypass be in McKinney!  The Engineering and Financial 

considerations of the project are irrelevant to the Town of Prosper as long as the Bypass stays out 

of Prosper. 

 

To me, it appears that you have done a thorough job of investigating and documenting the various 

Route Alignments. 



 

To me, your analysis and engineering findings are clear:  the Brown Route should be the Preferred 

Alignment. 

 

My firm belief is that TxDot should be able to stay above the political fray and make its decisions 

on analysis of the facts and prudent engineering analysis.  You have certainly done an outstanding 

job of analyzing and presenting the facts.  Unfortunately, it appears that you have succumbed to 

political pressure with your decision to choose the Blue Alignment as the Preferred Alternative. 

 

I continue to believe that the Brown Alignment is the Best Alignment that you have identified and 

discussed. 

 

Very truly yours, 

 

 

William E. Gross, P.E. 

4879 Geren Trail 

McKinney, Texas  75071 

 

214-415-9220  



From: Bill Essington 

Sent: Tuesday, March 21, 2023 5:59 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney.  I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for 

the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   

William Essington 

1916 Cortez Ln 

McKinney, TX 75072 



From: William Sano

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 11:30 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: Fwd: 380 Bypass/Expansion  

 

This email originated from outside of the organiza-on. Do not click links or open a0achments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Sent from my iPhone 

 

Begin forwarded message: 

 

> A1er reading many of the comments and concerns about the 380 bypass, I have not yet seen an 

explana-on of why TXDOT might choose to spend $150M more dollars on a bypass route over the less 

expensive one.  By the -me the project is started the costs will soar even more as new commercial and 

residen-al projects are being added even now.  I can’t help but wonder what back room deals have 

taken place in order for a route to be drawn with such a sharp S-curve that is bound to cause some major 

accidents in due -me. The less expensive route has a reasonable, gradual curve that would be safer and 

TXDOT engineers know this!  It’s so obvious!  So how do you explain Segment A over B when it comes to 

safety and the cost to taxpayers? 

> If Bypass Segment A is approved, another crucial safety concern will impact the residents of Tucker Hill.  

TH residents’ only entrance and egress into their community would be from Highway 380 while it is 

under construc-on. That is also the only route available to first responders. As a former firefighter and 

paramedic, I can personally a0est to the fact that seconds ma0er when it comes to life or death 

emergencies. At this point in -me, there seems to be no alterna-ve route for emergency responders and 

we have all been delayed in traffic due to construc-on. How will TXDOT address this concern? 

I read also about environmental impact, a worthy considera-on especially with our dwindling green 

spaces and the encroachment on wildlife. Yet, li0le considera-on is given to the impact on the quality of 

human life. 

William Sano 

7421 Ardmore St 

McKinney, TX 75071 

210-262-4884 

> 

> 

> Sent from my iPhone 

 



From: William Shelt 

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 4:48 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear sir, 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827.   

Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax 

burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses and homes, and result in less overall 

disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of citizens throughout McKinney.   

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

Thank you. 

William Shelt 

214-585-2375 

 



From: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 9:55 AM 

To: William Martin  

Subject: RE: OPPOSE SEGMENT A, SUPPORT SEGMENT B: 

 

Your comments will be added to our public hearing summary. 

 

Stephen Endres 

214-320-4469 

 

 

From: William Martin   

Sent: Sunday, February 26, 2023 12:39 PM 

To: Stephen Endres <Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov> 

Cc: Craig Martin ; Anissa Reil 

Subject: OPPOSE SEGMENT A, SUPPORT SEGMENT B: 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe. 

I Strongly OPPOSE Segment A, SUPPORT Segment B of Project of 380 Bypass Project. 
 
My name is William Vane Martin, Jr and i am owner and resident of property at 1529 Landon Lane, Wren 
Creek Addition, Phase II-B, Block C, Lot 2, Stonebridge Ranch Addition, McKinney, Texas 75071. I am a 
Trustee of 2015 Martin Family Revocable Living Trust to which the property is registered. 
 
I strongly OPPOSE Segment A of Project 380 Bypass Project for reasons including but not limited by ; 
1) Stonebridge Dr will be one of three major feeder arteries to the bypass, 2) increased traffic on 
Stonebridge Dr will result in decreased traffic safety, 3) will result in increased noise and pollution of the 
adjacent residential neighborhood, 4) property values will be impacted negatively, 5) endangers an 
elementary school, 6) Segment A costs  more than Segment B, 7) creates overpass over Custer and 
Stonebridge Dr, 8) cause large interchange above Kensington Village. 
 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.burnsmcd.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Ckdakers%40burnsmcd.com%7C3a94f5439e8547b2969f08db19a58b84%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C638131971012704463%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=R5JFrnnBdRcJxsnt%2BgHMBSHrm8d8%2BOUKUW%2BSMFmOS9I%3D&reserved=0


I have attached a pdf file confirming the above comments and including 12 photographs of Stonebridge 
Drive 1500 block, 1600 block, 1800 block, Watch Hill and Lake LaCima which illustrate the residential 
environment of Stonebridge Drive. 
 
I Strongly Oppose Segment A. 
 
William V Martin, Jr 

•  

 

  

 

 



From: Zachary Hope

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 3:44 PM 

To: Stephen Endres 

Subject: NO to Segment A 

 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Hi, 

 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the 

US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing option, 

Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on McKinney residents, destroy fewer businesses 

and homes, and result in less overall disruption to 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents and thousands of 

citizens throughout McKinney. 

 

I strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the US 380 Bypass from Coit 

Road to FM 1827. 

 

Sincerely, 

Zachary Hope 



 
 

760.06.TEM 

E2 Online Comments   



Creation 
Date Please enter your comments here. 

First 
Name  Last Name Street Address City State 

Zip 
Code Email Address 

Please select each of the 
following that apply to you 
(Texas Transportation Code, 
§201.811(a)(5)). Links 

1/15/23 
20:15 

I stand in strong opposition to Segment B - Brown and Gold plans. We are 
moving to Prosper this March. Benjamin Cable 

1250 Harvest 
Ridge Ln Prosper Texas 75078     

1/17/23 
14:46 

If this were moved north to run along where FM1461 currently stands, 
literally all problems would be solved. People are willing to drive 3 
minutes to get there. It’s the obvious solution.         Texas         

1/20/23 
1:05 

I am not in support of the "Blue Alternative" (Option A). When this freeway 
is constructed, it will clumsily divide a mature part of West-McKinney that 
sensibly balances commercial and residential interests. Many homes and 
business have already been built in this area within the last 10 years and 
many more are actively being constructed. This area is not conducive to 
an eight-lane freeway. The impact is not just relocating 22 residences 
and 35 business, but an overall drop in commercial spending and quality 
of life for residents due to elevated noise, decreased mobility on non-
arterial roads, and an increase in traffic. Option A is unnecessarily and 
massively disruptive. 
  
 Please consider Option B. The route is easier to navigate due to it's 
gradual slope from US 380 and less prone to traffic as Option A would be 
(the north-south connection to 380 will restrict flow of traffic). 
Additionally, the region impacted by Option A is less densely developed 
and impacts overall fewer residents. Caleb Pedersen 

2466 County 
Road 852 McKinney   75071     

1/24/23 
18:30 

As a resident of Stonebridge Ranch and utilize park space with family 
nearby every day, add a comment to express my disapproval of the by 
pass through Mckinney and would prefer the less populated route 
through Prosper. The route through Proper will affect an area with less 
population density as seen you the map provided. I believe this issue has 
been overcomplicated and the simplicity of the issue is evident. Rick 

Vander 
Heiden   Mckinney Texas 75071     

1/25/23 
23:39 

The proposed 380 Freeway is Dangerously too close to New homes this 
is not feasable, or a good idea! The 380 needs to stay on the 380. 
 I just bought a new home in Bloomridge. I bought it and spent a lot of 
money and was never told about this proposal. I want a quiet safe home 
for my family. 
  
 Thank you 
 Leslie Jean Leslie Jean 

3521 Paintbrush 
Dr McKinney Texas 75071     

1/26/23 
1:07 

Do not increase the road traffic and complexity putting the top of the 
funnel in my town right next to my neighborhood (right at the intersection 
of coit and 380 where our high school is) to decrease traffic in an 
adjacent town. Build the *entire* bypass well into McKinney if McKinney 
needs a bypass. With the funnel in Prosper we will see the traffic building 
right in one of our already most populated and busiest areas. Jeff T 741 hunters pl Prosper Texas 75078     

1/26/23 
23:22 

My name is Paul Barada and my company name is S. a. Paul Enterprise 
who owns the land NEC of US Highway 380 and Walnut Grove. I see the 
Schematic or segment A passing through on my property. If it happens 
then I would lose high quality tenants and I cannot afford to lose the 
valuable land. I already designed the multi-tenant shopping center and I 
have multi-million dollars debt on this property and cannot afford to lose 
my property. 
 Secondly, I see there are two Segments (alternative routes) like A and B. 
I think the city of McKinney passed the resolution Segment B last year. I 
would suggest Segment B is the best option because it will be less 
displacement for the businesses and residential. I oppose TXDOT’s Barada Paul 6383 Francis Ln Frisco Texas 75035     



Creation 
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Code Email Address 
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(Texas Transportation Code, 
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decision if Txdot decide to move Segment A option. Please consider the 
alternative option B. 

1/27/23 
4:25 NO BYPASS!! Look further north to build a bypass. Do not build into 380. S A     Texas         

1/27/23 
4:27 Stop trying to build a bypass which both towns and citizens do NOT want! B T     Texas         

1/27/23 
18:08 

The bypass into 380 is not a desired option.m for both McKinney or 
Propser residents. We have voiced our opinion on so many options. 
Please look north into Celina for the bypass. They have the open land to 
build without worry. Stop trying to force this bypass on Prosper!!! Sara A   Prosper Texas         

1/28/23 
23:50 

Stop pushing an expansion and bypass that the residents of both 
McKinney and a prosper do not want or support. If this expansion was 
done years ago when there was more open land perhaps residents would 
feel differently. By continuing to try and impose a bypass only frustrates 
the established communities and does nothing to benefit them and only 
causes harm to them. If a bypass or extension is needed consider going 
North into Celina where there is much more open undeveloped land. You 
all are wasting so much time trying to force something bc that is just not 
beneficial due to the established businesses and homes. So make it 
easy and start looking North!! Douglas Clark     Texas         

1/29/23 
22:49 

No Bypass in Propser!380 should absolutely not be a limited access 
highway. There is no benefit to the residents of Prosper. It will do nothing 
but encourage more thru traffic and make things miserable for residents. 
Stop trying to force a bypass through already established thriving areas!! Madeleine G   Prosper Texas         

1/31/23 
3:21 

No Bypass in Propser!380 should absolutely not be a limited access 
highway. There is no benefit to the residents of Prosper. It will do nothing 
but encourage more thru traffic and make things miserable for residents. 
Stop trying to force a bypass through already established thriving areas!! Madeleine G   Prosper Texas         

1/31/23 
3:40 

Homeowners have made it very clear there is no desire to expand 380 
and have a bypass. As a town and community we have been very clear 
about our opposition. to the bypass. Providing another option does 
nothing more than infuriate the citizens. Please look for other 
alternatives further north for a limited access road. Thank you! Benjamin Smith   Prosper Texas         

2/4/23 
19:06 

No! No more widening of 380. 380 needs to reduce speed limits and 
increase lights in Prosper. Clay Johnson     Texas 75078       
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2/5/23 
19:17 

I commute to Oklahoma every single day for work and have to drive on 
380 from I35 to McKinney and it is HORRIBLE, however, in no way shape 
or form am I willing to support this going through my community or 
neighborhood. 380 in McKinney is nothing compared to the stop and go 
traffic from Prosper toward Denton. I agree we do need an alternate 
route, but not where this is proposed. This build needs to have been 
curved out north prior to Coit— this location solves nothing.  
  
 Please DO NOT build this monstrosity! This will be a horrible for 
McKinney neighborhoods, new drivers, students  
 trying to get to the appropriate school zones, noise…etc. I would rather 
NOT BUILD than to have this destroy McKinney. People by the masses 
(especially in Stonebridge) will move to other towns if this happens. Brandi Martin 

8609 Herns 
Meadow McKinney Texas 75071     

2/10/23 
1:00 

Please add additional lights on 380 and reduce the speed limit. Cars 
drive too fast and there are too many accidents. Widening of the road 
and increasing traffic will make it worse for the local people of Prosper to 
get around. Of all the people I’ve talked to, no one is in favor of widen the 
road and increasing traffic. Look for alternative routes that are not 380. 
What about Frontier? That seems to be much more aligned with the 
extension you are proposing. Mary Turner   Prosper Texas 75078       

2/10/23 
15:43 

I am infuriated by this proposal. TxDot is proposing to put a bypass in my 
backyard. However I have seen very little of your proposal to help impact 
residents. I built my home in 2015 when the same plans showed a two 
lane road was going to be built on CR123. We specifically chose a 
smaller lot to be further away from the two lane road and now there’s a 
proposal to build a bypass. I find it unlawful to share proposed 
infrastructure plans and allow people to make decisions from those 
plans to change it later. I will not allow this to happen. I will pursue all 
means available to stop this and hold people accountable. This is absurd 
and the city of Mckinney should not allow for neighborhoods to be built 
and then drop in a bypass. What are you going to do for the residents!!!! I 
strongly oppose all plans for this bypass. I can barely drive without 
running over roadkill from all the destruction to their habitat. Now you 
are coming for mines! Ivan Clemons 

5404 datewood 
lane Mckinney Texas       

2/11/23 
20:17 

The 380 Bypass should not cut into Prosper! It should be north of 
Frontier. The bypass in McKinney goes North and should continue east to 
west on the north side of Prosper or into Celina. The current 380 in 
Prosper needs to be slower and have additional lights, just like it is in 
McKinney. People on 380 need to slow down! Put a bypass north for 
people to go faster. Ultimately you are accommodating traffic from Celina 
anyways. Paul G   Prosper Texas 75078       
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2/14/23 
19:26 

This DEIS is seriously flawed in several ways: 
 Alternative B should have been the preferred alternative not A. 
 A is more expensive. 
 A has significantly more noise impact, which is unmitigated. 
 A has a horrific and unmitigable visual impact on the La Cima 
community, park and lake, the view across the lake will be of a concrete 
monstrosity with trucks speeding over it. 
 A will cause a very significant loss of jobs in the 380/Custer area, which 
has not been addressed. 
 A will cause a significant deterioration of property values in the La Cima 
and other neighborhoods. 
 Future property values in Prosper will benefit, while McKinney property 
values will suffer. 
 Future buyers in Prosper to be aware of the construction and impact, so 
they can make an informed decision on purchasing. La Cima and nearby 
residents have no choice about this seizure of our properties. 
 The entrance to Stonebridge ranch will be seriously degraded. 
 The aerial intersection at 380/Custer will be an unsightly eyesore.. Frank DeLizza, PE 

1601 Stratford 
Pl McKinney   75071     

2/16/23 
0:05 

I fully support the findings of the study and the preferred alignment of 
Segment A. Thank you! Ellen Shaunessy 

15B Rhea Mills 
Circle Prosper Texas 75078      

2/16/23 
12:07 

I live in the Reserve near Coit and Westridge. I really don't understand 
why this plan is dumpling (a) onto Coit and 380. This area is going to 
cause gridlock at this intersection. An intersection that is already very 
busy for the businesses, homes and schools in this area. Why would this 
line not be carried through Prosper and exit out onto Preston? I believe 
that was the original plan. Point being that it will cause a hardship to the 
folks including myself and my family to have this line dump out into our 
main exit from our neighborhoods and schools up here. I oppose this part 
of the plan. Ariana N     Texas 75072     

2/16/23 
23:10 

Option C will be a disaster for our neighborhood and the environment. C 
divides our neighborhood, splits our road, and separates property from 
owners.  D is a better choice. The floodplain where D would go is less 
valuable than the land encompassed by Option C, which is almost all 
valuable building sites well away from flooding.  C will cross some of the 
last heavily wooded property near McKinney. It will destroy the habitats 
of deer, otters, beaver, raccoons, bobcats, and more. It will cross a 
wetland where ducks and geese winter every year.  No one has even 
walked the land where C will cross, but have only studied aerial photos 
and maps which do not convey the actual habitats.  C is the worse 
choice. D is much better. Gordon O'Neal 

2235 County 
Road 338 McKinney Texas 75071     

2/16/23 
23:23 We need to keep 380 on 380 Matt Tindall 

4181 Splitrock 
Dr Prosper Texas 75078     

2/16/23 
23:32 

route d is a much less intrusive option to our citizens and the families 
that inhabit other zone options. please do not displace and financially 
impact the families of our community when it is avoidable krista rogers 528 twi knoll dr mckinney Texas 75071     
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2/16/23 
23:35 

For all the reasons txdot decided to keep the bypass out of prosper are 
the same reasons 380 should be kept on 380. Do not go back on your 
decision to expand 380 through McKinney. Prosper should not have to 
have 380 cut through areas such as Mane Gate, the new developing 
senior living area, and drastically alter areas around PISD schools and 
Foundations private academy. 380 needs to stay on 380! Tiffany Nayar 

3721 Glacier 
Point Ct Prosper Texas 75078     

2/16/23 
23:37 

route d is a much less intrusive option to our citizens and the families 
that inhabit other zone options. please do not displace and financially 
impact the families of our community when it is avoidable krista rogers 528 twi knoll dr mckinney Texas 75071     

2/16/23 
23:42 

Overall the need for road improvements and managed growth is vital to 
our county. As a land developer I understand tough decisions need to be 
made, however the decision to select section c vs section d seems 
wrong. Section C impacts less housing units and uses more of the 
existing 380 section. both reasons supported for section A, Malcolm Mulroney 3 Crestview Cir Lucas Texas 75002     

2/16/23 
23:49 

My comment is for the Coit Road to CR161 (Segment A). This is the best 
alternative available - given the recommendations of the feasibility and 
the EIS project over the past few years, this TxDOT preferred alternative 
is the best option. David Vidusek 

2920 Lakeview 
Dr Prosper Texas 75078     

2/16/23 
23:53 

As a business owner and resident impacted by the bypass I strongly 
disagree with the 'C' option for Coit road to FM 1827. Option 'D' is 
preferred. Andrew Sisson 3866 CR 405 McKinney Texas 75071     

2/16/23 
23:54 no to segment C!!!! Catastrophic, stupid, nonsensical. do the right thing         Texas         

2/17/23 
0:00 

I am very against route C. It makes no sense. It displaces too many 
established ranches. It's very much against McKinneys, "Unique by 
nature" motto. Go with route D Rebecca Easterwood 2500 FM 2933 mckinney Texas 75071     

2/17/23 
0:08 

I am here to oppose option C and support option D for the following 
reasons 
 D was the proposed option that made the most sense. C Divides peoples 
property especially residential and farmland. C damages forests which 
Collin County is beginning to run low on. C disturbs wetlands and will 
have flooding be an issue. C is short sighted for the amount of growth 
coming to this area. Please do option D. Clint Tenney 

2912 Ellsworth 
Ave Melissa Texas 75454     

2/17/23 
0:09 

OPPOSED TO SEGMENT C: I live in the Willow Wood community and 
moved there specifically to get away from all the crazy highway and city 
chaos. Segments C will run along the southern edge of our community, 
resulting in more traffic noise and pollution in our area. Segment C will 
also destroy many homes & business's of our neighbors in the southeast. 
Segment D would be less destructive with a route that would follow the 
largely unpopulated flood plain that flows directly south to the existing US 
380. Renee Francis 

1309 Putman 
Drive Mckiney Texas 75071     

2/17/23 
0:12 

I am opposed to the C route. Under no circumstances would I support the 
C route unless there is a change or compromise that would move the 
beginning of the C to move to the D route. Start it out on the East side of 
the airport but then move it half mile to mile down to the D route. David Bruce 2118 CR 338 McKinney Texas 75071      

2/17/23 
0:13 

Project C and D should be removed and reworked so that the new 380 
would run straight between bypass one and bypass two. the dip down to 
the existing 380 created by both project C and Project D is a waste of 
money/resources that creates unnecessary interchanges that will cause 
congestion and grid lock. Steph Potter 2662 CR 406 Mckinney Texas 75071     
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2/17/23 
0:13 

i am against route C as it interferes with the nature and surrounding 
ranches that have flourished on this land for generations. Route D goes 
through a flood plane and does not disrupt the surrounding enviroment 
so catastrophically. The correct path forward is obviously NOT C! Rachel Smith 

2200 Heather 
Hill Ln Plano Texas 75075     

2/17/23 
0:14 

I strongly oppose Route C, it will destroy too much wildlife and ranches 
and property. Please please go with Route D, which goes through a 
floodplain and will not disrupt the wildlife, people, properties and their 
businesses that have been there for generations. Heather McCauley 

2200 Heather 
Hill Lane Plano Texas 75252     

2/17/23 
0:15 

Please do not build this freeway. This is going to destroy all of the natural 
animal habitats behind our house. There does not need to be another 
highway built. We moved to McKinney because it's "about nature" but 
what you are doing is destroying McKinney's slogan. You are endangering 
the habitat of hawks, rabbits, skunks, etc etc etc. We do not want your 
highway!!!         Texas       

2/17/23 
0:16 

Regarding "C" versus "D", either will be an absolute catastrophe' for all 
involved. Neither C nor D should exist at all! The two bypasses (McKinney 
and Princeton) should connect without rejoining the existing right of way.  
 Creating the short segment between the bypasses is an active decision 
to build a nightmare of a bottleneck with little to have gained from doing 
so. Further once the bottleneck is created and inescapably accidents or 
issues occur in the short segment - there are absolutely no reasonable 
alternate routes so the effect will be severe. Granted there is no 
alternate route today, but after spending millions if not billions why not 
have an improvement as opposed to making it worse. 
 The effect on me personally is farther East in the Princeton bypass (near 
CR 406) but whether it affects me directly or not - the idea of TWO 
bypasses when ONE WILL DO is not reasonable to my thinking. Tom Potter 

1706 San 
Jacinto Dr Allen Texas 75013      

2/17/23 
0:18 

Option c would affect front half of my property which we used to provide 
for our animals. There are various species of migratory birds that will be 
affected as well. The drawing has changed from previous and is shifted 
entirely towards our property leaving the other side completed 
untouched. We are only one of few farms left. With the focus on more 
home grown, local products, it defeats the purpose of having a major 
highway going thru our farm.  
 Other point i would like to make is the future traffic from McKinney going 
east. With increasing population, it would bottleneck on 1827 so it would 
defeat the purpose of this since we will be back to square one.  
 I do not think any options are ideal for the amount of people and traffic 
that is and will be in the county. Just as Dallas had to revamp 635 and 
75, this is something that requires more than 5-10 year projection. If 
there was a decision that need to be made, option d would be a better 
option since it effects less people and farms. Rachana Patel 2516 FM 2933 McKinney Texas 75071     

2/17/23 
0:19 

I oppose route C, and prefer section D as the alternative. Our friends and 
family are going to lose their home and ranch. They have young children 
and will be homeless. These are people that have lived in McKinney for 
several decades or their whole lives and contribute tirelessly to our 
community. They host bible studies, provide therapeutic visits for 
children, especially those with special needs. We appreciate you seeking 
out our feedback and hope and pray that our voices are heard. Section D 
would displace far less residents and businesses. I implore you to base 
your decision on the value that will be added to the entire McKinney 
community in the long run rather than the most base economical option. Tiffany Hand 2172 CR 338 McKinney Texas 75071     
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2/17/23 
0:20 

I am voicing my concern towards Segment C - vs not choosing SegmentD 
- there are various factor missed on segment C - where it states 
residences that effects segments - matter of fact there are lot more than 
listed residents that effected by choosing segment C - matter of fact 
when study suggests that segment D is more faster and also improving 
wetland (contrast there are lot more wildlife on segment C which seems 
to be missed by your study) - there are about 8 residents specially on Roll 
12 that choose by study that missed why not adjust roll 12 to more east-
side is completely another argument (otherside is not even touched 
because it's owned by prominent well known Glaciers) - segment C was 
completely opposed by texas wildlife and preffred segment D. ) 
 Overall when Segment C effects more people and more businesses - 
reasons provided was it would cost less - when making decision smaller 
and better/faster segment D is more faster and less time consuming for 
traffic. Dhruv Patel 2516 FM 2933 McKinney Texas 75071     

2/17/23 
0:21 

I am opposed to segment c. It cuts thru our property next to our new 
house destroying our homestead. We were told the segment D was the 
route Tex DOT would use. Now they lie about a fesability study rather 
than going with the initial assesment approved by Texas Parks and 
Wildlife and the people who live in the community. This segment will 
destroy a wildlife habitat and multiple homesteads. Please don't lgo with 
segment C         Texas         

2/17/23 
0:24 

I strongly support the original diverging diamond interchange (DDI) 
schematic for the Custer Rd and future US380 interchange. 
 While the proposed design change reduces ROW impacts, the high 
throughput of the DDI will "future proof" this intersection. 
  
 Custer Rd serves as a major North-South travel corridor for those in 
between US-75 and Preston Rd. I work in McKinney (commuting from 
further South) and Custer Rd is a very useful option for North-South 
travel. 
 Having driven through DDIs elsewhere in Texas, I am a firm believer in 
their use for allowing high throughput on the cross street. With the 
nearest traffic light a half mile to the South, this should be the ideal 
location for a DDI. 
  
 Keeping the original schematic for the DDI may greatly relieve future 
strain on what likely will be a busy interchange between Custer Rd and 
the proposed US380. 
  
 Thank you for your consideration. Daniel L. 

1724 
Sacramento Ter Plano Texas 75075     
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2/17/23 
0:24 

Build the North Collin County Bypass NOW and scale back this Proposal 
to needed improvements to 380 and avoid the serious impact to 
Residents and Businesses along the proposed route. We do not need an 
8 lane Interstate style Highway feet from family homes in established 
communities.  Many of the commercial and private vehicles on this road 
use 380 as a primary route East and West between I-35 in Denton and 
I20 near Greenville. The future proposed Northern Collin County bypass 
similar to 121 is the best solution now rather than this proposal. Many 
currently drive miles to reach the Dallas North Tollway to avoid 
congestion on local roads when driving North or South to or from Frisco, 
Plano, and Dallas Thus the argument that drivers will not drive a few 
miles out of their way to use a dedicated Bypass with no traffic lights and 
local congestion falls flat. Unfortunately in this proposal everyone loses 
and Taxpayers are only left with a Political or Legal solution. William Campbell 

7208 Ripley 
Street McKinney Texas 75071     

2/17/23 
0:30 

The significant concern I have is the logic for Segment C rather than 
Segment D. From speaking with Mr. Endres and Collin County officials, 
construction "cost" and the recommendation from the City of McKinney 
have been noted as the rationale for Segment C. Segment C is not in the 
City of McKinney, nor are the property owners impacted by C represented 
by the City of McKinney. While the "cost" of Segment D is ESTIMATED to 
be less than Segment C, you are not factoring in the tangible costs to the 
landowners and citizens that are directly impacted by Segment C. 
Segment D would clearly meet the stated need of the BYPASS with 
considerable less loss and cost to the Citizens of Collin County. Please 
change your recommendation back to Segment D, which was the prior 
recommendation. The voices of the Citizens who are directly impacted by 
Segment C should have more weight with TxDOT than the City of 
McKinney seeking to increase its tax base. Chet Fisher 

1728 Private 
Road 5042 McKinney Texas 75454     

2/17/23 
0:30 

We are very concerned about the large number of families who would be 
displaced by Segment C when Segment D would impact far fewer homes. 
Segment C would also adversely impact much more forest land than 
Segment D. John Hancock 611 Uvalde Ct. Allen Texas 75013     

2/17/23 
0:38 

Segment C would be an utter catastrophe and frankly not only would 
displace hundreds of Texans, but will also displace and adversely affect 
wildlife. From not only the variations of animals/livestock on private 
property, but also the many fish, roadrunners, coyotes, birds, snakes and 
rodents that call the area home. The metroplex has been bustling and is 
starting to become so dense and congested, that adding another 
highway and displacing residents that have contributed to the 
conservation of the land would be an utter failure and would frankly go 
against every value that the state of Texas has used to identify itself 
since its inception. Segment D, not only affects less homes/businesses, 
but also has the least amount of impact on wildlife and allows more 
families to remain whole and spread the joy of sharing their land/life with 
others for generations to come. Blood, sweat and tears have gone into 
each parcel of land, dont let money, greed and bullish ways destroy it. Jack Moore 

2804 L Don 
Dodson Dr Bedford Texas 76021     
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2/17/23 
0:38 

The nature in McKinney is beautiful and something I have always 
admired as I grew up in a busy crowded city. C will damage one of the 
largest remaining forests in central Collin County, and 71% more acres of 
forests and woodlands. There are threatened species that will have their 
homes disturbed. Not only are theses species homes threatened, many 
families who have worked hard to build their life on their land will lose 
their homes. Choosing C would be an absolute catastrophe. Carolyn 

Wilganowsk
i 

2101 Proctor 
Drive Grand Prairie Texas 75051     

2/17/23 
0:40 

I oppose C due to the effect of the number of residences and businesses. 
Also, the amount of damage to the forest and woodlands. I support the 
Texas Parks and Wildlife and they are opposed C. Andy Sanders 

4809 Plantation 
Lane Frisco Texas 75035     

2/17/23 
0:44 

I oppose route C parcel 403, and prefer route D. Route C destroys my 
home that my family has lived on since 2011. It displaces my parents out 
of their house as well as the horse rescue they own. Many people and 
animals will be affected in this route C option. Many more residents will 
be displaced with this option as opposed to route D. Jennifer Swim 2172 CR 338 Mckinney Texas 75071     

2/17/23 
0:44 

I totally opposed the recommended section C of the proposed route. It 
will destroy many more homes, farms, ranches and businesses not to 
mention destroying more forest and wetland. The alternative D had very 
little to no public opposition and utilizes mostly flood plain and farm land 
making it much less disruptive to the community. While D might cost 
more to build, it disrupts far fewer humans and less irreplaceable forest 
land. Please choose people over dollars!! Valinda Bruce 

2118 County 
Road 338 McKinney Texas 75071     

2/17/23 
0:49 

My home located at 5300 Grove Cove Dr. McKinney, TX backs up to 
segment E. I was told a noise barrier would not be erected to protect our 
home from noise pollution. I strongly disagree that we will not be 
impacted by noise. We currently can hear vehicles both in our backyard 
and from inside our home. A sound barrier needs to be considered to 
reduce the increased noise pollution this project will cause. 
 I'm also concerned about the impacts of the emissions from vehicles 
and the dust from construction. My husband and I recently had a little girl 
and I'm concerned about her playing outside in our backyard when 
construction starts due to dust and debris. 
 I look forward to working with you to find solutions to these issues. Emily Falk 

5300 Grove 
Cove Dr McKinney Texas 75071     

2/17/23 
0:52 

I would like more information on the sound mitigation occurring on 
Segment E south of the Erwin Park area that affects the Timber Creek 
subdivision. While my property does not directly border the project, I am 
less than .3 miles and am extremely concerned for the noise impact. I 
have reviewed the noise abatement strategies offered at this meeting. I 
respectfully request at minimum a call to understand further the impact 
to what is currently a 2 year old home and to understand how to request 
additional abatement. Thank you. Lori Smeby 

2940 Greenhigh 
Ln McKinney Texas 75071     

2/17/23 
0:52 We support keeping 380 on 380 through Prosper M BD 4040 Teton Pl Prosper Texas 75078       
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2/17/23 
0:53 

As a McKinney resident, I am very concerned about the preferred project 
segment C for the US 380 EIS Project. I strongly oppose segment C and 
kindly ask TXDOT to pursue segment D instead of C. Segment C will have 
a much greater negative impact on our community. It will affect and 
displace more homes businesses and community resources than 
segment D. In addition, segment C damages one of the largest remaining 
forests in central Collin County, destroying 71% more acres of forest and 
woodlands than segment D. I understand segment C is strongly opposed 
by Texas Parks and Wildlife. Finally, segment C will have worse traffic 
performance with lower traffic capacity, longer travel times, slower 
speeds, and more elevation changes. It seems the only benefit to 
segment C is the cost. I firmly believe the costs does not justify the other 
negative impacts to the community. Jason Woodward 

6004 Old South 
Ct McKinney Texas 75072     

2/17/23 
1:01 

Our family is in opposition of section C, we fully support of section D as 
the preferred alternative. We are raising our young children on a 24 acre 
family ranch with horses, donkeys, and cows. If TxDOT chooses section C, 
specifically parcel 403, it will demolish our home where we have two 
children, our son is 11 months, and daughter is 5 years old. We have 
family gatherings on the property, we host bible studies, and we had 
planned to raise our family here.  
  
 We are not the only family directly affected and displaced, when you look 
at sections C and D side by side, you will see that 4 times the residents 
and businesses are affected if route C is chosen. We all know roads can 
be built over flood planes, I know this is more expensive, but it's not right 
to choose C over D because of the flood planes and cost alone. Which is 
what it looks like you are basing your preference on.  
  
 I will be sure to follow up with an email because I've used my allotted 
characters. 
  
 Johnnie Howell Johnnie Howell 

2172 County 
Road 338 McKinney Texas 75071     

2/17/23 
1:04 

How was the segment matrix analysis weighted in comparing Segment A 
and Segment B? Segment B cost less than Segment A and if I remember 
correctly from a previous version of this presentation Segment B is safer 
than Segment A in terms of future predicted accidents and fatalities. 
Also, why was this important safety information omitted from this current 
version of the presentation? Or did I miss it? Segment B would displace 0 
businesses verses 15 businesses displaced by Segment A. The other 
evaluation categories seemed comparable between Segments A and B. I 
do not understand how you could select Segment A given the evaluation 
criteria cited. Also, if Segment A is ultimately approved additional noise 
barrier walls should be built to dampen the noise on the Tucker Hill side. 
Thank you. Sincerely, Joseph Miller Joseph Miller 

2705 Majestic 
Avenue McKinney Texas 75071     

2/17/23 
1:06 

Ref: Section A - I think alternative route B should be chosen. The 
currently preferred route A leaves this section too narrow and doesn't 
support much future growth. It is still limited. The preferred option A 
requires people to travel farther on this narrow section until the bypass 
goes north at Ridge road. US380 is currently a mess and utillzing 
preferred option A continues several miles of the mess that can't be 
fixed. This will continue to e a bottleneck in the future even after the 
project is completed Dale Bai num 

3541 Heritage 
Trail Celina Texas 75009     
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2/17/23 
1:07 

We see that Erwin Farms has proposed noise barriers and looking at the 
proposed route C on Bloomdale there are no noise barriers for the 
Heatherwood subdivision on the south side of the proposed route 
between Lake Forest and Ridge. We strongly recommend sound barriers 
for this portion of the road to benefit our residents and quality of life. 

Gary and 
Beth Hatch 

3112 
Maplewood 
Drive McKinney Texas 75071     

2/17/23 
1:07 

I am writing to strongly urge you to choose Segment D (NOT Segment C). 
Segment C will truly be catastrophic to our community, families, 
businesses, and to our natural habitats and woodlands. Segment C 
displaces far more families than D. It will destroy the property of 29 
residences, more than four times the number of affected properties with 
Segment D. Some of these residences along Segment C serve the 
community with church meetings. The ripple effect will be felt far and 
wide. In addition, over three times the number of businesses will be 
affected with Segment C than D. Furthermore, Segment C damages one 
of the largest remaining forests in this part of Collin County. This is so 
devastating that Texas Parks and Wildlife prefers Segment D. And finally, 
Segment C has worse traffic performance, including lower traffic 
capacity, longer travel times, slower traffic speeds, and more elevation 
changes. In conclusion, all the signs point to Segment D being the only 
and most logical choice. Jami Woodward 

6004 Old South 
Court McKinney Texas 75072     

2/17/23 
1:21 

Segment C would greatly interfere with my daily commute. I live about 
half a mile north of 380 right at New Hope rd. I will have traffic at my 
doorstep ALL day. I would like segment D to be approved. Diego Valadez 

630 W New 
Hope rd Mckinney Texas 75071     

2/17/23 
1:23 

We live in the Kensington neighborhood of Stonebridge Ranch, which is 
directly off of 380. We noticed you did not choose Option B, which would 
have had much less impact on businesses, homes and nature/wetlands, 
and would cost millions less...which doesn't make any sense at all why 
you all didn't choose B over A. However, we are now asking that you do 
NOT go with the Inset C: Alternative Design. Our street is literally Freedom 
Drive and the Alternative Design appears to make an exit directly onto 
Freedom Drive...which is insanely awful.  So, if it matters at all to you who 
don't live in McKinney or anywhere near Freedom Drive, please do not go 
with the Inset C: Alternative Design. Christine Bodin 

1713 Freedom 
Drive McKinney Texas 75071     

2/17/23 
1:24 

My family and I live in Kensington Ranch which is directly off 
380/University Drive. I'm opposed to Inset C: Alternative Design Segment 
A where the access road (in purple) from the new 380 runs directly in 
front of my street to connect to the old 380/University Drive. I believe 
this will lead to more traffic off of Freedom Drive than the proposed A 
segment. Jeff Bodin 

1713 Freedom 
Drive McKinney Texas 75071     
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2/17/23 
1:24 

I am writing to oppose segment "C" and in favor of segment "D."  
 - C divides residential farming / ranching communities 
 - C affects and displaces more residences (29 vs. 7) businesses (15 vs. 
4) and community resources (7 vs. 0) 
 - C damages one of the largest remaining forests in central Collin County 
 - C destroys 71% more acres of forest and woodlands 
 - C disturbs wetlands and suitable habitat for threatened species (per 
TXDOT) 
 - C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife 
 - C has worse overall traffic performance 
  
 Spur 399 can connect equally to segment C or D 
  
 My Daughter and grandson's home is destroyed by the current route as 
is my wife's horse rescue operation. 
  
 I own three properties affected: 2150, 2172 and 2280 County Road 
338. 
  
 Please do the right thing for property owners, businesses and the 
wetlands and choose segment D. 
  
 Michael Swim 

 (214) 673-5439 Michael Swim 
2150, 2172, 
2280 CR 338 McKinney Texas 75071      

2/17/23 
1:24 

We oppose route C as it takes more ag land from farmers and ranchers 
than the alternate route, D. However, both routes will merge and dump a 
tremendous amount of traffic in Princeton, which just moves the problem 
further east. There should be a continuous northern route that 
encompasses Princeton as well. These routes also forget entirely the city 
of New Hope, which will now become an island with no clear way of 
entering or leaving the city. It will eventually erase this small paradise in 
Collin County. McKinney is no longer unique by nature....there is no more 
nature, and we are becoming Plano. H Norton 3680 Billy Ln McKinney Texas 75071      

2/17/23 
1:25 

We thoroughly oppose the Segment C! My house and property has been 
there for 56 years. I still live in the same house. We wanted to pass it on 
to one of our Sons. I grew up in the country, could not even imagine living 
in the city with a house 10 feet away from mine. We were in the process 
of planting grapes for a vinyard, already dug the pond and found out 
about the Catastophe coming directly through our house. We will lose 
everything we have been building for years. Please come up with a 
different Route to save our beautiful country side. Lynne Hascal 

1892 Peacock 
Trail McKinney Texas 75071     

2/17/23 
1:25 

I consider Segment C is going to be a catastrophe segment since is going 
to destroy a wildlife and nature, when we move to our house we 
considered the city was going to grow toward us but this way. Considering 
traffic and not a peaceful environment for our family. 
 We Support Segment D considering this would save forests and 
woodlands.  
  
 GO SEGMENT D!!! Karla Degollado 

630 W New 
Hope Rd Mckinney Texas 75071     

2/17/23 
1:30 I against C. I prefer D. M Adams 

4501 Meadow 
Hill McKinney Texas 75070     
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2/17/23 
1:30 I'm against C and prefer D. Gretchen Adams 

4501 Meadow 
Hill McKinney Texas 75070     

2/17/23 
1:37 

Hello My name is Lori Swim I live at 2280 CR 338 Mckinney TX 75071. I 
oppose segment C. You will be damaging one of the largest remaining 
forests in central collin county. you will destroy 71% more acres of forests 
and woodlands. You will destroy our horse and animal rescue. You will 
take away from children with disabilities by disrupting our open and free 
property to come to. You will be destroying a home on our property which 
daughter and grandchild live in. You will be destroying barn with living 
quarters. You will be destroying our hay field, and eliminate acres for our 
rescue horses to run. Most importantly you will be destroying our family 
legacy. I have put my blood sweat and tears into this property along with 
my husband Mike. We are devastated beyond belief. Please choose 
another pathway. Thank you, Lori Swim Lori Swim 2280 CR 338 McKinney Texas 75071     

2/17/23 
1:41 

Segment C affects a much greater number of residents and has a major 
impact to one of the largest forested area in central Collin County. 
  
 According to the TxDOT presentation, Segment A was selected due to its 
minimal impact to residences and future development. Segment D 
should be selected for the same reasons.       MCKINNEY Texas 75071       

2/17/23 
1:45 

Hi, I live at 5101 Pinewood Drive in McKinney, TX 75071 
  
 I am commenting to say that our neighborhood and area is very quiet off 
of Lake Forest. There are not many people who travel that road that do 
not live in the area. 
  
 Building the 380 bypass would increase traffic on Lake Forest, 
especially if Hardin does not connect to the bypass. I am in disagreement 
that the 380 bypass is built this close to the Heatherwood subdivision -- 
especially without noise retainer walls, which is a must for us. I am 
suggesting that 380 go further north, such as following the Collin County 
Outer Loop that is not completed for some reason. Magan Tyler 

5101 Pinewood 
Dr McKinney Texas 75071     

2/17/23 
1:53 

I support route D 100% I protest the selection of C as it is a much larger 
negative effect on Humans, Wild life, forest,woodlands, Mother Nature, 
Mother Earth. D only effects a few RENT HOUSES and modular homes on 
little pieces of land as it appears to me. 
  
 Segment A was selected due to its minimal impact to residents and 
future development. Segment D should be selected for the same 
reasons. gary Sanders 2500 fm2933 mckinney Texas 75071       

2/17/23 
1:57 

Just say NO to the 380 bypass!!! This is a political move and does not 
take residents into account for either McKinney or Prosper. Stop trying to 
force your political agenda for additional tax revenue. Maria King   Prosper Texas 75078       

2/17/23 
2:01 

It’s too late to build the bypass along the current proposed route. If this 
was the plan it should have been built years ago. Time to not be so short 
sited and look north where things aren’t built up. This proposed plan 
doesn’t just impact the land and businesses you are cutting through but 
there will be such an impact from all of those who will suffer the noise 
disturbance on a daily basis. NOT Disturbing current residents should be 
top priority. Prosper and McKinney have made it crystal clear they do 
NOT want the bypass. Stop proposing it! Sara Alston   Prosper Texas 75078       
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2/17/23 
2:03 

NO bypass in Prosper!!! Stop your political agenda. TXDOT has wasted so 
much time trying to find alternatives for a route that should have been 
built years ago. Too late, move on! GO NORTH! Douglas Clark   Prosper Texas 75078       

2/17/23 
2:38 

Option B should be THE option chosen and not option A because: 
 -The purpose of a bypass is to bypass the congested areas not slam into 
them. 
 -Just because Prosper opposes doesn’t mean it should be followed. 
Educate them that an outer loop can spur further growth. 
 -The movement from westbound 380 arterial to westbound 380 
frontage road/freeway will be backed up continuously, not everyone will 
take the freeway at multiple points in McKinney. D G     Texas         

2/17/23 
2:52 

Roll 13, inset G.  
  
 I am concerned with access to my neighborhood during and after this 
project. Access to the Stickhorse estates and CR1084 is very limited 
already. The access off of CR330 is very poorly conceived, especially in 
context of this and the other Princeton segment coming together right at 
the single entrance to the neighborhood. It requires an unprotected left 
turn across 3 lanes of traffic right at the start of the new segment C, 
where traffic will be accelerating. It also removes the pseudo-protected 
turn option that is currently available on the western entrance to CR330 
(thanks to the recent stop light added for the construction dump to the 
south). 
  
  
 An east bound frontage road lane, north of 380, connecting 1827 and 
CR330 would greatly simplify access to a neighborhood that has at least 
30 residences, and numerous small businesses, and ensure reasonable 
access to the neighborhood throughout construction, with minimal 
additional displacement impacts. Kevin 

Baumgarte
n 2489 cr 1084 McKinney Texas 75071      

2/17/23 
3:06 Please keep 380 on 380. No need to ruin existing establishments. David Adams 1700 gentle way Prosper Texas 75078     

2/17/23 
12:24 

As a Collin County resident, I support the Brown Alternative (segments B-
E-C) also publicly-supported by the City Council of the City of McKinney. In 
my view, this alternative will be the best in terms of a solution that will be 
workable many years longer in this high-growth area of the State of Texas 
than the A-E-C alternative, involve only marginally more property owner 
displacements while allowing for a faster commute through the area for 
the tens of thousands of vehicles that will use this. Please reconsider 
and select the City-preferred alignment of B-E-C. Thank you for your 
consideration. GR M PO BOX 2465 Mckinney   75070     

2/17/23 
13:43 

TxDOT has it right....no McKinney by-pass through Prosper. For years, the 
town has said no and I presume people understand that no-means-no. 
So, No McKinney by-pass through Prosper means "NO MCKINNEY BY 
PASS THROUGH PROSPER". Thank you for siding with TxDot. They have it 
right. Barbara Crouch 

4310 Whitley 
Place Dr Prosper Texas 75078     

2/17/23 
14:16 

No McKinney biomass through Prosper! Come on txdot. Hold McKinney 
accountable. We need to keep 380 on 380 and leave Mane Gate PISD 
schools, Founders, and the Prosper families alone. Rajiv Nayar 

3721 glacier 
point court Prosper Texas 75078     

2/17/23 
15:11 Please keep 380 on 380 at least thru Prosper. Mary Spaulding 

2310 Reflection 
Ln Prosper Texas 75078     
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2/17/23 
16:12 

Two years ago TXDOT was in support of segment D... Now all the sudden 
they have switched to C. Its not right that TXDOT should be able to take 
peoples land supposedly for the good of a few. Segment D effects a 
handful of people and segment C effects 100s of people and animals. 
Maybe not directly but the road is right in there front yard. Joseph Gebbia 3983 CR 331 McKinney Texas 75071     

2/17/23 
16:28 

Yes we are encouraged that the proposal is to keep the 380 on the 380 
through Prosper. 
 Please keep the 380 where it is through the town of Prosper. Thank you Linda Cochran 

2731 
Meadowbrook 
Blvd Prosper Texas 75078     

2/17/23 
16:30 

This farm has been in my family since 1955. I have not kept it all these 
years so an 8 lane highway could go through my property. People sitting 
in traffic at rush hour is normal and not my problem. So many more 
business and homes are effective on segment C then on D. Martha McDowell 3983 CR 331 McKinney Texas 75071     

2/17/23 
16:58 

I have reviewed the "preferred alternative" proposal and have 
determined that I'm in favor of this option.  
 I'm a 31-year resident of McKinney and have seen enormous growth and 
development in that time. In fact, I think we are "late to the table" from a 
timing standpoint. I say let's get on with it. Taking too much time! Kenneth Lyday 105 Forest Ln McKinney Texas 75069     

2/17/23 
17:17 

NO TO C  
 Effects too many people and businesses S A   Anna Texas 75409     

2/17/23 
17:21 No to C as it will affect more home owners and businesses.         Texas         

2/17/23 
17:34 

I oppose Section C and ask that you reconsider section D for the 
following reasons: 1) our friends and family who have a horse rescue and 
multiple young children under age 5 will be displaced. 2) Section C will 
displace 4X the residents compared to Section D. 3) section C will 
displace 4X the businesses compared to Section D. 4) Section C 
displaces 7 Community Resources, where Section D displaces 0. 5) 
Section C damages one of the largest remaining forests in Collin County, 
71% more than Section D. 6) Section C is strongly opposed by Texas 
Parks and Wildlife. 7) Section C also has worse traffic performance.   
Thank you,  Thais Swim Thaís Swim   Dallas Texas       

2/17/23 
17:35 

"I oppose Section C and ask that you reconsider section D for the 
following reasons: 
 1) our friends and family who have a horse rescue and multiple young 
children under age 5 will be displaced. 
 2) Section C will displace 4X the residents compared to Section D. 
 3) section C will displace 4X the businesses compared to Section D. 
 4) Section C displaces 7 Community Resources, where Section D 
displaces 0. 
 5) Section C damages one of the largest remaining forests in Collin 
County, 71% more than Section D. 
 6) Section C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. 
 7) Section C also has worse traffic performance. Kristi Sherman 

1122 wedge hill 
rd Mckinney Texas 75072       
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2/17/23 
17:43 

I oppose Section C and ask that you reconsider section D for the 
following reasons: 
 1) our friends and family who have a horse rescue and multiple young 
children under age 5 will be displaced. 
 2) Section C will displace 4X the residents compared to Section D. 
 3) section C will displace 4X the businesses compared to Section D. 
 4) Section C displaces 7 Community Resources, where Section D 
displaces 0. 
 5) Section C damages one of the largest remaining forests in Collin 
County, 71% more than Section D. 
 6) Section C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. 
 7) Section C also has worse traffic performance. Regards, Diane Bednar 

3701 Perkins 
Lane McKinney Texas 75072     

2/17/23 
18:09 

I oppose Section C and ask that you reconsider section D for the 
following reasons: 
 1) our friends and family who have a horse rescue and multiple young 
children under age 5 will be displaced. 
 2) Section C will displace 4X the residents compared to Section D. 
 3) section C will displace 4X the businesses compared to Section D. 
 4) Section C displaces 7 Community Resources, where Section D 
displaces 0. 
 5) Section C damages one of the largest remaining forests in Collin 
County, 71% more than Section D. 
 6) Section C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. 
 7) Section C also has worse traffic performance. 
  
 Thank you, 
 Kathryn Shunn Kathryn Shinn 2512 Piedra Dr. Plano Texas 75023     

2/17/23 
18:10 

I oppose Section C and ask that you reconsider section D for the 
following reasons: 
 1) our friends and family who have a horse rescue and multiple young 
children under age 5 will be displaced. 
 2) Section C will displace 4X the residents compared to Section D. 
 3) section C will displace 4X the businesses compared to Section D. 
 4) Section C displaces 7 Community Resources, where Section D 
displaces 0. 
 5) Section C damages one of the largest remaining forests in Collin 
County, 71% more than Section D. 
 6) Section C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. 
 7) Section C also has worse traffic performance. M W 

3202 Vermont 
Ave McKinney Texas 75070     

2/17/23 
18:20 No 2 C         Texas         

2/17/23 
18:31 

I oppose Section C and ask that you reconsider section D for the 
following reasons: 
  
 1) Section C will displace 4X the residents and businesses compared to 
Section D.  
  
 2) Section C damages one of the largest remaining forests in Collin 
County, 71% more than Section D. L Knight   Allen Texas 75002       
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2/17/23 
18:45 

I oppose Section C and ask that you reconsider section D for the 
following reasons: 
 1) our friends and family who have a horse rescue and multiple young 
children under age 5 will be displaced. 
 2) Section C will displace 4X the residents compared to Section D. 
 3) section C will displace 4X the businesses compared to Section D. 
 4) Section C displaces 7 Community Resources, where Section D 
displaces 0. 
 5) Section C damages one of the largest remaining forests in Collin 
County, 71% more than Section D. 
 6) Section C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. 
 7) Section C also has worse traffic performance. 
  
 We have had family gatherings and our church life group at this local 
property.         Texas         

2/17/23 
18:53 

I oppose Section C and ask that you reconsider section D for the 
following reasons: 
 1) our friends and family who have a horse rescue and multiple young 
children under age 5 will be displaced. 
 2) Section C will displace 4X the residents compared to Section D. So it 
doesn't even make sense on this fact alone! 
 3) Section C will displace 4X the businesses compared to Section D. 
Again same as above.  
 4) Section C displaces 7 Community Resources, where Section D 
displaces 0. 
 5) Section C damages one of the largest remaining forests in Collin 
County, 71% more than Section D. It's incredibly selfish to purposely ruin 
ANY remaining forests we have left in the county. 
 6) Section C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. Same 
reasons above! 
 7) Section C also has worse traffic performance. I mean the worst!!! Why 
would you even consider making traffic more congested. Mia Redd 

150 Arbordale 
Way Princeton Texas 75407       

2/17/23 
20:54 

This bypass impacts many more homes than just those you are cutting 
through. All the neighborhoods that are near 380 would see significant 
decrease in value due to noise and disturbances from this bypass, 
Particularly in Prosper. This can’t just be about dollars and cents. It 
needs to be about the people of Prosper who will be negatively impacted. 
I see a lot more negative than positive from the bypass. Alyssa S   Prosper Texas 75078       

2/17/23 
21:52 

I am still very strongly opposed to Alt A vs Alt B. 
 Alt A has a more significant impact on the La Cima community at 
Stonebridge. 
 Alt A is more expensive. 
 Alt A will significantly decrease property values for current residents, not 
future residents. Future Prosper residents can see the highway before 
they buy and make an informed decision. Current residents are having 
property values reduced without due process or compensation. 
 The current design for the Custer intersection is dangerous and also 
prohibits east-west traffic on the access roads. 
 This alternative provides no real benefit to this community, just 
disruption, noise, visual impact and inconvenience, and destruction of 
our right to a peaceful existence. Frank DeLizza 

1601 Stratford 
Pl McKinney   75071       
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 We are current McKinney taxpayers, not Prosper future taxpayers or 
developers. 

2/17/23 
22:59 

We are encouraged that the EIS recommendation is to Keep 380 on 380 
through Prosper! Prosper is a committed regional transportation partner 
and we have done our best to plan for this expansion on it's current path 
through town. Matthew Mitchell 

1621 Lonesome 
Dove Drive Prosper Texas 75078       

2/17/23 
23:29 

I am still very strongly opposed to Alt A vs Alt B. 
 Alt A has a more significant impact on the La Cima community at 
Stonebridge. 
 Alt A is more expensive. 
 Alt A will significantly decrease property values for current residents, not 
future residents. Future Prosper residents can see the highway before 
they buy and make an informed decision. Current residents are having 
property values reduced without due process or compensation. 
 The current design for the Custer intersection is dangerous and also 
prohibits east-west traffic on the access roads. 
 This alternative provides no real benefit to this community, just 
disruption, noise, visual impact and inconvenience, and destruction of 
our right to a peaceful existence. 
 We are current McKinney taxpayers, not Prosper future taxpayers or 
developers. Frank DeLizza 

1601 Stratford 
Pl McKinney Texas 75071       

2/17/23 
23:42 No to “c”. Too many homes. Option D         Texas         

2/17/23 
23:50 

To TXDOT: 
   
 I firmly oppose Section C and ask that you reconsider section D for the 
following reasons:  
 1) our friends and family who have a horse rescue and multiple young 
children under age 5 will be displaced.  
 2) Section C will displace 4X the residents compared to Section D.  
 3) section C will displace 4X the businesses compared to Section D.  
 4) Section C displaces 7 Community Resources, where Section D 
displaces 0.  
 5) Section C damages one of the largest remaining forests in Collin 
County, 71% more than Section D.  
 6) Section C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife.  
 7) Section C also has worse traffic performance.  
  
 Sincerely, 
 Melinda Atienza 
 Frisco, TX Melinda Atienza 

4171 Freedom 
Ln Frisco Texas 75033       

2/17/23 
23:56 Attachment M H 

406 e 
Hazelwood st Princeton Texas 75071       
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2/17/23 
23:56 

I am still very strongly opposed to Alt A vs Alt B. Alt A has a lower level of 
service and higher travel time than B A costs $200 Million more than B, 
That's $200 million of our tax dollars. I thought TXDOT was supposed to 
be good stewards of our money. There are many current noise receptors 
in A, not potential future noise receptors, Noise mitigation measures in A 
are inadequate and do not address the whole problem. The noise issue 
is a whitewash at best, B favors developers, not current residents and 
taxpayers. A has significantly less impact om wetlands, forests and 
grasslands and statewide important farmland In 48 years of engineering 
I have participated in many DEIS and EIS projects and never seen one 
favor developers as much as this. Frank DeLizza 

1601 Stratford 
Pl McKinney Texas 75407       

2/18/23 
0:13 No to section c         Texas         

2/18/23 
0:20 

It saddens me that for 4 million dollars you are willing to disrupted so 
may lives. We did not buy land in the country to have it taken away by 
TXDOT because they failed to plan ahead for population growth. People 
choice to live where they live, they chose to work where they work, now 
live with your choices. During COVID there was no traffic... most of us live 
and work on our property or are retired we don't need an 8-lane highway. 
I'm not sure why the sudden change after two years? I'm unclear about 4-
lanes going into 8-lanes and back into 6 lanes is going to help...sounds 
like you have created 2 new problems. I'm not sure why your worried 
about 100-year flood plain... the water will still come. It is so obvious that 
segment D is the better choose for all the people. Susie Miles 3983 CR 331 McKinney   75071       

2/18/23 
2:01 

Our community is in support of Segment A as logical and reasonable. 
  
 In regards to the Custer / 380 intersection, the proposed change for a 
traditional intersection is preferred over the current "rope weave" 
concept. However, we ask that you consider additional turn lanes as 
there is a substantial amount of traffic that turns from Custer Road to 
380 (to travel both west and east on 380). G M 

1141 Three 
Rivers Drive Prosper Texas 75078     

2/18/23 
12:55 

Preference is for option A. It is inconceivable to me how Texas has so 
poorly planned for know growth coming. This clearly should have been 
addressed 20-30 years ago. Not now ! Jeffrey Smith 1320 Monticello Prosper Texas 75078     

2/18/23 
14:23   Gordon Crowe 

19C Grindstone 
Dr Prosper Texas 75078     

2/18/23 
15:23 

Please approve segment A. I live on north Custer Road and support the 
blue proposed alignment. R O     Texas         

2/18/23 
15:52 

Thank you for choosing the only real solution to US380, using sections A, 
E and C, and leaving US380 on the current alignment through the Town 
of Prosper. This leaves Mane Gait largely unaffected as it should, 
allowing them to provide the critcal services they are known for. 
 I am disappointed the diamond interchange at Custer and 380 has been 
changed to "standard" intersection, but I do understand the reasoning 
behind the change. I think the diamond interchange would be a 
"futuristic" feature of this project that brings increased safety over a 
standard intersection. 
 Thank you. Brian Shaunessy 

15B Rhea Mills 
Cir Prosper Texas 75078     

2/18/23 
16:32 

6 lanes on 380 in Prosper is more than sufficient. No need for people to 
drive any faster on this road which is already dangerous. The community 
does not want the road to be any larger than it already is. There should Marty K   Prosper Texas 75078       
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be more lights just like in McKinney. They have made 380 great for 
residents. Keep it as is as slow it down. 

2/18/23 
17:55 I believe option "A" best choice for bypass around McKinney Charmyne Crowe 

19C Grindstone 
Dr Prosper Texas 75078     

2/18/23 
18:54 

I support the blue alternative that is currently the “preferred” schematic 
shown. Thank you for keeping 380 on 380 through Prosper and 
protecting ManeGait. Rebekah Cooksey 

2101 Palo Duro 
Dr Prosper Texas 75078     

2/18/23 
23:39 

Prosper has planned for the expansion of 380. Prosper should not have 
to pay for the mistakes of McKinney. We are a smaller city than 
McKinney and we have less land to utilize for the best interest of 
Prosper. We have areas that need to be protected for the best interest of 
the community as well. The Bypass would wreck the future plans of said 
land. Please keep the bypass East of Prosper. Heather Powell 

711 Cherrywood 
Dr Prosper Texas 75078     

2/19/23 
5:11 

Please keep 
 380 as 380 
 We don’t want to see any homeowner or farmers displaced Sandra Ritten 

620 Livingston 
Drive Prosper Texas 75078     

2/19/23 
15:02 

I totally support the latest plan proposed by TxDOT as shown in its fly-
over video. 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=uRYj_BgIHIo&fbclid=IwAR0p_CBZee
Hy7-DQfxCHyOjgEAfq-YW3f8iDPoJ_INVCSk2irSPSxdSO9N4 It honors the 
Master Plan of Prosper Town Council and keeps the by-pass out of 
Prosper. It is minimum intrusion into McKinney as it goes north near 
Tucker Hill and then east above the Heatherwood subdivision. The plan 
(with an 8-lane Limited Access Roadway) should alleviate much of the 
traffic on Hwy 380. Kenneth Seguin 

320 Yosemite 
Drive Prosper   75078     

2/19/23 
20:19 

380 in Prosper should not be expanded. A new road north of Prosper 
should be built to accommodate the increasing traffic. By changing the 
current road you impact so many neighborhoods that are built up close to 
380. All of your analysis just looks at where the road would be not the 
surrounding homes which is very short sited. The expansion needs to go 
North so it doesn’t disrupt as many current home owners and 
businesses. Jose Ortiz   Prosper Texas 75078       

2/19/23 
20:22 

The expansion of 380 in Prosper and McKinney should have been 
planned 10 years so. You all are way to behind to continue this project. 
Stop proposing reactive options and be more proactive and build the next 
highway where the land is open. What about Gunter? Celina? Both 
McKinney and Celina have been very vocal about the opposition of 380, 
move on, stop continuing to propose the same nonsense. We DO NOT 
want it! Maria Ortiz   Prosper Texas 75078       

2/19/23 
20:29 

Section A - Total opposition! The expansion should continue along route 
E. Not in favor of it dropping back down to 380. Need a brand new 
alternative route further North. Mark Smith   McKinney Texas 75078       

2/19/23 
21:00 

I am encouraged that the EIS Recommendation is to Keep 380 on 380 
along its current footprint in the Town of Prosper. Thank you for listening 
to feedback from the Town of Prosper, Prosper ISD, and citizens of 
Prosper to Keep 380 on 380 in Prosper. The Town of Prosper is a 
committed regional transportation partner and we have planned for the 
380 expansion along its current footprint. Jill Nugent 

24 Grindstone 
Drive Prosper Texas 75078     
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2/19/23 
21:08 

Evaluating the noise impact of Alternative A based on a 60 mph speed is 
a fatal flaw. The geometry will support traffic at greater than 60 mph, and 
looking at the speeds on similar roads, speeds in excess of 70 - 75 mph 
can readily be anticipated. The noise impact study must be run at the 
higher speeds, not 60 mph. We can reasonably expect the posted speed 
limit to be raised to 70 mph given TXDOT's history in similar projects. Frank DeLizza 

1601 Stratford 
Pl McKinney   75071     

2/19/23 
21:24 

We are encouraged to see the EIS recommendation to Keep 380 on 380 
in Prosper. Thank you for listening to public input to Keep 380 on 380 in 
Prosper. John Nugent 

4840 Woodruff 
Lane McKinney Texas 75071     

2/19/23 
21:41 

I am encouraged by the EIS Recommendation to Keep 380 on 380 in 
Prosper. The depiction represents stakeholder feedback to Keep 380 on 
380 in Prosper. Mary Nugent 

4840 Woodruff 
Ln McKinney Texas 75071     

2/20/23 
15:11 

Why wouldn’t you propose the 380 Bypass along the New Outter loop in 
Celina much more space and options without disturbing current 
residents and their lively hood. Leave 380 alone and slow it down with 
more lights and lower speed limit. Peter John   McKinney Texas 75078       

2/20/23 
15:20 

I approve and support TxDOT's US 380 from Coit Road to FM 1827 in 
Collin County Project. I have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for TxDOT's US 380 from Coit Road to FM 1827 in Collin 
County Project and I support the findings in the DEIS Document. I also 
approve and support the preferred build alternative for TxDOT's US 380 
from Coit Road to FM 1827 in Collin County Project because the build 
alternative will result in fewer impacts to future homes. Jackson Hurst 

4216 Cornell 
Crossing Kennesaw other 30144 

I_could_benefit_monetarily_or
_o   

2/20/23 
15:26 

Two comments: 
  
 Segment B is about a mile shorter than segment A. Either segment will 
impact homes, two for segment A versus five for segment B. Surely the 
cost of the three additional homes for segment B is significantly less than 
the cost of an additional mile of roadway construction. 
  
 Also, it's a bypass. Segment B bypasses more of existing US 380 than 
segment A. Joe Closs 

1104 Royal 
Oaks Drive McKinney   75072     

2/20/23 
16:38 

The proposed "Preferred Alternative A " is at least $100 million more 
then 'B' . In what perversion of logic does a rich, politically connected 
former developer's horse ranch hobby dictate fiscal decisions?  
 It was stated in TXDOT's own EIS that in no way did the 'B' alternative 
adversely affect the quality of life on the hobby ranch , but yet one entity 
was able to swing the the 'B' to 'A' based on the contention that somehow 
his horses would suffer? And this is worth $100 million ?. Shame to all 
who caved in the this ridiculous notion! A concerted investigation into 
how this boondoggle has come to pass, and how the extra cost can 
possibly be allowed to pass. Steve Richardson 

7600 Townsend 
Blvd McKinney Texas 75071     

2/20/23 
18:37 

As a resident of Tucker Hill subdivision in McKinney, my family and I 
strictly and overwhelmingly oppose the blue alignment which empties the 
new bypass next to our serene neighborhood and over Stonebridge Drive. 
This will have a negative impact on our air and noise pollution, and 
adversely impact our property values by placing freeway and service 
roads in front of and encroaching into our neighborhood. The alignment 
that goes north of Tucker hill through a virtually uninhabited areas and 
across fewer homes and business into the East side of Prosper would be 
the least disruptive option. Stephen Remington 

7405 Townsend 
Blvd McKinney Texas 75071     
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2/21/23 
2:03 

Has TxDOT considered making 380 a 2-level highway? The lower level 
could handle local traffic for businesses, restaurants, and residences 
while the upper level would accommodate through traffic. For example, 
morning commuters wanting to drive from east of McKinney west to the 
Tollway could use the upper level to quickly commute west. There would 
be no traffic signals on the upper levels, similar to N Dallas Tollway. This 
approach would significantly minimize the number of properties that 
would be subject to eminent domain. The lower level would not disrupt 
businesses because they would not be bypassed and would still be 
accessible to local residents. There is already noise from 380, so adding 
a second level would not substantially increase noise along the 380 
corridor. Noise abatement or remediation could be handled with berms 
and installation of evergreens such as cedars and hollies. 
 Thank you for considering this option. 
 A Prosper Texas homeowner Edie Fife 

801 High Willow 
Dr Prosper Texas 75078     

2/21/23 
13:54 no c affects more people and farm land William Dauria 

14787 County 
road 525 Anna Texas 75409       

2/21/23 
19:55 

I am firmly opposed to the Segment E location, that skirts the south side 
of Erwin Park. Having a 6 lane Hwy plus controlled access lanes will kill 
the Unique by Nature part of that park. It would no longer be a quiet, 
serene place. And it would also greatly disrupt the ecology of that area. A 
much better choice would be further north-along the existing plan for the 
Collin County Outer Loop. Erick Chapman 

2928 Greenhigh 
Ln McKinney Texas 75071     

2/21/23 
20:56 

I oppose Section C and ask that you reconsider section D for the 
following reasons: 
 1) our friends and family who have a horse rescue and multiple young 
children under age 5 will be displaced. 
 2) Section C will displace 4X the residents compared to Section D. 
 3) section C will displace 4X the businesses compared to Section D. 
 4) Section C displaces 7 Community Resources, where Section D 
displaces 0. 
 5) Section C damages one of the largest remaining forests in Collin 
County, 71% more than Section D. 
 6) Section C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. 
 7) Section C also has worse traffic performance. J B     Texas         

2/21/23 
21:28 Attachment Duke Monson 500 Farms Rd Mckinney Texas 75071      

2/21/23 
21:52 

As a resident of the Willow Wood community, I would like to express my 
interest in section D and oppose section C. 
 Section D would have much less of an impact on the hundreds of 
residents in this area. Section C would come just below the southern 
edge of my property as well as many others here. We bought in this 
neighborhood for its country feel and would be devastated by a huge 
freeway that would be close enough to see! Jeremy Baker 

4200 Linwood 
Ave Mckinney Texas 75071     

2/21/23 
22:15 Blue is by far the best route. Mark Wilson 

3B Rhea Mills 
Cir Prosper   75078     

2/21/23 
22:53 

I am strongly against this bypass all together! Option D impacts less 
nature than Option C. I vote OPTION D! 
  
 The peaceful place we’ve worked so hard to get to, will no longer be 
peaceful. This bypass will uproot the homes of the deer, eagles, beavers, Shannon Baker 

4200 Linwood 
Ave Mckinney Texas 75071     
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owls and so many other animals that we are so fortunate to have in our 
backyards. 

2/21/23 
23:05 

I am a lifetime resident of Collin County and part of why I remain here is 
the access to our parks and forests. Please implement option D as 
originally planned and not C. C will really harm the largest remaining 
forests in Collin County. This will destroy over 100% more acres of 
prairies and over 70% more acres of forest and wetlands than C. This 
option will not only displace residents and businesses, but destroy 
habitats for beavers, otters, turtles, birds, frogs, and other wildlife at a 
time when we are all realizing their vital benefit to our ecosystem. We will 
lose a large hunk of the areas that make our county unique and the 
ability for younger generations to enjoy and learn from these areas and 
wildlife.   I stand by Texas Parks and Wildlife when I say I am strongly 
opposed to option C and hope you will reconsider in favor of D as once 
this harm is done, it is non-reversible. Rebecca Cormier 

5728 Lunsford 
Road Plano Texas 75024     

2/21/23 
23:19 I would prefer D over C stacy gozzola 5960 Stacy Mckinney Texas 75070     

2/21/23 
23:29 

Gordon & Cathy Bius 
 14055 Red Oak Circle N 
  
 We are concerned about the escalation of highway noise, so we are 
requesting a noise barrier behind our addition, ie wall, etc. Gordon Bius 

14055 Red Oak 
Circle N McKinney Texas 75071     

2/21/23 
23:34 

I would like to be in support of D. The tranquil barn Tara Royal that I 
stable my horse at is in peril of having route C placed in front of it. This 
would not be suitable for the horses or the hands that stay on property to 
take care of them. Please reconsider route D. Lauren Shadle 

1508 Shady 
Bend Dr. Mckinney Texas 75071     

2/21/23 
23:44 

Alternative A is the best option in lieu of just widening 380 from 75 to 
west side of Town of Prosper. Least residential and commercial 
disruption to Town of Prosper. No impact on Main Gait. KEEP 380 on 
380!!!! Andy Franco 

1401 Meadow 
Run Drive Prosper other 75078     

2/21/23 
23:45 

I believe any displacement is unacceptable. In my opinion is the best 
option would be to make 380 a highway and make all feeder roads larger 
thoroughfares. There is enough room to make 380 a highway so why is 
this not an option? Also I do not see this proposal as helping the traffic 
issue on 380. I only see maybe 10% of the present traffic using this new 
highway. I am opposed to all of the present options. Cynthia Vanzant 5905 Stoltz Dr McKinney Texas 75071     

2/21/23 
23:47 

Based on the fly over video, there will be so many people affected by the 
preferred plan. New businesses around the Custer Road/380 
intersection and then those to the east will be devastating. The impact to 
the community on either side of 380 around Tucker Hill and Stonebridge 
Ranch is tragic. The bypass should be located further out in areas less 
developed and less intrusive to the existing homeowners. 
  
 The consultants and the TX Dot people should be ashamed, Chuck Vanzant 

5905 Stoltz 
Drive McKinney Texas 75071     

2/21/23 
23:48 

This was a huge joke! No live presentation or Q and A. There was no 
structure to anything. Why bother to hold this meeting when every 
representative had a different answer to the same questions. Marcy Schlesinger 

MemorialDR682
1 Frisco Texas 75034     
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2/21/23 
23:56 

I moved to the Willow Wood neighborhood while it was first being built. I 
was immediately attracted to the quietness and "slowness" I felt coming 
from working downtown in a loud, dirty, messy enviorment. My kids go to 
school in a safe community away from the hustle and grind. It is clean, 
quiet, calm, and beautiful. I love being close to the creeks, fields, farms 
and other beautiful land that you do not often see in many areas of 
Dallas. Segment C would cut right through our neighordhood and cause 
disruption, noise, dirty air, and overall chaos to a place my family chose 
to build our family and life in. I highly oppose to segment C. Segment D 
would make much more sense to the families and businesses built in 
these neigborhoods. It seems incredibly irresponsible, selfish, and 
immoral to cut through our homes, land, and businesses. Courtney Fuller 1216 Baynes Dr. McKinney Texas 75071     

2/21/23 
23:57 

Hello Mr Endres, 
  
 I would like to voice my support on the proposed expansion of HWY380 
segments A-E-C. 
 I am especially in support of the decision to to remove Segment B from 
consideration. Thank you for listening to the citizens of Prosper as this 
would have been devastating for our small community.  
  
 Again thank you for the removal of segment B from the proposed 
expansion. 
 Kate Casper Kate Casper 1880 Cornet Ct Prosper Texas 75078     

2/21/23 
23:58 

I just moved to willow wood community. we have a peaceful quiet and 
safe neighborhood. The new high segment C is a terrible plan. The 
amount of businesses and houses this plan goes through. the noise next 
to so many people homes, the pollution to farm lands and animals this 
road runs through. Making decisions like this and the interruption in so 
many peoples lives should not be taken lightly. The people in our 
community are working hard for their money, the housing and business 
market are already very tough these days and to put so many people out 
in the same city we all live in. I choose SEGMENT D  
  
 Please take action and change our city for the better not the worse! Zark Hopkins 1216 Baynes Dr mckinney Texas 75071     

2/22/23 
0:03 

I'm vehemently opposed to section C of the 380 bypass. I live in the SW 
section of the Willow Woods estate on the last street. If section C is 
approved it will e right in my back yard. I moved to this area to get away 
from the nose and hassle of traffic, not to have built in my back yard. I 
don't want the sounds of nature replaced with the noise of construction 
and traffic. 
  
 NO TO SECTION C 
  
 NO TO SECTION C James Hopkins 1008 Fargo Dr. McKinney Texas 75071     

2/22/23 
0:05 

I oppose the selected option as a resident of Tucker Hill based on the 
excessively higher total project cost, significantly greater environmental 
and socioeconomic impacts. This is a nonstarter and the outer loop is 
sufficient to care for the through traffic. 380 should be left alone for local 
traffic as is. There is absolutely no reason to have chosen this option 
other than politics and greed. I will not tolerate this as an option. It's 
insane. I am a taxpayer. Suzette McKee 

2720 Majestic 
Avenue McKinney Texas 75071     
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2/22/23 
0:08 

I am strictly opposed to C. Looking at both plans, it makes absolutely no 
sense at all to execute on plan C. Wake up! Think! How about just give a 
darn about the communities and environment that children can enjoy. 
Please reconsider and move forward with the D plan. It is just too much 
like right. DO THE RIGHT THING AND DO IT NOW.         Texas         

2/22/23 
0:10 Please value our parks and wildlife. I support segment D. Ken Hoffman 

5905 Chisholm 
Trl McKinney Texas 75070     

2/22/23 
0:12 I vote to support D Laura Davis 

6016Wildwood 
Drive Mckinney Texas 75072       

2/22/23 
0:17 

Alternative C makes no sense - more people displaced and business 
impacted. I vote for Alternative D. OPPOSE C! SUPPORT D! 
  
 Why are there no displays discussing Segment D?         Texas         

2/22/23 
0:18 

I do not believe that Segment C is the best option. it displaces over 29 
residences and 15 businesses as well as 7 much needed community 
resources. I also have a grave concern about the impact on the few 
remining forests and wetlands in the area. The Texas Parks and Wildlife 
department prefers Segment D. We need to consider factors such as 
these when we are considering building large areas of traffic. Missy McPherson 

8212 Pine 
Island Way McKinney Texas 75071      

2/22/23 
0:23 

The presentation showing how Alternative A was decided upon was poor. 
The obstacles to choosing Alternative B looked superior and no one was 
available to explain why Alternative B was not selected. The lack of sound 
barriers at Stonebridge Dr. was disturbing and the explanation why they 
would not be built was inadequate. The use of 2005 software to estimate 
the amount of sound from the new highway appears to be inadequate 
and the explanation given as to the actual sound once construction was 
completed did not indicate that sound barriers would be added 
subsequently. Accordingly, we are opposed to the current decision to 
adopt Alt A and would support Alt B. 

Dennis 
and Lesley Croysdale 

1412 Haverford 
Way McKinney Texas 75071     

2/22/23 
0:29 

As a resident of Stonebridge Ranch, I am highly opposed to the choice of 
Segment A. Segment B would cost tax payers less money, and avoid 
displacing 15 businesses. With segment A, the noise would be increased 
for already established homes in Stonebridge Ranch as opposed to new 
developments that haven't been build yet in Prosper. We have paid years 
of taxes in McKinney and now our home will be impacted by increased 
traffic on Stonebridge Road and highway noise. Nancy Lawrence 

7504 Newhaven 
Ct McKinney Texas 75071     

2/22/23 
0:32 

AGAINST Segment A. It's more money to build, effects way more people, 
more home owners (and not just the people off of 380.) Will effect more 
business, more noise etc. If a 380 bypass- why are we not bypassing 
parts of 380 that need to be bypassed? Custer to Hardin is very pretty 
now, and the intersection of Custer and 380 would be awful! Might as 
well be Custer &121! Seems TXDOT cares more about "future" home 
development of Prosper, and a horse facility that can go elsewhere, and 
NOT about the people who have lived in McKinney for years. Its about 
rich people of Prosper and not the rest of us. The construction alone for 
YEARS will have everyone on Virginia Rd, that will be awful! This will 
greatly effect our taxes/property values. Not to mention the importance 
of our daily lives and driving in the "SUBURB" area we love. So much for 
our UNIQUE by nature-McKinney. PLEASE do B that makes sense and 
impacts less of our lives, and costs less. And my comments are from 
MANY people I know. Johanna Mattox 

9213 
Chesapeake Ln. McKinney Texas 75071     
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2/22/23 
0:35 

I live on 2933 it's #420 on insert E. Why can't you shift the bypass to 
across the street where there is nothing? 200 acres of an absentee 
owner and it's just used for rental pasture? Why are you destroying 5 
ranches on on side when you would not destroy anything on the other 
side? this makes no sense. Look at the human side of things.         Texas       

2/22/23 
0:59 

The road FM 1827 in inset G. This needs to be looked at again because 
Traffic coming from the North to the South, forces travelers to go out of 
there way to go East on HWY380. I would suggest to leave the road there 
and do a short extension where the light is and do a turn to the left with a 
small off ramp to go East on HWY380. Richard Randall 1185 FM 1827 McKinney Texas 75071     

2/22/23 
1:01 

I strongly believe that the option chosen is the wrong option. It impacts 
too many homes and businesses as well as impacts the environment in a 
negative way. The better option is the B, E, D route. 
  
 I also believe the fly by video is misleading as I do not believe the retail 
in front of Tucker Hill will be spared and I have been told that the 
overpass will not be up and over but more rollers which will create in 
insane amount of noise. Jill Price 

8008 Craftsbury 
Lane McKinney Texas 75071     

2/22/23 
1:24 

Need Sound Barriers Junction of Roll 4 and Roll 5, The freeway is too 
close to many homes on corner of Ridge Road / Bloomdale Road. The 
houses will be surrounded by the freeway on 2 sides.  
  
 There is a danger of the freeway of bring much crime to our 
neighborhoods. 
 Studies have shown that crimes including Drug Trafficking and Human 
Trafficking happen on main freeways. Among many other crimes. This is 
a major concern. Leslie Jean 

3521 Paintbrush 
Dr McKinney Texas 75071     

2/22/23 
1:25 

I prefer option D! It is better for the community!! I have known this area 
since 1996 it is a beautiful area option D is much better for the 
community. Kennedy Echeverry 2813 Miramr Dr. Carrollton Texas 75071   

Attachmen
t 

2/22/23 
1:25 

Need for the Sound barriers at the junction of Roll 4 and Roll 5 as these 
are very close to the residences that are existing with little children's. 
  
 There is a need for barriers such as the fences at the junction of Roll 4 
and roll 5 to prevent crime and illegal foot traffic and secure the existing 
residences that are currently habituated.  
  
 The introduction of the freeway also brings in lot of inconvenience to the 
current residents as it becomes difficult to get in and get out of the 
community.  
  
 There is a substantial increase in the noise level as the closer proximity 
of the freeway will bring more vehicular traffic and the engines roar shall 
disturb the residents. 

Venkata 
Nitin Chilukuri 

3525 Paintbrush 
Dr McKinney Texas 75007     

2/22/23 
1:25 

oppose C 100% 
 I Support option D paula echeverry 

2813 Miramar 
Dr Carrollton Texas 75007     

2/22/23 
1:26 

We 100% recommend plan D. We 100% oppose plan C. Proposal C is 
very disruptive to folks and their homes/welfare as well as eco systems 
and good lands, we have been supporting and traveling to this area for 
many years so we highly recommend plan D! Sam Echeverry     Texas       
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2/22/23 
1:27 My family is in favor of the approved route A Daniel Stockman 

2720 
Meadowbrook 
Blvd Prosper Texas 75078     

2/22/23 
1:32 

I am writing to oppose segment "C" and support segment "D" or a 
modified D. Segment C, although cheaper than D, affects 4X the number 
of residences, will displace 4x the number of businesses, displaces an 
equestrian farm (Tara Royal) and a horse rescue (2150 CR 338), C 
destroys the only remaining wetland in northern Colling County, it 
destroys 70% more forest land than D, and makes less sense for the 
community overall. 
  
 Where are those who support segment C other than TXDoT? The City of 
McKinney has even restated their position and now support segment D 
or a modified segment D. 
  
 Please maintain the one remaining "undeveloped" area in the McKinney 
area and North Colling County - the McKinney ETJ near the east fork of 
the Trinity River. Michael Swim 

2150, 2172, 
2280 County 
Road 338 McKinney Texas 75071     

2/22/23 
3:05 

I oppose Section C and ask that you reconsider section D for the 
following reasons: 
 1) our friends and family who have a horse rescue and multiple young 
children under age 5 will be displaced. 
 2) Section C will displace 4X the residents compared to Section D. 
 3) section C will displace 4X the businesses compared to Section D. 
 4) Section C displaces 7 Community Resources, where Section D 
displaces 0. 
 5) Section C damages one of the largest remaining forests in Collin 
County, 71% more than Section D. 
 6) Section C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. 
 7) Section C also has worse traffic performance.         Texas         

2/22/23 
3:49 

Please keep 380 on 380 and don’t encroach on properties that never 
intended to be near 380. Folks who are already on 380 knew what they 
were getting into when they moved there. Others purposefully bought 
properties away from that highway and do not want 380 brought to their 
doorstep! Kacey J   Prosper Texas 75078       

2/22/23 
4:35 Attachment Rick Stuckmann 

8000 Castine 
Drive McKinney Texas 75071     

Attachmen
t 

2/22/23 
4:43 

I grew up in New Hope and route C will greatly impact my childhood home 
where my father still lives. Route D would be a better fit for the New Hope 
community as a whole. Please consider this as the primary route going 
forward. Brittney Morales 

321 Mossy Rock 
Dr McKinney Texas 75071     

2/22/23 
5:06 

Pick D, not C. D hardly impacts anyone, whereas C intervenes with a lot 
of people. Amber Gurney 

11956 Mikaela 
dr Frisco Texas 75033     

2/22/23 
9:46 I do not support this roadway as mapped through Prosper. Joseph Fields 

630 Willowview 
Drive Prosper Texas 75078     

2/22/23 
9:54 I do not support this roadway option B as mapped through Prosper. Joseph Fields 

630 Willowview 
Drive Prosper Texas 75078     



Creation 
Date Please enter your comments here. 

First 
Name  Last Name Street Address City State 

Zip 
Code Email Address 

Please select each of the 
following that apply to you 
(Texas Transportation Code, 
§201.811(a)(5)). Links 

2/22/23 
13:14 

Please please look at what other cities in other countries have done. 
They are building express lanes above the existing highway. Faster, 
cheaper and with less traffic interruptions. I have sent this suggestion in 
before but have never seen a response or anything!! The air above is 
free. I am disappointed that this was never considered Kenneth McCarty 

2641 Fairway 
Ridge dr McKinney Texas 75072     

2/22/23 
14:21 

The proposal recently released is the best option for the traffic situation 
on US380 through Prosper and McKinney. Given that Mane Gait, schools 
and neighborhoods are spared is great! If I recall, this whole issue rose 
up due to traffic congestion in McKinney at US 380 and I-75. This clearly 
relieves that and helps the rest of us along US 380. Patricia Strawmyer 

2640 Misty 
Meadow Dr Prosper Texas 75078     

2/22/23 
16:44 

Our family and business support using option B. It cost less, it shorter 
and will get traffic further away from the bottleneck of 380 & 75. Option 
A will just move the problem a few miles from Hwy 380 & 75 to Ridge & 
Hwy 380. Greg Klement 

2001 Auburn 
Hills Pkwy #901 mckinney Texas 75071     

2/22/23 
18:04 

I feel like no matter what we say, we are being ignored. We don’t have 
the political connections that some in Option B have so our voice doesn’t 
matter. As a senior I can’t believe my tax dollars are being spent on a 
more expensive route without thinking TXDOT doesn’t care about the 
expense because it’s just tax payers money. We were told that they don’t 
look at the money. Shouldn’t you be looking? Instead of looking at 
possible future homes why aren’t you more concerned with the impact on 
homes that are already built. If you’d invested your money into a nice 
neighborhood, how would you feel if someone then decided to build 8 
lanes in front of your neighborhood! Put yourself in our place…how would 
you feel? The noise and congestion will reduce not only our homes value 
(the largest investment we own) , but also our quality of life. Businesses 
already in place will be removed. What about the impact to those lives! It 
truly feels like the little guy once again gets stepped on. Mary Carr 

2309 Tremont 
Blvd McKinney Texas 75071     

2/22/23 
18:10 

We don't want this. You are destroying our beautiful community.  
  
 Stay out!         Texas         

2/22/23 
19:13 

Build it! Get dirt moving and concrete poured. This road was needed 
years ago. People will complain about any choice made. Less disruptive 
than other alignments. Build it! J H   Frisco Texas         

2/22/23 
21:04 

Please stick to the route you have selected. It’s time to get this project 
going. G Ray 

341 Stephanie 
Ln Prosper Texas 75078     

2/22/23 
21:34 

I would like to see the bypass come back to 380 closer to Preston or the 
Tollway. It makes sense that if someone is using it they might want to join 
the Tollway as an alternative to driving on 380 to Denton. This would also 
protect more of the Stonebridge Ranch properties. Judy Slease 

7601 S 
Ballantrae Dr McKinney Texas 75072     
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2/22/23 
21:47 

I attended the public hearing at Rhea's Mill Baptist Church on February 
21st. I was immediately taken with just how close section Section A is to 
our neighborhood, as we live in Timberridge, which is only about a 
quarter-mile west, just south of Wilmeth. Not only that, but I was told 
there would be no considerations for a noise barrier for either side of that 
portion, even though there are three communities, and a school, all 
within hundreds of feet. If this happens, this area will be very noisy for 
residents and schools. 
  
 I am also surprised that Section C was chosen, instead of D, considering 
the number of homes affected by C. 
  
 I am opposed to this plan overall, no matter which sections are included, 
though. It might have been fine five years ago, but with the number of 
homes affected, this whole thing is a bad idea. 
  
 Frankly, the best course of action would be to secure the land all around 
the Outer Loop, and then join the Tollway to 75 using the Outer Loop as 
the go-between. Erik Gamborg 

2921 INN 
KITCHEN WAY MCKINNEY Texas 75071     

2/22/23 
22:18 We strongly oppose Route C and want it changed back to Route D. Greg Ishmael 

Creek Canyon 
Lane McKinney Texas 75071     

2/22/23 
22:23 I oppose route C, and want it changed back to route D Debi Ishmael 

2221 Creek 
Canyon Lane McKinney Texas 75071     

2/23/23 
2:50 Please keep 380 on 380 in prosper! Sandra F 1226 Ash Street Celina Texas 75009     

2/23/23 
19:00 

TXDOTS plan B is the least disruptive and less costly and obvious choice 
to the objective eye. It’s perfect for this situation. Nothing but ranch 
lands. (The horse farm used as a crutch in the argument for using plan A 
goes mostly unused -do to terrible ownership- a huge majority of Prosper 
ISD sped students go to Blue Sky ranch as an alternative.)  
 Plan A is a a terrible plan. It will cause irreparable damage to businesses 
and communities. There is not enough room to safely most eight lanes of 
traffic through the space between Tucker Hill entrance and the back 
yards in Stonebridge Ranch. It will be a matter of time before some 
terrible accident happens like the Ohio train derailment in this area. It’s a 
huge risk to live and us being ignored by TXDOT.  
 I promise you people will not forget the risk you are imposing on their 
lives. Brian Frank 

7554 Hanover 
street Mckinney Texas 75071     

2/23/23 
22:12 

"I oppose Section C and ask that you reconsider section D for the 
following reasons: 
 1) our friends and family who have a horse rescue and multiple young 
children under age 5 will be displaced. 
 2) Section C will displace 4X the residents compared to Section D. 
 3) section C will displace 4X the businesses compared to Section D. 
 4) Section C displaces 7 Community Resources, where Section D 
displaces 0. 
 5) Section C damages one of the largest remaining forests in Collin 
County, 71% more than Section D. 
 6) Section C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. 
 7) Section C also has worse traffic performance. April Rice 

8957 County 
Road 864 Princeton Texas 75407     
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2/24/23 
16:55 

I live in Bloomridge community which is falling immediate next to the 
proposed highway. We decided to buy home in this community even 
though it’s remote is for its calmness and peacefulness. I agree that 
there should be development but not such a big highly next to my home. 
This will increase traffic, noise levels, rush. We strongly appear this 
coming in bloomdale road. Please consider an alternative route which 
will keep McKinney city environment safe and calm Hari Bikkina 

6125 horsetail 
dr McKinney Texas 75071     

2/24/23 
23:36 

Preferred route: D please 
  
 Multiple neighboring farms and family homes would be displaced with 
route C. Very tranquil and beautiful rolling lands. Sad to see 
multigenerational properties affected. Many have farm animals, 
awesome trees and wildlife. Bicyclists and motorcycle enthusiasts enjoy 
peaceful outings along CR 338. A neighbor rescues horses on their land. 
Preserving this area would be worth it. 
  
 We own a wedding venue with outdoor spaces used for ceremonies & 
entertaining. Noise and traffic from the bypass would certainly impact 
our family business.  
  
 Thank you for considering Route D over route C :) 
  
 -Amy Teague Amy Teague 

1789 County 
Road 338 McKinney Texas 75071     

2/24/23 
23:39 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
 As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. K B   McKinney Texas         

2/24/23 
23:45 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B. As a homeowner and citizen of 
McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and 
support Segment B in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the 
US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827. Mike Glatz 1925 Desoto Dr McKinney Texas 75072     

2/25/23 
0:10 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
 As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Zachary Hope   McKinney Texas 75071     

2/25/23 
0:12 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
 As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. yvonne Lambeth 

7517 
Thistledown 
drive Mckinney Texas 75071     

2/25/23 
0:43 

I am a resident of Stonebridge Ranch I support Plan B.   Thank You  
James Jones James Jones 

7304 Province 
St. Mckinney Texas 75071     

2/25/23 
0:52 

A support the TxDot A-E-C recommendation - and strongly urge all groups 
to align on this proposal and expeditiously move forward with the 
implementation. Further debates will only delay the schedule, causing 
more and more negative effect on McKinney and surrounding 
businesses. Jurgen Lison 

720 Hawk Wood 
Ln Prosper   75078     
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2/25/23 
1:15 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
  
 As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Stacey Jacobson 

6501 ORCHARD 
PARK DR Mckinney Texas 75071     

2/25/23 
2:02 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, and rationally and objectively 
reviewing the pros and cons of the two, I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Please reconsider the impacts to our community. Thank you! KM L   McKinney Texas       

2/25/23 
3:33 

I agree with this option to keep 380 on 380 
 through prosper 

STEPHANI
E ADKINS 

771 Manchester 
Ave prosper Texas 75078     

2/25/23 
4:49 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
 As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Sadia Rahman 

1705 
Camberton Drive Mckinney Texas 75071     

2/25/23 
14:16 

We do. Or want 380 encroaching deep into Prosper. Keep 380 where it 
is. McKinney’s failure to plan is not and should not be our burden to 
bear. Thank you. Diane Skiff 2021 Lassen Dr Prosper Texas 75078     

2/25/23 
14:37 

380 needs to stay on 380 through Prosper. Our town has planned for 
this and made the adjustments for this plan. It is not fair to change our 
plans because other cities did not plan accordingly. 380 staying on 380 
is what is best for Prosper and surrounding areas.         Texas         

2/25/23 
14:46 

Slow down 380, do not make this a faster more dangerous road for 
residents. The impact of the widen the road goes far beyond the land 
being purchased. The noise impacts tons of residents of various 
neighborhoods. The noise impacts need to be considered as part of the 
decision. The loud noise from 380 will impact home values significantly 
and will deter people. 380 as a 6 lane road is more than sufficient. Marc G   Prosper Texas 75078       

2/25/23 
15:33 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
  
 As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX, I STRONGLY OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Mark Johnston 

8705 Preston 
Wood Drive McKinney Texas 75072     

2/25/23 
15:38 

Our family fully supports segment A as the preferred alignment. Thank 
you for the current EIS recommendation to keep 380 on 380 through 
Prosper. Jana Horowitz 

4321 Glacier 
Point Ct Prosper Texas 75078     

2/25/23 
16:06 

"I oppose Section C and ask that you reconsider section D for the 
following reasons: 
 1) our friends and family who have a horse rescue and multiple young 
children under age 5 will be displaced. 
 2) Section C will displace 4X the residents compared to Section D. 
 3) section C will displace 4X the businesses compared to Section D. 
 4) Section C displaces 7 Community Resources, where Section D 
displaces 0. 
 5) Section C damages one of the largest remaining forests in Collin 
County, 71% more than Section D.         Texas         
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 6) Section C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. 
 7) Section C also has worse traffic performance. 

2/25/23 
16:09 

I am writing in support of TxDOT's choice of Segment A for the Preferred 
Alternative (A+E+C). The enumerated reasons below are consistent with 
the TxDOT presentations and the comments in the DEIS. 
  
 Choosing Segment A preserves the sanctity of ManeGait, and allows that 
organization to continue to serve the needs of constituents across the 
communities. As TxDOT noted on the Segment A Details slide, previous 
community comments showed substantial concern regarding any 
adverse impacts to ManeGait operations. 
  
 Choosing Segment A acknowledges, and supports, the Prosper 
Thoroughfare Plan, which prescribes that US 380 be widened (as a LAR) 
along the existing route through town. 
  
 The Segment A Details slide specifically stated the desire of TxDOT to 
utilize more of the existing 380 alignment. 
  
 TxDOT acknowledges that Prosper has several residential developments 
underway in the path of Segment B. Section 3.20 points out that 
Segment B does not align with Prosper's planned roadway network. Craig Hansen 

2890 Gentle 
Creek Trail Prosper Texas 75078     

2/25/23 
16:12 

"I oppose Section C and ask that you reconsider section D for the 
following reasons: 
 1) our friends and family who have a horse rescue and multiple young 
children under age 5 will be displaced. 
 2) Section C will displace 4X the residents compared to Section D. 
 3) section C will displace 4X the businesses compared to Section D. 
 4) Section C displaces 7 Community Resources, where Section D 
displaces 0. 
 5) Section C damages one of the largest remaining forests in Collin 
County, 71% more than Section D. 
 6) Section C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. 
 7) Section C also has worse traffic performance.         Texas         
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2/25/23 
16:15 

"I oppose Section C and ask that you reconsider section D for the 
following reasons: 
  
 1) I have cancer and was planning to move in with my son..  
 2) My son and his wife who have a horse rescue and multiple young 
children under age 5 will be displaced. Including their newborn! 
 3) Section C will displace their neighbors as well, 4X the residents 
compared to Section D. 
 4) section C will displace 4X the businesses compared to Section D. 
 5) Section C displaces 7 Community Resources, where Section D 
displaces 0. 
 6) Section C damages one of the largest remaining forests in Collin 
County, 71% more than Section D. 
 7) Section C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. 
 8) Section C also has worse traffic performance. Kim Howell Rockhill Rd. McKinney Texas 75072     

2/25/23 
16:55 

"I oppose Section C and ask that you reconsider section D for the 
following reasons: 
 1) our friends and family who have a horse rescue and multiple young 
children under age 5 will be displaced. 
 2) Section C will displace 4X the residents compared to Section D. 
 3) section C will displace 4X the businesses compared to Section D. 
 4) Section C displaces 7 Community Resources, where Section D 
displaces 0. 
 5) Section C damages one of the largest remaining forests in Collin 
County, 71% more than Section D. 
 6) Section C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. 
 7) Section C also has worse traffic performance. 
  
 McKinney, Tx         Texas         

2/25/23 
17:02 

I oppose Section C and ask that you reconsider section D for the 
following reasons: 
 1) our friends and family who have a horse rescue and multiple young 
children under age 5 will be displaced. 
 2) Section C will displace 4X the residents compared to Section D. 
 3) section C will displace 4X the businesses compared to Section D. 
 4) Section C displaces 7 Community Resources, where Section D 
displaces 0. 
 5) Section C damages one of the largest remaining forests in Collin 
County, 71% more than Section D. 
 6) Section C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. 
 7) Section C also has worse traffic performance. Kalen Sawyer   Dallas Texas 75217     

2/25/23 
17:40 

I want to voice my concern over this project and say NO to Segment A, 
YES to Segment B. As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX, I 
strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A and support Segment B 
in the Blue Alternative as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from 
Coit Road to FM 1827. Segment A has a detrimental impact on 
surrounding communities and will create major traffic disruptions, 
increased noise, increased health and environmental concerns, as well 
as impact our schools and neighborhoods. Heather Peoples 

6629 Orchard 
Park Drive McKinney Texas 75071     

2/25/23 
17:41 I am very much in favor of the Blue Line option. vanessa walls 

2761 Clarendon 
Court Prosper   75078     
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2/25/23 
18:23 

I support the Preferred Alignment (A+E+C) chosen by TxDOT. 
  
 Two slides captured the specifics very well: 
  
 * Least amount of new ROW 
 * Not displace community facilities 
 * Least impactful on floodplains 
 * Lower potential impacts to planned  
  future residential homes 
 * Avoids displacing numerous proposed 
  residences under construction west of 
  Custer Road 
 * Utilizes more of the existing US 380 
  alignment 
 * Avoids impact to ManeGait property 
 * Meets the project purpose and need 
  
 TxDOT also acknowledges that Segment B conflicts with the land use 
and thoroughfare plans of Prosper.  
  
 Maintaining 380 on the current location through Prosper is the 
appropriate course of action, as Prosper has been very diligent and 
specific with their thoroughfare planning for 380 expansion through 
town, and has proper setbacks for most of the alignment. 
  
 The numerous developments west of Custer should not be needlessly 
destroyed/impacted by Segment B. V A Hansen 190 N Preston Prosper Texas 75078     

2/25/23 
19:42 

Option B is less expensive and safer than Option A. TXDOT is being 
negligent and wasteful should you proceed with the current preferred 
alternative. The brown alternative of B+E+C is the better option in terms 
of safety, costs, and impact to existing businesses and residential 
property values. Ann Miller 

2705 Majestic 
Avenue McKinney Texas 75071     

2/25/23 
20:03 

Option B is less expensive and safer than Option A. TXDOT should 
reconsider and implement Segment B. David Miller 

2705 Majestic 
Avenue McKinney Texas 75071     

2/25/23 
20:05 

Option B is less expensive and safer than Option A. TXDOT should 
reconsider and implement Segment B. Hannah Miller 

2705 Majestic 
Avenue McKinney Texas 75071     

2/25/23 
21:44 Attachment 

Dave and 
Stephanie Johnson 

7505 Wescott 
Lane McKinney Texas 75071   

Attachmen
t 

2/25/23 
22:46 

I oppose the proposal as noise is safety is a concern for the residents of 
Bloomridge as there is no noise barrier wall. Considering the latest 
developments of housing communities, any previous noise surveys are 
not correct. Please consider our safety and health concerns. Srivatsa Kandalai     Texas         
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2/25/23 
23:19 

I oppose Section C and ask that you reconsider section D for the 
following reasons: 
 1) our friends and family who have a horse rescue and multiple young 
children under age 5 will be displaced. 
 2) Section C will displace 4X the residents compared to Section D. 
 3) section C will displace 4X the businesses compared to Section D. 
 4) Section C displaces 7 Community Resources, where Section D 
displaces 0. 
 5) Section C damages one of the largest remaining forests in Collin 
County, 71% more than Section D. 
 6) Section C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. 
 7) Section C also has worse traffic performance. T S   Richardson Texas 75081       

2/26/23 
2:25 

I am reaching out in regards to the proposed improvements to US 380 
from Coit Road to FM 1827 and, specifically, in hopes that you are 
considering Segment B. Hope to hear back from you soon.  
  
 Going to A instead of B lacks common sense. Just think of the logic of 
this, isnt it better to have two roads instead of one? So, if they keep the 
existing road that’ll carry 80k cars a day and if they take the new freeway 
it’ll carry an extra 100k cars a day. If you make the road B the old 380 
continues to carry 80k cars a day and the new 380 will carry over 100k 
cars a day which means two roads servicing the area which is very much 
needed in this time.  
  
 I am also a resident of Tucker Hill and the Segment A tremendously 
effects this entire area. I’m the very least we need a sound barrier and 
assurance that construction will not hinder us from getting out-and-in the 
neighborhood. Chayse Harvard 

2113 Tabitha 
Drive McKinney Texas 75071     

2/26/23 
2:26 

I am reaching out in regards to the proposed improvements to US 380 
from Coit Road to FM 1827 and, specifically, in hopes that you are 
considering Segment B. Hope to hear back from you soon.  
  
 Going to A instead of B lacks common sense. Just think of the logic of 
this, isnt it better to have two roads instead of one? So, if they keep the 
existing road that’ll carry 80k cars a day and if they take the new freeway 
it’ll carry an extra 100k cars a day. If you make the road B the old 380 
continues to carry 80k cars a day and the new 380 will carry over 100k 
cars a day which means two roads servicing the area which is very much 
needed in this time.  
  
 I am also a resident of Tucker Hill and the Segment A tremendously 
effects this entire area. I’m the very least we need a sound barrier and 
assurance that construction will not hinder us from getting out-and-in the 
neighborhood. Chayse Harvard 

2113 Tabitha 
Drive McKinney Texas 75071     

2/26/23 
3:49 

I can’t believe we’re letting small town politics be the determining factor 
in this decision! Option B has been the smartest and least expensive 
option from the get go. Tucker Hill, Stonebridge, Wren Creek, and some 
of the other neighborhoods that are going to be directly impacted did not 
have fair representation in the early public comment. This makes 
absolutely no sense. Bill Darling’s financial campaign contributions to 4 
of the 7 city council and city mayor has influenced them to not push 
back. Financially, having the least environmental impact, traffic Clayton Yonts 2601 Addison St Mckinney Texas 75071   

Attachmen
t  
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congestion, and the amount of businesses that will be impacted, it all 
very strongly suggests option B as the best route. A bypass or loop is 
created to divert the traffic to lesson congestion. If that is the true goal 
for this bypass then you would want to get traffic off of 380 as quickly as 
possible. Option A keeps the bypass on 380 longer, which in turn creates 
more congestion, which is the opposite reason for creating this! 

2/26/23 
4:24 

As a resident of Tucker Hill in McKinney I do not support the “Option A” 
alignment. This decision puts a major highway on the doorstep of our 
“front porch” community which is unique to McKinney. Not only will we 
have the noise and pollution from construction to contend with for years, 
we will then be subjected to the noise and pollution of the increased 
traffic moving through our area. If option A is the final decision, why is 
our neighborhood not at least provided sound barrier walls to help 
insulate us from the noise we will undoubtedly hear? Furthermore Tucker 
Hill already has limited ingress/ egress, so my concern for unimpeded 
access to the neighborhood during construction is of high concern. I am 
still hopeful the “Option B” alignment will be looked at closely as I feel it 
is less intrusive to established neighborhoods and businesses and it is 
less expensive. Shannon Etier 

2601 Tremont 
Blvd McKinney Texas 75071     

2/26/23 
6:40 Oppose segment A Natalie McShane 

7716 
Willowbend Dr Mckinney Texas 75071     

2/26/23 
14:45 My comments are in the attached PDF. Jon Bolen 2203 State Blvd. McKinney Texas 75071   

Attachmen
t 

2/26/23 
15:07 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
 As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Peter Lam 

2300 stone 
creek dr. McKinney Texas 75072     

2/26/23 
18:42 

NO to Segment A, YES to Segment B 
  
 As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, TX., I strongly OPPOSE the 
construction of Segment A and support Segment B in the Blue Alternative 
as proposed by TxDOT for the US 380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM 
1827. Danielle 

Kazmiercza
k 

2301 
Meadowlark 
Drive McKinney Texas 75072     

2/27/23 
5:02 

"I oppose Section C and ask that you reconsider section D for the 
following reasons: 
  
 1) our friends and family who have a horse rescue and multiple young 
children under age 5 will be displaced. 
 2) Section C will displace 4X the residents compared to Section D. 
 3) section C will displace 4X the businesses compared to Section D. 
 4) Section C displaces 7 Community Resources, where Section D 
displaces 0. 
 5) Section C damages one of the largest remaining forests in Collin 
County, 71% more than Section D. 
 6) Section C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. 
 7) Section C also has worse traffic performance. 
  Candice Odell 

4804 Mountain 
Ridge Lane McKinney Texas 75071     
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 I know this will be a difficult decision and we would just like to minimize 
the impact as much as possible. 

2/27/23 
5:14 

The recommended section C goes directly through my property and I am 
opposed. The land and home were gifted to me by my grandmother so 
we currently have no mortgage. Because of this, we are able to provide 
our son with the opportunity to take private trumpet lessons and boxing 
classes. If we are forced to move, we will no longer be able to provide for 
him the life we hoped to, because we will not be able to afford it. We 
don't want a payout as we're removed from family land. We want to keep 
our family in our home. Select option D. Amber Yoos 2550 Co Rd 332 McKinney Texas 75071     

2/27/23 
17:25 

I worked for Chairman of Fortune 500 company as a mergers and 
acquisitions analyst. Never in my career has a non common sense 
alternative been chosen over a more practical, less expensive option. No 
surveys were mailed out to every affected citizen yet I have been hearing 
about the higher percentage of people voted for one option over another. 
This was not a fair representation of the community. I moved into my 
house April 18, 2022 and never heard one word of this issue from realtor 
or builder. $100 to $200 million of extra cost is significant. Common 
sense, not politics needs to win the day. I’m not against progress but I 
am against wasteful spending. Time to Reconsider A versus B. Phillip Falk 

2751 Majestic 
Avenue McKinney Texas 75071     

2/27/23 
19:41 

We are encouraged that the EIS recommendation is to Keep 380 on 380 
through Prosper! Prosper is a committed regional transportation partner 
and we have done our best to plan for this expansion on it's current path 
through town.  
 Keep 380 on 380! LS   

1001 bridgeport 
ln Prosper Texas 75078     

2/28/23 
2:39 

I don't understand how the final path for the 380 bypass/highway would 
help the current situation of traffic on the current 380. Looking at all the 
alternatives, it seems that the golden alternative would make the most 
sense. This alternative would cause less disruptions with current traffic 
flow. It also would provide a connection directly to the McKinney Airport. 
which to my understanding the plan for that 
 airport is to make it bigger and provide airline flights out of McKinney. 
 I also have a personal objection to route C do to it would affect the 
farm/horse ranch that is helping my daughters mental state with private 
horse ride therapy. Which makes route D more favored than C. Again, D 
would provide a direct connection to the McKinney Airport regardless of 
the other routes chosen. 
 I hope that my voice will be heard and my arguments taking in the 
consideration of the final plan. 
 Best regards, 
 Brad Tidwell Bradley Tidwell 

2504 Sunnyside 
Drive McKinney   75071     
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2/28/23 
3:52 

We are wanting to voice our full support for keeping 380 on 380 through 
prosper which would mean using route A. Prosper was planned and 
designed with room for 380 expansion. Please keep 380 on 380 in 
Prosper. Thank you. James and Karen Nichols James Nichols 

2505 Eclipse 
Place Celina Texas 75009     

2/28/23 
4:04 No to Segment A, Yes to Segment B Mike Ambroziak 

1505 Pine 
Hollow Dr McKinney Texas 75072     

2/28/23 
14:47 

The proposed alignment of B vs. proposed alignment of A has a 
significant increase in cost. Why was A note chosen over B? How much of 
the project is requested to be funded by the City of McKinney? There is 
already an existing Collin County outer loop being constructed, wouldn't it 
make more sense to tie this project into that loop rather than displace 
and disrupt existing properties, families, and businesses along 380? The 
Tucker Hill Neighborhood requests additional sound barrier 
considerations as option B radically impacts the Tucker Hill 
neighborhood. Dusttin Pearson 

2863 Majestic 
Ave. McKinney   75071     

2/28/23 
20:22 

This DEIS is seriously flawed in several ways: 
 Alternative B should have been the preferred alternative not A. 
 A is more expensive. 
 A has significantly more noise impact, which is unmitigated. 
 A has a horrific and unmitigable visual impact on the La Cima 
community, park and lake, the view across the lake will be of a concrete 
monstrosity with trucks speeding over it. 
 A will cause a very significant loss of jobs in the 380/Custer area, which 
has not been addressed. 
 A will cause a significant deterioration of property values in the La Cima 
and other neighborhoods. 
 Future property values in Prosper will benefit, while McKinney property 
values will suffer. 
 Future buyers in Prosper to be aware of the construction and impact, so 
they can make an informed decision on purchasing. La Cima and nearby 
residents have no choice about this seizure of our properties. 
 The entrance to Stonebridge ranch will be seriously degraded. 
 The aerial intersection at 380/Custer will be an unsightly eyesore.. Frank DeLizza, PE 

1601 Stratford 
Pl McKinney Texas 75071   

Attachmen
t 

3/1/23 
19:52 

What a travesty to do route C and demolish 22 homes and 35 
businesses. Why not use route D and the flood plane that does no one 
any good and saves people’s property. TX Dot will lose all trust and value 
as other gov’t agencies have. Diana Heald 3983 CR 331 McKinney Texas 75071     

3/1/23 
22:00 

No to segment A. YES to segment B. As a homeowner, I strongly oppose 
Segment A. M W   McKinney Texas 75072       

3/2/23 
15:30 

In regard to Segment A vs Segment B, the comparison used for the 
recommendation is deficient because it does not address the impact to 
traffic on US 380 during the period of construction.  Segment B can be 
built from the northeast to the southwest, with the tie-in to the existing 
US 380 right of way occurring at the final stage of construction, thus 
allowing traffic to flow normally for the majority of the project. By 
comparison, Segment A impacts a much longer extent of existing 
roadway, necessitating a substantial impact to traffic during the build 
phase.  Since the objective purpose of the project is to alleviate a major 
traffic bottleneck, the feasibility comparison cannot be complete without 
a comparison of the impact of the project's execution on the end it 
pursues. The absence of this comparison in the draft EIS are substantial 
grounds to revisit the decision. Erik 

Baumgarte
n 

2712 Majestic 
Ave McKinney Texas 75071     
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3/3/23 
1:43 

I have a significant investment in my home at 7404 Stanhope Street, 
McKinney, TX. The proposed route and its attendant noise, traffic, and 
other negative impacts will diminish my home’s value. Why wasn’t this 
road improvement routed along Custer and northeast through 
undeveloped property affecting fewer residential units? I oppose the 
route near Tucker Hill. Elena Rush 

7404 Stanhope 
Street McKinney Texas 75071     

3/5/23 
1:05 

Dear Mr Endres, 
  
 I’m a resident at Tucker Hill and wrote to you previously outlining what a 
ridiculous waste of extra money it will be to implement plan A over plan 
B.  
  
 Given the decision made, and it’s impact on the increased proximity of 
traffic noise and pollution on Tucker Hill I feel I must insist on a traffic 
barrier for our neighborhood. Given that cost appears to be only a minor 
consideration and not a priority (why option A was chosen) there should 
be no reasonable justification for this not happening. Additionally given 
that the other side of 380 will have a barrier this seems to be a 
precedent already in place.  
  
 Thank you P Bland Majestic Avenue McKinney Texas 75071     

3/6/23 
20:44 

supporting  “plan B”  
 
It costs  $98.8 million less and has a lesser impact to citizens. 
 
Any support for the other plan is a non starter. 
 
Why waste $100 million when plan B is the obvious choice?? Brad Johnson   McKinney Texas 75071     

3/6/23 
21:12 

We live in Stonebridge Ranch called Kensington, directly on 380. The 
new 380 expansion greatly affects us. Sometimes we cannot get proper 
sleep at night with constant traffic and enthusiastic speedsters zipping 
on 380.  
The proposed sound barrier (Barrier A07-2 in APPENDIX R - Traffic Noise) 
ends right before the row of houses which are Kensington Village.  
With this expansion (during and after) Noise will be a nightmare for us 
added to the constant dust this construction is going to create. Going by 
the amount of time the expansion happening between FM Rt 720 and 
DNT (In Denton County) is taking, we can only imagine how long this new 
expansion in McKinney will take.  
We strongly OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US 380 
Bypass from Coit Road to FM 1827 and urge you to implement Segment 
B.  
If Segment A does happen, our earnest request to TxDOT is to extend the 
sound barrier (Barrier A07-2) up to Freedom Drive to shield the row of 
houses that are part of Stonebridge Ranch. Lydia DSouza 6808 Revere Dr. McKinney Texas 75071   

Attachmen
t 1 
Attachmen
t 2 (they 
are the 
same) 
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3/6/23 
22:22 

I'm against your Option A selection. How can you justify an additional 
$200m+ for this project? What a waste of money! And, why weren't the 
permits held up in Prosper for 'future' builds like they were in McKinney? 
I'm hoping we can all have a face to face meeting where you can show 
us/prove to us that this is the best option for current residents instead of 
basing your decision on 'future' residents.  Also, what was the reasoning 
behind not even offering Tucker Hill a sound barrier wall that was 
originally discussed? I look forward to us having a face to face prior to 
considering legal counsel. 
 
Chris Self 
2312 Tremont Blvd (Tucker Hill) 
McKinney Tx  75071         Chris Self 

2312 Tremont 
Blvd McKinney Texas 75071     

3/6/23 
23:07 

  Segment A and Segment B are equal in terms of congestion, moving 
speed, and LOS considerations.  A would cost $74.7 million to relocate 
and accommodate the SEVEN major utility conflicts as opposed to B cost 
of only $25.4 mill and only TWO potential utility conflicts.  That is a $49.3 
million dollar SAVINGS to Taxpayers if B is implemented. 
  Segment A would include at least FIFTEEN business displacements cost 
of $200 million dollars in ROW   B would have ZERO business 
displacements, and cost only $152 million. 
re: ManeGate 
 NOISE ANALYSIS RESULTS AND RESEARCH OF SIMILAR THERAPEUTIC 
HORSEMANSHIP FACILITIES show Segment B WOULD NOT MAKE THE 
MANEGATE FACILITY INACCESSIBLE TO PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES, 
NOR WOULD BUILDING THERE VIOLATE THE ADA. 
In Tucker Hill,  we have many Seniors with Disabilities , and the added 
congestion, noise and air pollution, and traffic congestion to get to the 
area hospital and medical facilities would be a direct violation of their 
rights, and dangerous.   Kim Himes 

2021 Tremont 
Boulevard Mckinney Texas 75071     

3/6/23 
23:40 

I am against route A since it cost $200M + more than route B.  B affects 
fewer homes & businesses!  A face to face is needed to explain the true 
reason for route A.   Resident, that deals in noise issues, has recorded 
higher decibels at varying times than your study!  It is difficult to 
understand why future residences are more important than existing 
residences.  The existing 380 should be a Business Route like most 
cities have and A will only lead to a more congestion due to increased 
population in NW McKinney & North traveling traffic North/South to 380!  
A causes more congestion, noise, pollution, costs $200,000,000+ 
higher. Monte Self 

2312 Tremont 
Blvd McKinney Texas 75071     

3/7/23 
3:06 

I live at 7505 Cormac St in Tucker Hill and am, unsurprisingly, opposed 
to the Segment A route. Though it seems to be a foregone conclusion A 
will by built, why is the more cumbersome, winding, and expensive option 
the go-to choice? Therapeutic horses? There are 25+ other such facilities 
in North Texas. Anyone who regularly drives 380 in front of Tucker Hill 
knows the traffic problems are not there. They are further east (toward 
Lake Forest) and further west (toward Coit and the DNT). Or why not 
promptly build out the Collin County Outer Loop and use that instead? A 
few miles north to bypass the area is not too much to ask. In the end, 
though, if Segment A is built, PLEASE, PLEASE, PLEASE build a north exit 
out of Tucker Hill, preferably a permanent one. It would likely involve 
eminent domain, but a road that connects to FM 124 to the north would John Worrall 7505 Cormac St McKinney   75071     
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help a lot of people avoid years of traffic snarls. Thanks for opportunity to 
comment. I hope these comments are read! 

3/7/23 
3:08 

Option A bypass makes absolutely no sense in terms of the things that 
SHOULD matter the most. It’s FAR, FAR more costly to tax payers and 
FAR more disruptive to EXISTING home owners and businesses. This 
feels very much like political corruption from my vantage point, as a few 
powerful (wealthy) people (e.g., Bill Darling) appear to be getting their 
way while the vast majority get screwed. I’m sure it’s nothing new in the 
realm of Government and politics, but that doesn’t mean it’s not 
completely & utterly WRONG. We (in Tucker Hill) are bearing the worst of 
this injustice, as we’re being strangled on 2 sides by freeways. There are 
hundreds of kids in our neighborhood alone who will be significantly 
impacted by this, and our front-porch neighborhood is going to lose much 
of its appeal and undoubtedly plummet in value while a small minority 
profit from our pain. This is flat out WRONG, and I would love to hear 
someone explain it in a truly rational way that doesn’t wreak of 
malfeasance. Clint Kaeding 

2408 Addison 
Street McKinney Texas 75071     

3/7/23 
12:36 

I live in Tucker Hill but my concerns about selection of option A are 
separate from the loss in property value and appeal to our neighborhood.  
If someone could provide a valid explanation of why A was selected over 
the alternative, I would happily support the decision.  None of the 
information provided in any of the meetings or online forum explain why 
a more costly, more impactful to private and commercial properties, and 
neutral environmental option was selected.  More importantly, it’s hard 
to imagine that the proposal will significantly improve the long term 
congestion by dropping off so far to the east.  Any improvement that does 
not leave the door open for expansion toward the tollway and ultimately 
35 is short sighted; improvement to the north through prosper celina 
areas, where the growth is and will be, as a plan for the future seems 
more prudent use of tax dollars.  Bottom line, provide a valid explanation 
of the choice.  More comments against option B is not a valid reason S Davenport 7308 Easley Dr McKinney Texas 75071      

3/7/23 
15:52 

I am a resident of Tucker Hill and have voiced my concerns of Option A 
previously with Steven Andres. 
Option A is less expensive and less disruptive for existing homes and 
businesses.  Is it smarter to spend more money, destroy home values 
and uproot existing businesses rather than address moving Maingate 
horses? 
Also, why let Billingsly clear land close to Ridge Road to build future 
apartments, therefore squeezing the bypass closer to Tucker Hill 
destroying existing home values and quality of life in one of the premier 
neighborhoods in McKinney?   
If Option A is a go forward, how will you address noise pollution, air 
pollution and access for Tucker Hill residents to get in and out of the 
neighborhood?   
With an Outer Loop being constructed, why build a bypass?  To my 
knowledge, there are no bypasses to 635, 190 or 121. terry stephenson 

7404 Ardmore 
St McKinney   75071     
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How will you address the future bottlenecks on 380 going from 12 lanes 
to 6 lanes both east and west?  Why widen 380 for just 2-3 miles 
creating those bottlenecks? 

3/7/23 
18:04 

I’m asking TXDOT to please reconsider their decision on Plan A for the 
380 bypass.  There are a number of different factors to play in my 
request first and foremost is the exponentially higher impact to 
restaurants and businesses in the 380 Corredor. There are new, revenue 
generating businesses being built today, which will be negatively 
impacted by this buildout.  This will cause a substantial tax loss to the 
state and to the city of McKinney. Second, the overall additional cost 
($200M in 2023 dollars) for Plan A is bound to swell before the first 
shovel load of dirt is dug.  This is an ad cost to the taxpayers that is 
totally unnecessary and it’s not a judicious use of our tax dollars. By 
either choosing Plan B or, by actually building out an “outer loop” which 
bypasses 380 altogether, one which will connect the DNT to 75, TXDOT 
can develop a much more efficient and cost effective way of alleviating 
the traffic problems now and in the future. Mike Kohl 

2513 Pearl 
Street McKinney Texas 75071     

3/7/23 
19:04 

 
I have  two questions regarding the above: 
1. What is the estimated cost of both options A & B?  Where can we see 
how these were calculated and what they were based on and 
assumptions made re inflation etc.  
2. According to TXDOTs explanation of funding (see below) “before the 
Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) can make any financial 
commitment to developing and delivering 
a project, available funds must be identified“. Can you please confirm 
that these available funds are in place and where they are coming from?  
I believe transparency is important as Tax payers will, I assume, be 
picking up the majority of the costs. Thus it is important to understand 
the impact of both options of both federal and state taxes.  
 
  https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot-info/fin/funding-brochure-2022.pdf Paul Bland Majestic Avenue McKinney Texas 75071       

3/8/23 
6:51 

I would like to make a comment regarding the U.S. 380 project Segment 
C. Please go back to Segment D to spare Tara Royal Equestrian Center 
and all the others effected. Tara Royal is an exquisite property that is a 
rare find today. The DFW area has lost Preston Trails, Willow Bend, Los 
Colinas, Dura Mater, Indian Creek, and many more due to development. 
As a horse owner myself, my two acre place is now surrounded by Bowen 
road, five Lanes, Arkansas also five Lanes and Pioneer Parkway, six 
Lanes. There is road noise, pollution and a lot of traffic. There are days 
when I walk on my pasture with my horses and the exhaust is 
overwhelming. I was born and raised in Dallas, and I now live in 
Dalworthington Gardens surrounded by Arlington for 35 years and have Lainie Reed 2700 Clover Ln 

Dalworthingto
n Gardens Texas 76015     
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seen a lot of changes. Please leave the magnificent Tara Royal to live on 
and not to meet with the same fate as a lot of the Dallas Equestrian 
Centers. Thank-you. 

3/8/23 
17:20 

Section E was decided before the population density of the Timber Creek, 
and Erwin farms development increased.Now both developments have 
section E, essentially running into their backyards. Residents can expect, 
pollution, noise, and property prices to drop.  Even the fly through videos 
do not show the extent of these two developments.EPA doc: EPA-420-F-
14-044 states many health issues living in proximity to 
freeways,including pulmonary issues in children.Move section E  north, 
use land in Erwin Park. Environmental impact to people and their families 
needs to be addressed.Building larger roads, just attracts more traffic. 
There is almost no public transport in McKinney, no rail lines to Dallas . A 
frequent shuttle service to downtown McKinney would reduce traffic, and 
benefit business . Give companies who allow McKinney residents to work 
remote tax breaks, reduce commuter traffic. Zoning plans should include 
essential services like groceries stores, within apprx 5 miles. Tom Keenan 4109 Sequoia St McKinney Texas 75071   

Attachmen
t 

3/9/23 
0:25 

I cannot understand how Option A vs Option B meets any of the criteria 
for a preferred route for the bypass. First, option B bypasses a larger 
segment of 380.  Second, it represents a more gentle return to 380, 
resulting in easier traffic flow, higher speeds, so less sitting and polluting 
at lower speeds. Fewer homes are in the path, and far fewer existing 
businesses. I believe Option B would represent less traffic hazards for 
school children driving and bussing from south of 380 to schools north of 
380 during the construction. I strongly favor Option B and feel existing 
properties and businesses should carry more weight than potential 
future growth. And finally, Option B is far less costly. It could be 
completed more quickly. Time is money. Jennifer Claunch 

7012 Allegiance 
Dr McKinney Texas 75071     

3/9/23 
23:43 

I am a resident of Tucker Hill, and I passionately urge you to choose 
option B over option A. Option A would have a significant negative impact 
on my community and family. It would dramatically reduce the value of 
my home, decrease the safety of our neighborhood, and cost the 
taxpayers of Texas much, much more. Option B impacts significantly 
fewer homes, leaving less people with a dramatic loss in home value. 
This is not a trivial thing to consider as a person’s home is their greatest 
asset and can often be the difference between surviving hard times, and 
financial ruin. The loss of hundreds of thousands of dollars in value could 
destroy many families. Please consider the individual impact of every 
homeowner before making your final decision. The best choice needs to 
be a balance of individual impact, overall cost, and community impact. 
When all three are added together, Option B is the clear choice. Thank 
you. Stacy Weller 

7404 Wescott 
Lane McKinney Texas 75071     
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3/10/23 
0:50 

I am a resident of Tucker Hill and my family adamantly opposes the 
Segment A preference by TxDOT.  The justification is faulty.  In your early 
correspondence, it was clear that Segment B  would cost less, was less 
distance and closed fewer businesses.  Taking the alternative route 
NORTH of 380 farther west is the RIGHT way to proceed.     
 
My home and family will suffer being burdened with this "Super Highway" 
on two sides.  Loud, busy and dirty.   
 
Main Gate was obviously the biggest advocate of Segment A, but you 
already conducted a thorough study that determined they would NOT be 
adversely impacted.   I also have a special needs child living in Tucker hill 
and this bypass should be shifted into the rural north Segment B. 
 
What about our home values?  We will be forced to leave this community.  
McKinney needs to stand up to TxDOT and Prosper and make this 
change! 
 
Respectfully, 
Gary, Stacy and Chloe Metzler 
7512 Hanover Street  
Tucker Hill  Gary Metzler 

7512 Hanover 
St McKinney Texas 75071     

3/10/23 
2:37 

Hello - Can you please reconsider option B?   We have lived in Tucker Hill 
for 7 years and are very concerned about sound and pollution levels from 
the East Side of option A.   Our taxes continue to increase, we are middle 
class, and we’re concerned about higher taxes to fund the lord expensive 
option A versus option B. 
 
Further, if it is not possible to have option B, can you shift the East 
section heading north further East from Tucker Hill?    And can you add 
sound walls. 
 
Thank you for your consideration  Richard Hanson 

2509 Fitzgerald 
Ave McKinney Texas 75071     

3/10/23 
2:40 

The segment of highway between Tucker Hill and Stonebridge has 
houses roughly equal distance from the current and proposed 380 
alignment.  Residences on both sides of the highway have a direct line of 
sight to the proposed roadway.  However, a noise barrier has only been 
proposed on one side of the highway.  It is unclear why one side would 
have more of an acoustic impact vs the other and if sufficient noise 
analysis has been done and made available to the public.  If there is a 
reasonable justification, results should be made available to the public 
for independent review and analysis.  From the outside looking in, it 
seems logical that a sound barrier would be needed on both sides of the 
highway given the similarity of conditions on either side. 

Christophe
r Thompson 

2009 Tremont 
Blvd McKinney Texas 75071     
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3/10/23 
6:07 

As a Tucker Hill homeowner for 10 years, I have several comments to 
make about the more expensive  Option A which will impact our 
community. 
I do not understand why the road was moved 100 feet closer to our 
community from the parcel of land that has not even been developed. 
Makes me think politics which has effected much of the decision making. 
Whenever construction begins in front of us, traffic will be a nightmare.  
With only two exits leaving Tucker Hill, which front 380, it is already hard 
enough to exit, especially taking a left turn, during the coming and 
returning to and from work or school. What happens when backed up 
traffic due to construction prevents the fire department getting here in 
time to save a house or an ambulance to save a life.  Construction will 
take years to finish if it is anything like the other areas of construction I 
have witnessed. That's a long time to pray we don't have a community 
disaster because of it. 

Martina Gistaro 2505 Welty St McKinney Texas 75071     

3/10/23 
14:15 

I am a resident of Tucker Hill, live on Grassmere, and back up to the land 
that the bypass will encroach on. I have recently found out it may be 
pushed even closer to me to avoid the construction that Billingsley is 
about to start. I am a single mom and my home is the biggest investment 
I have. I am staying here forever. Tucker Hill is magical and has been a 
safe haven for me and my son.  This will not only ruin our paradise but 
also affect my real estate value. I’m begging you all to reconsider this 

plan. �� 
Thank you,  
A Webb   
2304 Grassmere Lane 
Mckinney  Angee Webb 

2304 
Grassmere lane Mckinney Texas 75071     

3/10/23 
16:04 

I oppose Section C and ask that you reconsider section D for the 
following reasons: 
1) our friends and family who have a horse rescue and multiple young 
children under age 5 will be displaced. 
2) Section C will displace 4X the residents compared to Section D. 
3) section C will displace 4X the businesses compared to Section D. 
4) Section C displaces 7 Community Resources, where Section D 
displaces 0. 
5) Section C damages one of the largest remaining forests in Collin 
County, 71% more than Section D. 
6) Section C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. 
7) Section C also has worse traffic performance.         Texas         

3/10/23 
18:14 

 
I oppose Section C and ask that you reconsider section D for the 
following reasons: 
1) our friends and family who have a horse rescue and multiple young 
children under age 5 will be displaced. 
2) Section C will displace 4X the residents compared to Section D. 
3) section C will displace 4X the businesses compared to Section D. 
4) Section C displaces 7 Community Resources, where Section D 
displaces 0. 
5) Section C damages one of the largest remaining forests in Collin 
County, 71% more than Section D. Jonathan Adams 

3209 Timber 
Ridge Trail Mckinney Texas 75071 

I_could_benefit_monetarily_or
_o   
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6) Section C is strongly opposed by Texas Parks and Wildlife. 
7) Section C also has worse traffic performance. 

3/10/23 
18:25 

We have lived just south of 380 and slightly west of Ridge for 8 years. We 
worked hard to pick a neighborhood that was close enough to enjoy 
access to familiar places we were comfortable with (moved from north 
Plano), but where we could enjoy the uniqueness of McKinney. We 
specifically chose the far north end of the city so we could live in relative 
peace and quiet and enjoy seeing the beautiful Texas stars each night.  
 
Our particular lot was specifically chosen only after verifying that nothing 
could ever be built directly across the street from our part of the street. 
That land is owned by the neighborhood and is a dog park.  
 
We understand McKinney is growing. We enjoy much of the new growth 
around us.  
 
The traffic on 380 isn’t sustainable in the current state, but of all of the 
plans to improve or bypass it, this particular plan makes the least sense. 
It displaces many more homes and businesses. Manegate will likely still 
need to relocate because of noise.  
 
Find another way.  Karen Denton 

6609 Valley 
View Dr McKinney Texas 75071     

3/10/23 
19:48 

In regard to Segment A vs Segment B, the comparison used for the 
recommendation is deficient because it does not address the impact to 
traffic on US 380 during the period of construction. 
Segment B can be built from the NE to the SW, with the tie-in to the 
existing 
US 380 right of way occurring at the final stage of construction, thus 
allowing traffic to flow normally for the majority of the project. By 
comparison, Segment A impacts a much longer extent of existing 
roadway, necessitating a substantial impact to traffic during the build 
phase. 
Since the purpose of the project is to alleviate a major traffic bottleneck, 
the feasibility comparison cannot be complete without a comparison of 
the impact of the project's execution on the end it pursues. The absence 
of this comparison in the draft EIS are substantial grounds to revisit the 
decision. 
 
As is the $200M more in cost. If A is chosen which I reject, we'd like 
sound walls, depressed roadway. Low speed on the frontage road.  Alex Milano 2604 Addison St Mckinney Texas 75071       
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3/10/23 
19:56 

I do not accept option A. I do not want option A - full stop. It is a poor 
decision. B is Less impactful all around and less expensive. It really 
makes little to no sense why A was chosen. If A is chosen, I'd like to see 
sound walls in front of tucker hill and along the east side of TH. I'd like to 
see slower speed limits on the frontage road and the bypass. Depressed 
roadway. Trees planted. I'd like the city to give the streets to TH and to 
maintain them as if they were city streets but by passing ownership allow 
us to turn Tucker Hill to a gated community avoiding the inevitable 
increased traffic from people who have no business entering the 
neighborhood. Helping with criminal activity along a major highway.  Kim Milano 2604 Addison St McKinney Texas 75071       

3/11/23 
18:46 

I live in on off the communities that is going to be impacted for this 
project, I completely oppose to segment A. Our lives will change 
dramatically if segment A is built. 
Yes to segment B! Mildred Salas   McKinney Texas 75071       

3/12/23 
22:38 

TXDOT has unfortunately selected the Blue alternative for the highway 
380 expansion/bypass project. To my understanding, it seems TXDOT 
has made the illogical choice due to a variety of reasons. The blue 
alternative, specifically segment A of such alternative, is more costly than 
segment B by approximately $200 million, is more environmentally 
impactful than segment B, affects more homes and businesses, future 
and existing developments(some of which TXDOT fails to consider), and 
decreases the quality of life for the 36,000 homeowners in Stonebridge 
Ranch by increasing noise in park available to all Stonebridge Residents, 
residents of Tucker Hill, and the future residents of the Chase at Wilson 
Creek Multi Family homes which TXDOT fails to recognize broke ground 
before the new year and will displace ALL of those residents . Therefore, 
TXDOT must reconsider choosing an alternative with Segment B, Choose 
the No build alternative, or Modify Segment A so more of it will be below 
grade. Peter Stuckmann 

8000 Castine 
Drive Mckinney Texas 75071 

I_could_benefit_monetarily_or_
o   

Attachmen
t 

3/12/23 
23:36 

I am reaching out to express my opposition to the 380 segment A. I am a 
resident of Tucker Hill and I am passionate about keeping the charm and 
architectural beauty of this statement neighborhood of McKinney. It is 
the embodiment of the "Unique by Nature" slogan that McKinney touts.  
Segment B is much less expensive and invasive.  
The city of Prosper created a loud voice against segment B without 
knowing the true facts about costs and the loss of businesses that are 
easily relocated. Tucker Hill is a hidden gem whose voice is considered 
the underdog. Please help preserve our wonderful wildlife ( like our 
resident roadrunners) , our noise levels and our air quality. 
Thank you for your thoughtful consideration 
Leslie Allcorn 
7312 Ripley St Leslie Allcorn 7312 Ripley St McKinney Texas 75071       

3/13/23 
1:36 Attachment Ellen Landel 

2105 Tremont 
Blvd McKinney Texas 75071     

Attachmen
t 
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3/13/23 
4:02 

I firmly believe that all resources should be placed towards creating an 
appropriately planned and executed Outer Loop (sized for future growth!) 
as well as north/south thoroughfares feeding the Loop. 
 
However, IF a 380 bypass is to be developed the choice is clear … 
Segment B!  The decision between choosing Proposed segment A vs 
Proposed segment B CANNOT be based on public opinion regarding the 
MainGait Horse facility!! ALL points of comparison between the 2 
proposed options make choosing Segment B the OBVIOUS route (based 
on COST, engineering feasibility, safety of route, traffic flow addressing 
the congestion at the intersection of 380 & Custer, impact to existing 
neighborhoods vs undeveloped land, utility complications,). At some 
point, the “popularity” & public campaign of ManeGait HAS to be set 
aside and facts need to be the deciding factors. Segment B makes 
sense!! Cathy Garrett   McKinney Texas 75071       

3/14/23 
20:24 

Mr. Endres,  
With high respect, I ask that you consider my comments below, regarding 
the 380 bypass.  As a homeowner and citizen of the City of Mckinney, 
Texas, I strongly oppose the construction of Segment A (in Blue and 
Purple alternatives) and strongly support the construction of Segment B 
(in the Brown and Golden Alternatives), as proposed by TxDOT for the 
US380 bypass from Coit Road to FM1827.  
The main reasons for opposing segment A are: 
•        About $100 usd million more cost for taxpayers, at least 
•        57% more impact to natural wetlands and wildlife 
•        Negatively impacts Tucker Hill, Ridgecrest and Stonebridge Ranch 
neighborhoods 
The main reasons for supporting segment B are: 
•        Requires 73% fewer displacements of business and residential 
properties 
•        Avoids costly reconstruction of the intersection at US380 and 
Custer Road 
•        It is 14% shorter, saving time and money 
Thanks for your time and your consideration, 
Regards 
Samuel De Leon Caballero 
6421 Falcon Ridge Ln, 
McKinney, Tx, 75071 Samuel C 

De Leon 
Caballero 

6421 Falcon 
Ridge Ln McKinney Texas 75071     

3/14/23 
20:56 

As a homeowner and citizen of McKinney, Texas, I strongly support the 
Project 380 Segment B bypass alignment option. This option appears to 
reduce pressure on a larger portion of US 380 and be less disruptive 
having been adjusted to minimize existing developed or sensitive areas. 
My understanding, the current estimate is $99 million less than Segment 
A. Segment B completely avoids a large interchange and overpasses for 
Stonebridge Drive and Custer Road along with associated water duct 
infrastructure and the long-term maintenance cost for future generations 
as they age. Segment B allows for less destruction and replacement of 
the existing 380 infrastructure investment. Segment B enables high 
future growth to move traffic flow safely, minimize air quality and other 
environmental impacts in already developed dense residential single and 
multi-family housing areas. It also appears to enable long term economic Dale Hoenshell 

7433 Ardmore 
St McKinney Texas 75071     
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growth while splitting the disruption to a small area of Prosper and 
McKinney. 

3/14/23 
22:52 

Mr. Endres,  
 
As a homeowner and citizen of the City of McKinney, TX, I strongly 
oppose the construction of Segment A for the US380 Bypass from Coit 
Road to FM1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing 
option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on Mckinney 
residents, impact fewer business and residential properties and result in 
less overall disruption to more than 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents 
and several thousands of citizens throughout McKinney.  Respectfully, I 
strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the 
US380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM1827. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Alejandra Quiroga De De Leon 
6421 Falcon Ridge Ln 
McKinney, TX, 75071 Alejandra 

Quiroga De 
De Leon 

6421 Falcon 
Ridge Ln McKinney Texas 75071     

3/14/23 
22:54 

NO to Segment A 
 
Mr. Endres,  
 
As a homeowner and citizen of the City of McKinney, TX, I strongly 
OPPOSE the construction of Segment A for the US380 Bypass from Coit 
Road to FM1827.  Furthermore, I understand TxDOT has an existing 
option, Segment B, that will cost less, reduce the tax burden on Mckinney 
residents, impact fewer business and residential properties and result in 
less overall disruption to more than 36,000 Stonebridge Ranch residents 
and several thousands of citizens throughout McKinney.  Respectfully, I 
strongly urge you to implement Segment B as the preferred option for the 
US380 Bypass from Coit Road to FM1827. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Alejandra Quiroga De De Leon 
6421 Falcon Ridge Ln 
McKinney, TX, 75071 Alejandra 

Quiroga De 
De Leon 

6421 Falcon 
Ridge Ln McKinney Texas 75071     

3/15/23 
0:16 

It's incredibly disappointing that TxDOT would choose section A over B. It 
makes no sense!! 3 homes and a non profit should not get in the way of 
literally millions of travelers and the commute of millions of people in our 
community. Please reconsider route B. This is the best route for the 
entire county, not .001% of the population. Brandon Rojas 

601 Lake 
Livingston Trl Mckinney Texas 75071     

3/15/23 
1:09 

My family and I have been living in McKinney since 1999, we are VERY 
excited in this new prospective highway - however we are fans of the 
Route B originally presented. L R 

2523 Lakeside 
Dr. McKinney Texas 75071       
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3/15/23 
11:57 Comment uploaded Mike Skorcz 

5900 Augustine 
Rd McKinney Texas 75071   

Attachmen
t 

3/15/23 
13:46 

I DO NOT support the current TxDot decision 
 
An increase in sound will happen; my home is on the back of Tucker Hill 
and I can hear the noise from 380. There is a stop light that slows traffic 
but now it  will be an 8 lane freeway with more sound. It will also be 
located close to current homeowners whose lives/homes are in danger 
WHEN there will be an accident that causes trucks/cars to fly/veer off 
the road. 
 
Tucker Hill is the unique of ALL neighborhoods in Collin County. It is a 
front porch community where families enjoy outside leisure time and 
exercise - something our country is losing so please don't take healthy 
activities away. 
 
Tucker Hill is a Christmas destination as families in the surrounding area 
come to view the Christmas lights! It is a constant stream of cars during 
the holiday season. 
 
Only one entrance - how will this be safe with an 8 lane freeway in front 
of this entrance? 
 
380 bypass is more expensive  
 
There are other options - this is a VERY poor choice  

Carol Ownby 
7600 Hanover 
Street Mckinney Texas 75071     

3/15/23 
14:03 Attachment Tara Lenney 

7504 HANOVER 
ST MCKINNEY Texas 75071   

Attachmen
t 

3/15/23 
14:03 Attachment Steven Lenney 

7504 HANOVER 
ST MCKINNEY Texas 75071     

Attachmen
t 

3/15/23 
15:03 

As a McKinney resident, I find TXDOT’s recommendation of Segment A 
vs. Segment B fiscally irresponsible to the taxpayers and places an 
unsupportable financial burden on the City of McKinney and its 
taxpayers!! 
Findings of the Environmental Impact Study should have led to selection 
of Segment B. 
No businesses displaced, rather than 15 current businesses displaced in 
Segment A. 
2 rather than 7 major utility conflicts in Segment A 
No hazardous material sites impacted, rather 2 in Segment A. 
Nearly twice the impact to rivers and streams; ½ mile vs. 1 mile 
Segment A impacts more than 30 irreplaceable Heritage trees, aged over 
150 years. 
Segment B saves over $150 million dollars for Collin County Taxpayers 
vs. Segment A 
$153M in right of way costs, rather than $198M in Segment A. 
$25M in utility relocation costs, rather than $75 in Segment A. 
$588M in design and construction costs rather than $608M in Segment Clay Yonts 

2601 Addison 
St. Mckinney Texas 75071     
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A. 
$40M savings in utility relocation for the City of McKinney. 

3/15/23 
16:22 

Less environmental impact. Less impact on surrounding businesses. 
Less expensive. It confounds me why TxDOT's preference is for Segment 
A as opposed to B. That huge massive bedrock at the front of Tucker Hill 
will skyrocket the proposed Segment A's actual cost. 
 
I have not seen any type of clear cut reason why A is the preferred route, 
but often times politics get in the way and the little people have no power 
against those with money. 
 
While I haven't accepted that A is the winner, I do want to make sure that 
everyone involved has the best interest in mind of those who are more 
closely affected, namely those who reside in Tucker Hill. Sound walls, a 
natural tree-line sound barrier. McKinney, after all, is supposedly unique 
by nature. Nam Quan Nguyen 

7200 Ripley 
Street Mckinney Texas 75071     

3/15/23 
17:00 

Proposed Plan "A" is a horrible plan...wasted tax payers money plus 
disrupting over 350 homeowners needlessly.  This was a last minute 
change based only on who was going to profit the most, not on the 
current homeowners or taxpayers in general. Tim Himes 

2021 Tremont 
Blvd McKinney Texas 75071     

3/15/23 
17:10 

The Blue option is the most logical choice (A,E,C).  Thank you for taking 
the time to consider and reduce the impact to Maingate and Prosper as a 
whole.   We looked at homes in Mckinney's Tucker hill back in 2013 but 
decided we didn't want to live on a main highway.  Those residence made 
a choice to be next to a major highway.  We made a choice to be away 
from the highway.  We pay a penalty by having to drive further and 
through more traffic but it's the choice we made and we stand by it.  I still 
feel strongly that this entire activity is to give Mckinney better access to 
land they want to develop and will do very little to curb traffic through 
McKinney.   People won't go north to go south.   (Denton, Tyler, 
FortWorth) all have examples where this type of project didn't help with 
traffic in the desired areas. James Martin 

4280 Wilson 
Creek Trail Prosper Texas 75078     
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3/15/23 
17:48 

Dear TXDOT... Please, please for the love of all that is good... keep 
alignment A or widen 380 to alleviate congestion on HWY 380. Please do 
not punish Prosper for McKinney's mistake of not planning for future 
growth. I hate to hear of any neighborhoods being harmed or destroyed 
by a bypass. I think the most kind option is widening 380. Alignment A is 
the second least harmful option if a bypass is mandatory. I am saddened 
by what seems to be little regard for neighborhoods that did not build on 
a highway being harmed or destroyed. Peoples homes are their 
sanctuary. Be kind to the homeowners and the wetlands. A bypass 
doesn't really align with the Nature part of McKinney's Unique by Nature 
motto. Not to mention the Mayor being a developer seems like a conflict 
of interest when it comes to what is in the best interest of it's citizens. 
Prosper has planned for widening of 380.. please don't punish us.  
Blessings.... I know this has been a challenge.   T Pennington 

420 Whitley 
Place Drive Prosper Texas 75078     

3/15/23 
18:20 

The segment analysis matrix does not specify the difference in "Improve 
Safety" between the different segments. 
 
Specifically, when looking at the difference between Segment A and 
Segment B, there is a big difference in the curvature of the road. Two 
almost 90 degree turns (such as the one I marked on the map) will have 
a significant impact on the costs - especially from accidents - between 
those two segments, but it is not clear where in your analysis that 
comparison was taken into account.  
 
Every big significant curve like that in Segment A will have significant 
traffic issues / accidents much more consistently than a straigher, more 
gentle curve. For example, the US 121 around DFW often has backups 
from an accident or people slowing down due to the curve. The Capital 
Beltway around DC is another good example.  
 
I just want to ensure/understand how that was taken into account. 
 
Thank you for your consideration and for all the hard work you and your 
team are doing. 
 
Logan Schultz Logan Schultz 

5024 White 
Spruce Dr McKinney Texas 75071     

3/15/23 
21:05 agree with the proposed plan— keep 380 on 380 in Prosper, Texas JC Diaz 

4040 Teton 
Place Prosper Texas 75078     

3/15/23 
21:43 I oppose Route C of the 380 Bypass in North Texas. L P     Texas         

3/15/23 
22:36 

Hi! 
I do not support section E and would instead prefer the existing 380 
section F.  Kimm Sinho 

4400 Knollview 
dr Plano Texas 75024     
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3/15/23 
22:57 

TxDOT made absolutely the right call with this latest iteration of a by-pass 
that goes through the unbuildable land just east of the Tucker Hill 
community.  Don't cave in to the many residents of Tucker Hill (or 
McKinney government officials) who simply don't want the by-pass to 
close to their neighborhood.  McKinney didn't want to widen US Hwy 380 
nor sink a new Hwy 380 below ground level (like US Hwy 75 near SMU), 
so the by-pass through McKinney became the only reasonable 
alternative.  Good call!   
 
Kenneth E. Seguin 
Colonel (Retired), USAF 
 
Immediate Past President 
Whitley Place HOA 
Prosper, TX Kenneth Seguin 

320 Yosemite 
Drive Prosper Texas 75078     

3/16/23 
13:45 

I am continuing my support for Segment A and my opposition to segment 
B.  As Segment A meets the project needs and purpose.  
Prosper has continued to plan and build our community with the 
intention of  380 brewing a freeway and has planned our growth 
accordingly.   

M Strommer 
1001 Cliff Creek 
Dr Prosper Texas 75078     

3/16/23 
15:28 

I understand the need for some relief on Hwy 380 for current and future 
traffic capacity.  I live in Tucker Hill and feel that the option that passes 
directly in front of our neighborhood is the worst possible option.  Option 
B would disrupt the least amount of business and homes and cost 
millions less.  Please revisit all available options and select Option B. Frank Etier 

2601 Tremont 
Blvd Mckinney Texas 75071     

3/17/23 
0:49 

I am writing to support the selection of Segment A for US HWY 380's 
direction.  For the many reasons stated above on this site, it simply 
makes the most sense and is the least impactful all around.  Thank you 
for your consideration. Rob Stogsdill 

3750 Dogwood 
Drive Prosper Texas 75078     

3/17/23 
1:01 

I strongly oppose the  Segment “B” option. The proper route is Segment 
“A” east of Tucker Hill and this decision should remain as supported by 
the EIS. Nancy Stogsdill 3750 Dogwood Prosper Texas 75078     

3/18/23 
18:24 

I am confused by how this winding loop around McKinney improves 
mobility.  US 380 is not a major highway, it has a history of being a 
highway, but its just a city street now.  You’ve done a poor job of 
explaining the problem you are trying to solve.  The road has a lot of cars, 
but that is not because it needs to be rerouted, its because its the only 
E/W option.   Collin County Outer loop (just 5 miles north of your 
proposal), would be a better use of public funds.  Extending Wilmeth and 
Bloomdale to Prosper would ease 380 traffic.  Building Laud Howell as a 
option between the tollway and 75 would be a better use of public funds.  
There are many other options to help alleviate US380 and improve 
mobility in and around McKinney.  The problem with 380 in McKinney is 
that there is no other route from East Collin County to West Collin County.  
This proposal does not solve that problem, look at diverting funds to 
other already planned E/W projects to provide more options for drivers. Brad Davis 

1065 
Chambersville 
Road Weston Texas 75009     
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3/18/23 
21:15 

My full comment is attached. It is only 5 pages in length including a map.  
Statement of position: 
Segment C affects our family farm by destroying the peaceful setting. It 
affects us most by destroying the homes of several of our neighbors and 
disrupting the community of neighbors. Many neighbors will be forced to 
move; others will be on the opposite side of a freeway. Segment C also 
destroys and disrupts a couple of communities along FM 2933. Segment 
D in comparison affects one community on Woodlawn Road and does not 
put neighbors on opposite sides of the freeway. If Segment D were 
moved just a few hundred feet to the east it could avoid destroying any 
homes along Woodlawn Road. Without modification Segment D has far 
fewer disruptions and displacements of both residences and businesses. 
I oppose Segment C. I support Segment D with a preference for a 
modified Segment D to avoid displacing residences along Woodlawn 
Road (unless that community would prefer it unmodified). 
 
-Paul Borchard Paul Borchard P.O. Box 354 McKinney Texas 75070   

Attachmen
t 
(combined
) 

3/18/23 
21:55 Attachment Mary Borchard 

2161 Borchard 
TRL McKinney Texas 75071   

Attachmen
t 

3/19/23 
6:18 

We are in support of TX DOT's recommended highway/380 By-Pass 
location along Segments A, E, and C.  We live in Prosper less than 0.5 
miles west of FM 2478/Custer Road and 0.5 miles south of FM 
1461/Frontier Parkway.    As such, segments A and E represent the BEST 
solution for location of the 380 By-Pass for Prosper as well as McKinney.  
Based upon feedback from some home/land owners along Segment C 
we would only ask that Tx DOT does it due diligence to insure that it also 
selects the BEST alternative between C and D for both the land/home 
owners, the neighborhoods, Collin County, and the State.   Based upon 
what we know (and we don't live along Segment C), we would support Tx 
DOT on Segment C also after farther investing any other  alternatives 
between Segment C and Segment D.  
George and Barbara Dupont 
1400 Harvest Ridge Lane 
Prosper, TX  75078 

George E 
and 
Barbara A Dupont 

1400 Harvest 
Ridge Lane Prosper Texas 75078     

3/19/23 
20:40 

As residents of the Tucker Hill Community in McKinney we are 100% 
AGAINST the preference of Segment A for the 380 Bypass Project. 
Your plan to build this highway right next to our community is 
DISGRACEFUL.  You will completely disrupt our lives and ruin the peace 
and tranquility of the ONE AND ONLY PORCH community in McKinney.  
Your project will RUIN the air quality in our neighborhood both during 
construction and decades after with the close proximity of traffic.  And, 
you have yet to confirm adding a sufficient sound barrier to reduce noise 
levels.  As it is we can hear noise from the vehicles traveling on 380 - 24 
hours a day.  We cant imagine how much worse it will be with a large 
highway practically on top of us. 
You have OTHER choices - DO THE RIGHT THING bnefore you move 
ahead ruining our neighborhood! 
 
John and Janet Magana 
7501 Townsend Blvvd., Tucker Hill,  McKinney Janet Magana 

7501 Townsend 
Blvd McKinney Texas 75071     
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3/19/23 
20:44 

I am a resident of Prestwyck & I would like to comment about the design 
change to 380 & Prestwick Hollow Dr. I support the original design with 
an underpass of 380 at Prestwick. First when parents drop their children 
off at Hughes Elementary, which is located off Prestwick Hollow, they will 
no longer travel to 380 to go westbound, instead they will travel to Coit 
road to do so. Coit is very congested, especially during school hours. 
Without a traffic light at Coit & 380, it would be difficult to handle the 
additional traffic at this intersection, as the proposal is to limit the 
amount of traffic at 380 & Prestwick, if the proposed design change 
stands. Second, if a way to cross 380 at Prestwick is removed, then the 
connection to the proposed Market Street grocery (NE Coit & 380) would 
be limited by pedestrian or bicycle access. Third, there isn’t a 
deceleration lane on Eastbound 380 at Prestwick, which will now be the 
only way to turn at this intersection. Please keep the old design Chris Price 901 Avian Dr McKinney Texas 75071     

3/19/23 
20:45 

I am a resident of Prestwyck & I would like to comment about the design 
change to 380 & Prestwick Hollow Dr.  
 
I support the original design with an underpass of 380 at Prestwick. First 
when parents drop their children off at Hughes Elementary, which is 
located off Prestwick Hollow, they will no longer travel to 380 to go 
westbound, instead they will travel to Coit road to do so. Coit is very 
congested, especially during school hours. Without a traffic light at Coit & 
380, it would be difficult to handle the additional traffic at this 
intersection, as the proposal is to limit the amount of traffic at 380 & 
Prestwick, if the proposed design change stands. Second, if a way to 
cross 380 at Prestwick is removed, then the connection to the proposed 
Market Street grocery (NE Coit & 380) would be limited by pedestrian or 
bicycle access. Third, there isn’t a deceleration lane on Eastbound 380 
at Prestwick, which will now be the only way to turn at this intersection.  
Please keep the old design Chris Price 901 Avian Dr McKinney Texas 75071     

3/19/23 
21:44 No to segment A, yes to B. David S     Texas         

3/19/23 
22:13 

I want to voice my support, again, for Route A. To quote TXDOT's own EIS 
report: 
1) It would require the least amount of now right of way. 
2) It would not displace any community facilities (Such as ManeGait, an 
organization of the utmost importance) 
3) Results in the least number of noise receptors 
4) Be the least impactful on flood plains and regulatory floodways 
5 )Minimize the conversion of farmland 
6) Meet the project Purpose and Need. 
Additionally, Prosper has continued to develop as a master planned 
community with the idea that US380 would be a freeway. Changing the 
route to cut through a significant portion of Prosper would 
disproportionately affect the Town of Prosper's commercial real estate 
and new developments which support its tax base. This would in turn 
have other down stream effects on Town parks, schools, students, 
teachers, and residents. 
I implore you to make a final decision regarding this bypass and stick 
with the A route as recommended by TXDOT's own EIS study. Amy Roller 

521 Whitley 
Place Drive Prosper Texas 75078     
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3/20/23 
5:33 

After reviewing the engineering studies, EIS study, and additional 
resources, I agree with the alignment of Segment A. It will allow many 
valuable areas to remain or still be usable without close proximity to the 
highway.  This includes the planned Rutherford Park in Prosper, the 
planned PISD Science and Learning Center, and existing Mane Gait 
Therapeutic Rehabilitation Horse Center.  As well it allows the many 
community housing developments that are already in construction or pre-
construction to continue. Dmitry Savy 

4201 Pine 
Needle Court Prosper Texas 75078     

3/20/23 
16:47 

Dear Mr. Endres, 
 
As a resident of the Tucker Hill community, I am very concerned that the 
TxDOT is considering Segment A for the 380 proposed route.  It is my 
understanding that this is the more expansion route option that would 
adversely impact more businesses and residents than the alternative 
Segment B.  Segment A would also have a greater tax burden for the 
McKinney community.    
 
Segment B is the best option which reduces costs, has the smallest 
impacts. 
 
Regards, 
Daniel Konieczny Daniel Konieczny 

7400 Townsend 
Blvd McKinney Texas 75071     

3/20/23 
17:08 Attachment Andrew McCaffrey 

3440 Spicewood 
Drive Prosper Texas 75078   

Attachmen
t 

3/20/23 
18:26 

Hello. I am writing to voice my opinion for choosing OPTION B. B is a far 
better solution for the city of McKinney. It is beyond reason that OPTION 
A, a rout so close to residential neighborhoods, is the current front 
runner. Not only will OPTION A cause increased noise and traffic to 
Tucker Hill, one of the city's most unique neighborhoods, it will be far 
more expensive. The Tucker Hill neighborhood pool was exponentially 
more expensive than planned because of the bedrock that lies below the 
soil. It is truly absurd that McKinney continues to stand behind the 
slogan "Unique by Nature" and then suggests bulldozing a 
neighborhood's green space and disrupting a residential area. B is less 
expensive and will cause less of an environmental, noise, and traffic 
impact. It's clear that some residences' voices are louder than others. 
Namely those owning a horse ranch (and formally a builder). And this is 
unconscionable.  OPTION B is clearly the better choice. A should no 
longer be considered. G Nguyen 7200 Ripley St McKinney Texas 75071     

3/21/23 
2:16 

Why would segment A be selected over segment B when it almost 
$200,000,000 more. Even the shift is around $100,000,000 more. A lot 
of the development over the last 5 years will need to be relocated. 
Property values for Stonebridge ranch, Tucker hill and Ridgecrest will be 
impacted negatively. Randy Shaver 

805 Eagle Ridge 
Ct MCKINNEY Texas 75071     
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3/21/23 
13:28 

Good Morning, 
 My wife and I own what I believe is property 183 on your site plan on the 
North side of Tucker Hill. I'm writing to ask that you make a small 
adjustment to your plan. Our property line on the north side is basically 
where the bridge for your service road is going to begin. All I'm asking is 
that you push the beginning of the bridge about twenty feet to the south 
to allow me to put a entrance to our property. My family has lived in 
McKinney for over 100 years and I thought I had a place for the next 100 
but this is throwing a wrench into that plan. But driving on 380 everyday 
myself I know its needed. We have tried to take this whole process in 
stride, but its been pretty tough to swallow as you can imagine. I have 
attached a photo with the location circled. Hopefully this small request 
will be a lot easier to be made if we can take care of it before the project 
moves forward. Thank you for your time. 
 John Gidney John Gidney 

7105 Winstanley 
lane Mckinney Texas 75071   

Attachmen
t 

3/22/23 
1:48 

I don't see the need of doing any work on 380 East of Custer Rd. The 
growth that has been projected for Collin County is going to be primarily 
in Prosper, Celina, and Frisco and this is where the roads need to be 
expanded, etc. The growth projections themselves are incorrect as the 
percentage increases of the past couple of years are not sustainable. I 
view Hwy. 380 in a similar vain as Northwest Hwy in Dallas and there was 
never a push to turn it into a major highway. Kyle Voigt 

2321 Tremont 
Boulevard Mckinney Texas 75071     

3/22/23 
14:41 

On behalf of 310 Prosper, LP and 104 Prosper, LP, I am submitting 
comments in support of TxDOT's selection of the Blue Alternative as its 
Preferred Alternative for the US 380 McKinney Improvements from Coit 
Road to FM 1827. Specifically, we support TxDOT's selection of Segment 
A over Segment B for the reasons stated in the EIS and TxDOT's 
presentation. We are also supportive of the minor design changes under 
consideration for final design. Thank you. 
  
 Douglas Mousel 

Douglas Mousel 

5850 Granite 
Parkway, Suite 
100 Plano Texas 75024     

3/23/23 
4:15 

I oppose Segment A Segment B saves over $150 million dollars for Collin 
County Taxpayers vs. Segment A 
 $153M in right of way costs, rather than $198M in Segment A. 
 $25M in utility relocation costs, rather than $75 in Segment A. 
 $588M in design and construction costs rather than $608M in Segment 
A. 
 $40M savings in utility relocation for the City of McKinney. Lorraine Bland   Mckinney Texas 75071     
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3/23/23 
15:37 

To Mr. Stephen Endres and those it concerns, 
  
 I am a McKinney business owner, a Prosper homeowner and a daily 
commuter on 380 and I SUPPORT SEGMENT A ONLY for the 380 bypass 
option. My family and I are in a unique position because we can see this 
from both McKinney and Prosper viewpoints and opinions. However, 
when reviewing the detailed information TXDOT has provided all citizens 
of both cities and after reviewing the DEIS, Segment A is 100% clearly 
the best and only option for everyone's futures. Let's use our collective 
common sense and stand with the DEIS study that clearly shows 
Segment A as the most viable option and put this issue to rest. I ask you 
to NOT punish the many because of a few! Citizens in every town and 
subdivision along the 380 corridors are upset and being pitted against 
one another because of this expansion project. 
  
  
 Please Do The Right Thing! Finalize Segment A as the final decision, 
close discussions and let's all move forward. 
   
 Respectfully, 
 Steven Clay S C 

4120 Chimney 
Rock Dr Prosper Texas 75078     

3/23/23 
15:42 

Dear Mr. Stephen Endres and those it concerns, 
  
 I am a McKinney business owner and I SUPPORT SEGMENT A ONLY for 
the 380 bypass option. My family and I are in a unique position because 
we can see this from both McKinney and Prosper viewpoints and 
opinions. However, when reviewing the detailed information TXDOT has 
provided all citizens of both cities and after reviewing the DEIS, Segment 
A is 100% clearly the best and only option for everyone's futures. Let's 
use our collective common sense and stand with the DEIS study that 
clearly shows Segment A as the most viable option and put this issue to 
rest. I ask you to NOT punish the many because of a few! Citizens in 
every town and subdivision along the 380 corridors are upset and being 
pitted against one another because of this expansion project. 
  
  
 Finalize Segment A as the final decision, close discussions and let's all 
move forward. 
   
 Respectfully, 
 Dream Street Developers, LLC. D S 2001 Central Cir McKinney Texas 75069     
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3/24/23 
15:08 

Mr. Endres, 
 Writing to support the TxDOT recommendation of the 380 bypass being 
placed in McKinney, east of Prosper city limits. As noted in TxDOT's own 
EIS report, this placement is advantageous for the following reasons: 
 1. Requires the least amount of right of way  
 2. Would not displace any community facilities. (Numerous residential 
and commercial facilities that are already present or in construction 
would be negatively impacted if bypass cut through Prosper. This 
disproportionately impacts Prosper and our potential tax basis given that 
Prosper is of significantly diminished size compared to McKinney, who 
can absorb the tax impacts much easier.)  
 3. Result in the least number of noise receptors  
 4. Be least impactful on flood plains.  
 5. Meet the project Purpose and Need. 
  
 Please make a final decision to keep bypass in McKinney. Do not let 
political pressure (Keith Self, allegedly) sway your decision to benefit a 
handful while negatively impacting tens of thousands. Thank you. Angela Moss 

3831 Glacier 
Point Ct Prosper Texas 75078     

3/26/23 
15:55 

We began building a home in Erwin Farms in August 2022. Some months 
after beginning the building we came found out about the 380 bypass. 
There was no signage showing a proposed 8 lane freeway + 4 lanes of 
access that we be next to our neighborhood. Now we are less than 2000 
feet from the freeway. We would never have bought there had we known 
there was going to be a major freeway there.   We don't understand why 
it is not being built north of Erwin Park where there is less development 
at this time. Why is not the Collin County Outer Loop used which is 
labeled as a designated loop as traffic by pass. It was started over 10 
years ago which probably already has right of ways.   We think the 
proposal of putting a by-pass in the middle of existing and in progress 
neighborhoods (i.e. Painted Tree, Erwin Farms, Timber Creek) is not in 
good faith and undermines the trust of the community that the TXDOT, 
City of McKinney and the developers have for the welfare of their 
constituents. Richard Crookston 

3212 Marginal 
Drive McKinney Texas 75071     

3/26/23 
16:11 

In August 2022 we signed a contract and paid earnest money to build a 
home in Erwin Farms. Only later did we learn that TXDOT was proposing 
an 8-lane highway (+ 4 access lanes) directly north of our neighborhood, 
2000 feet from our new home. Nowhere in the area are there signs of 
the proposed highway. This also was not addressed by our builder.  
  
 Why is TXDOT building a highway through new neighborhoods and why is 
development continuing these areas? The 380 bypass could be built 
farther north where there are fewer homes and neighborhoods. Or the 
Collin County Outer Loop could be finished and used to divert traffic from 
Highway 380. 
  
 I don't believe that TXDOT, the city of McKinney, or the developers are 
acting in good faith or are concerned about the well-being of the citizens 
of the affected areas. Rebecca Crookston 

3212 Marginal 
Drive McKinney Texas 75071     
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3/26/23 
17:54 

Segment A is a disaster and will make living in the La Cima neighborhood 
a nightmare. Officials at the meeting table completely disregarded any of 
the valid concerns we had, but also could not provide any benefits 
specifically to those living in La Cima. Right now it takes 9 minutes to 
drive to Costco on a good day. With this, my calculation (based on the 
provided plans) puts that same drive at 23 minutes on a good day. This 
is supposed to alleviate time spent on 380, not add to it for residents of 
La Cima, who specifically chose this neighborhood for its proximity to 
380. The impact to property values surely would not be positive, and if 
our neighborhood group webpage is to be believed, protests for 
compensation are not out of the question. Leave La Cima out of this. Why 
not build a few miles up along fm1468? It’s a straightshot up there and 
virtually nobody would be impacted.         Texas     

I_could_benefit_monetarily_or
_o   

3/27/23 
18:36 

Please stop the expansion of 380!!! 6 lanes is more than enough and 
increasing the capacity only hurts the citizens of Prosper. Continuing to 
push for the expansion is clearly a political mission and has nothing to do 
with residents and their well being. Sara Austin   Prosper Texas         

3/27/23 
21:08 

 
Dear Mr Endres 
Building the bypass using Option B will not solve the traffic issues along 
380 to 75 where the biggest backups occur n McKinney. The 
construction and road pollution will cause health problems and birth 
defects for those in close proximity. Why are horses for therapy more 
important than people who live 24/7 in homes surrounded by this Option 
B? Main Gate was offered a place to move and they refused. How does 
one entity or individual have this much power with TxDot?  
The additional cost, displacement of more homes and businesses should 
absolutely be considered in this decision. Option A has clearly been 
stated to be millions less in cost than Option B with less displacements. 
How can TxDot justify this decision? Please consider another Option for 
380 or no bypass at all.  The new Universal Studios on 380 in Frisco will 
change or make the current Option B obsolete.  
 
Diane Reynolds Diane Reynolds 

7416 Ardmore 
St Mckinney Texas 75071     

3/27/23 
23:43 

I don’t have a copy of my previous comment, but I think I wrote option b, 
but option A is the one going around Tucker Hill. Option A is the one I 
oppose for the reasons previously listed. Sorry for the confusion! Diane Reynolds 

7416 Ardmore 
St Mckinney Texas 75071     

3/28/23 
17:18 

I firmly believe that all resources currently being allocated to a proposed 
380 Bypass should be placed towards creating an appropriately planned 
and executed Outer Loop (sized for future growth!) as well as north/south 
thoroughfares feeding the Loop. 
 
However, IF a 380 bypass is to be developed the choice is clear … 
Segment B!   
 
The decision between choosing Proposed segment A vs Proposed 
segment B CANNOT be based on public opinion regarding the MainGait 
Horse facility!! ALL points of comparison between the 2 proposed options 
make choosing Segment B the OBVIOUS route (based on COST, 
engineering feasibility, safety of route, traffic flow addressing the 
congestion at the intersection of 380 & Custer, impact to existing 
neighborhoods vs undeveloped land, utility complications,). At some Cathy Garrett 

7313 Darrow 
Drive McKinney Texas 75071     
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point, the “popularity” & public campaign of ManeGait HAS to be set 
aside and facts need to be the deciding factors. Segment B makes 
sense!! 

3/28/23 
17:19 

I firmly believe that all resources currently being allocated to a proposed 
380 Bypass should be placed towards creating an appropriately planned 
and executed Outer Loop (sized for future growth!) as well as north/south 
thoroughfares feeding the Loop. 
 
However, IF a 380 bypass is to be developed the choice is clear … 
Segment B!   
 
The decision between choosing Proposed segment A vs Proposed 
segment B CANNOT be based on public opinion regarding the MainGait 
Horse facility!! ALL points of comparison between the 2 proposed options 
make choosing Segment B the OBVIOUS route (based on COST, 
engineering feasibility, safety of route, traffic flow addressing the 
congestion at the intersection of 380 & Custer, impact to existing 
neighborhoods vs undeveloped land, utility complications,). At some 
point, the “popularity” & public campaign of ManeGait HAS to be set 
aside and facts need to be the deciding factors. Segment B makes 
sense!! Cathy Garrett 

7313 Darrow 
Drive McKinney Texas 75071     

3/29/23 
4:21 

Tucker Hill is a FRONT PORCH Living Community! Residents chose to live 
here for the peace & tranquility it offers. Segment A flanks Tucker Hill on 
2 sides & completely isolates TH from the McKinney. It would envelope 
the neighborhood with constant, loud road noise! Our son is on the 
Autism Spectrum with sensory issues, so we have an extreme amount of 
concern about the long-term effects that traffic noise will have on our 
health (both mental and physical!) … for ALL of our neighbors! I am 
CONFIDENT the sound study by TXDOT is fatally flawed & very much 
under calculates the amount of road noise TH will experience. 
 
With TH being isolated from McKinney what will be the safety 
implications? Will citizens still receive quick access from city safety 
personnel (ie police, EMT, fire)?   
 
McKinney’ residents deserve transparency regarding 380 bypass 
decisions! How would  A be chosen over B? This is a legitimate question 
to answer!. Segment B would be the extremely clear and logical decision. Cathy Garrett 

7413 Darrow 
Drive McKinney Texas 75071     
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3/29/23 
4:29 

Tucker Hill is a FRONT PORCH Living Community! Residents chose to live 
here for the peace & tranquility it offers. Segment A flanks Tucker Hill on 
2 sides & completely isolates TH from the McKinney. It would envelope 
the neighborhood with constant, loud road noise! Our son is on the 
Autism Spectrum with sensory issues, so we have an extreme amount of 
concern about the long-term effects that traffic noise will have on our 
health (both mental and physical!) … for ALL of our neighbors! I am 
CONFIDENT the sound study by TXDOT is fatally flawed & very much 
under calculates the amount of road noise TH will experience. 
 
With TH being isolated from McKinney what will be the safety 
implications? Will citizens still receive quick access from city safety 
personnel (ie police, EMT, fire)?   
 
McKinney’ residents deserve transparency regarding 380 bypass 
decisions! How would  A be chosen over B? This is a legitimate question 
to answer!. Segment B would be the extremely clear and logical decision. Cathy Garrett 

7413 Darrow 
Drive McKinney Texas 75071     

3/29/23 
14:33 

We would not have purchased the property had we known. Really against 
the idea of emission, noise and disrupt of the nature that we have and 
reason for purchasing the property. My family and I can’t express enough 
concern for this highway and how much we are against it. Despite all 
videos and everything we are completely AGAINST this highway. It would 
be a true disappointment if our voices are not heard. Having a highway 
this close to homes is a big NO NO! Texas has enough land to build 
highways and homes away from one another! Where did the city fall 
short? Leena Mirza   McKinney Texas 75071     

3/29/23 
15:48 

I would prefer that 380 stay on 380 and work on the outer loop plan to 
alleviate the 380 traffic be expedited, however if that is not possible then 
I would support the current Blue (A-E-C) route. Michel Moffatt 3225 Sky Lane Celina Texas 75009     

3/29/23 
16:17 

I would prefer that 380 stay on 380 and the Outer Loop project be 
expedited to alleviate trafffic on 380, but if that is not possible then I 
would support the Blue (A-E-C) route and keep this road out of Prosper. Ashley Pepkin 

2628 Seabiscuit 
Rd Celina Texas 75009     

3/29/23 
16:49 

I would prefer that 380 stay on 380 and the Outer Loop project be 
expedited to alleviate trafffic on 380, but if that is not possible then I 
would support the Blue (A-E-C) route and keep this road out of Prosper. Blake Hunter 

2801 Seabiscuit 
Rd Celina Texas 75009     

3/29/23 
17:09 Oppose Segment B Stephanie McGary 

2514 War 
Admiral St Celina Texas 75009   I_do_business_with_TxDOT.   

3/29/23 
17:48 

Bloomridge community on the intersection of CR 161 (Ridge Rd) and CR 
123 (Bloomdale Rd) is severely impacted with the noise, emission, 
and lights. The proposed highway is right next to our community 
negatively impact our lives with noise. Please consider fine tuning to 
install high barrier walls to eliminate noise at least 30 inch walls. Srinivas Amaram     Texas       

3/29/23 
19:30 

I would prefer this stay on 380, but if not, the A-E-C route makes the 
most sense as it displaces the fewest number of people, has the least 
impact on floodplains and does not require taking land from Erwin Park. 
The more right of way that has to be acquired, the more this project will 
cost. We should be wise stewards of the budget and choose the route 
that has the least impact to displacing people and businesses, the 
environment, or taking land from one of our beautiful parks. M D 

3051 Seattle 
Slew Drive Celina Texas 75009     
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3/29/23 
19:42 

What happened with 380 staying on 380? 
I think the proposal is not great for the envoy and would increase 
polution in residential areas         Texas         

3/29/23 
19:52 

We bought our home to escape the hustle, we chose our location as it 
was quiet and surrounded by farmland. We were told a bypass was going 
in but no more than 4 lanes. We know the road needs to be expanded 
but when you are looking to put a freeway through the center of our quiet 
peaceful community you are doing so at the expanse of the families who 
live there. With this we will see an increase in noise pollution, increase in 
crime as a freeway provides easy in and out access to criminals and a 
decrease in our property values and peace of mind. Kimberly Kenia   McKinney Texas 75071      

3/29/23 
21:08 

I would like to comment on the sound pollution Segment A will generate 
& adversely affect the communities of Tucker Hill & Stonebridge.  Tucker 
Hill specifically was designed to be a "front porch" community, and a 
unique development within the city of McKinney. Many neighbors have 
commented that the sound studies TXDOT performed are inadequate.  I 
implore TXDOT to revisit this very important issue as sound pollution has 
harmful health effects & will most definitely severely limit residents' 
enjoyment of the active outdoor lifestyle we are accustomed to.  At this 
point, I would much rather this mess of a bypass project be shelved 
permanently.  I certainly do not want years of road construction through 
McKinney, nor do I want a major highway on top of two very unique 
neighborhoods in McKinney.  At the very least, Segment A must include 
extensive sound barriers & any other mitigation measures to drastically 
reduce the traffic noise we will be subjected to if the bypass project 
proceeds. Shannon E 

2601 Tremont 
Blvd McKinney Texas 75071     

3/29/23 
21:20 

Your selection of Segment A is a decision not supported by the facts.  I 
am opposed to Segment A and support Segment B. Three of the four 
reasons given to support the decision to select Segment C are:Impacts 
fewer utilitiesCosts is lessMinimizes impact to floodplains and flood 
ways.Applying this same criteria to A vs B would conclude B is 
preferred.Looks like the criteria was selected to support the conclusion 
you wanted not an impartial decision based on the facts   Robert Clough 7312 Easley Dr McKinney Texas 75071     

3/29/23 
23:36 

I prefer 380 stay on 380 and the Outer Loop to be expedited.  However if 
that’s not possible then I support the Blue Line option (A, E, C route.). K L   Celina Texas         

3/30/23 
8:03 

Strong opposition to proposed expansion of Highway 380 near 
Bloomridge, community where I live. Mother of autistic toddler, especially 
concerned about the risks & disruptions this will cause to our community, 
its negative impacts on our quality of life, health, every day activities & 
home values. Segment A will wrap around Bloomridge in close proximity 
to our homes impacting two entrances & putting our families at risk. The 
resulting noise & air pollution will be devastating & detrimental to my 
child's health & wellbeing, our mental peace from all the noise since 
Bloomridge didnt exist therefore exclude in the study. This project will 
decrease our home values, force us to bear higher tax burden without 
any corresponding benefit. Judy A 

5913 Bellflower 
Drive McKinney Texas 75071     
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I urge you to reconsider this plan & instead look for more suitable 
alternatives that do not require disrupting residences. Reassess noise 
impacts, add noise barriers to the plans to alleviate the impacts & chaos 
from the huge highway coming at our doorsteps. 

3/30/23 
13:45 

The problem that McKinney created is McKinney’s problem to deal with.  
Prosper is Prosper and there is no reason for the town of Prosper to bear 
this problem for the lack of McKinney planning. Established Prosper is 
‘established’.  Main Gate is integral to the life of so many people and has 
been in place for a long time.  Prosper has made wise use of it’s limited 
land.   Please use logical land use supportingProsper.  Use the unused 
land for McKinney’s traffic problem.   If there is a reason to ‘take’ land for 
a by-pass, take the land from McKinney. Judy Strawmyer 

3023 Seattle 
Slew Dr. Celina Texas 75009     

3/30/23 
15:31 

I live at 6020 Aster drive. The projected freeway plans would place it 
directly behind my lot, elevated looking down into my backyard. I think it 
goes without saying that this would greatly decrease my home value as 
well as our comfort and safety living here. The freeway being so close to 
our home will bring significant noise, emissions, as well as an increase of 
cars speeding on and off the frontage road directly behind our home. We 
bought this home because it was tucked away in a quiet part of town 
surrounded by farms and fields. I’m so heartbroken that after only a 
couple years, we will instead be surrounded by such a large freeway (not 
to mention the years of construction noise/hassle leading up to it).  
Please reconsider the placement of this project. If it were even just one 
street further north it would effect far less people and neighborhoods.  Katelyn 

Bogenschut
z 6020 aster drive McKinney Texas 75071     

3/30/23 
17:37 

As a 6yr resident of McKinney, chosing to reside southeast of US380 and 
Custer Rd, I am writing to share my voice in support of Segment B - the 
segment which will A) require less development cost while also B) 
impacting fewer residents and businesses currently within McKinney city 
limits... less $, less negative impact. This should be all that is required to 
make a commonsense decision without consideration for the noise, 
pollution, and negative impact that Segment A will further threaten all 
those, such as my family, who currently utilize the entrance of 
Stonebridge Dr to access US380. I chose to live within McKinney and 
found that US380 provides my family good access to cross my city on an 
as needed basis. Similarly, those who choose to cross East to West who 
do not wish to enter McKinney at all would be best served to "bypass" as 
much of the current city path as possible. As such, Segment B is the only 
Segment which makes sense for current residents and anticipated future 
travelers. Joshua Roberts 

8104 Saint Clair 
Drive Mckinney Texas 75071      

3/30/23 
17:45 

As a 6yr resident of McKinney, chosing to reside southeast of US380 and 
Custer Rd, I am writing to share my voice in support of Segment B - the 
segment which will A) require less development cost while also B) 
impacting fewer residents and businesses currently within McKinney city 
limits... less $, less negative impact. This should be all that is required to 
make a commonsense decision without consideration for the noise, 
pollution, and negative impact that Segment A will further threaten all 
those, such as my family, who currently utilize the entrance of 
Stonebridge Dr to access US380. I chose to live within McKinney and Catherine Roberts 

8104 Saint Clair 
Dr McKinney Texas 75071     
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found that US380 provides my family good access to cross my city on an 
as needed basis. Similarly, those who choose to cross East to West who 
do not wish to enter McKinney at all would be best served to "bypass" as 
much of the current city path as possible. As such, Segment B is the only 
Segment which makes sense for current residents and anticipated future 
travelers. 

3/30/23 
20:11 

I definitely oppose route E. They should start at minimum one street 
further North. Not right next to currently built developments. It’s just not 
right. Brendan 

Bogenschut
z   Mckinney Texas 75071     

3/30/23 
23:05 

Firstly, Plan A would not provide a direct route from east to west, which is 
the main problem that this highway is trying to solve. Instead, it would 
only provide a route from north to south, which would not effectively 
reduce traffic congestion for the majority of the people living in the area. 
 
Secondly, Plan A would cost significantly more than Plan B due to the 
additional land acquisition costs and construction expenses. This is not a 
cost-effective solution, especially when Plan B is available and meets the 
needs of the community at a lower cost. 
 
Furthermore, Plan A would require a significantly larger amount of land 
acquisition, which would result in the displacement of more people and 
properties. This would be detrimental to the affected individuals and the 
surrounding community. 
Based on the available evidence, Plan B is the most cost-effective and 
environmentally friendly solution that would effectively alleviate traffic 
congestion and improve traffic flow. I VOTE PLAN B A T 2800 Bucer McKinney Texas 75234     

3/31/23 
3:21 

I’m opposed to segment A because it is more expensive, it will bring more 
traffic noise to my neighborhood, and I think the bypass should start 
further west. I think diverting traffic as far west as possible due to all the 
businesses and neighborhoods along US 380 from Custer to 75 would 
alleviate traffic congestion along this stretch sooner. I support segment B 
of the options that are given. Darryl Jackson 

5816 Crawley 
Lane Mckinney Texas 75071     

3/31/23 
3:22 

Option B is clearly better than option A.  The right angle turn in A is sure 
to cause more congestion, noise (from slowing down and speeding up), 
concentrate polutuon, and more accidents.  Both choices will negatively 
impact people.  My understandjng is B is less expensive than A.  That 
savings can and should be used to depresss the roadway and take 
whatever action you can to reduce noise. Larry Truesdale 

8009 Saint Clair 
Dr McKinney Texas 75071     
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3/31/23 
5:10 

As a resident of Tucker Hill, I oppose route A and support Route B.  
 
Currently, Segment A includes a below-grade design only "generally 
considered to help with mitigating noise impacts." TxDot must do better. 
Tucker Hill will bear a greater burden of this community's needs due to 
visual and noise impacts to the East and limited access to the South - 
with additional noise impacts from that direction as well. 
 
If a bypass of 380 is the objective, what traffic is being bypassed when 
the route is in line with the current roadway? Instead, Tucker Hill will 
become more difficult to access, with one entry point that leads to an 8-
lane highway - below. Please do not protect the future development of 
Propser while ignoring this unique, and incomplete, development in 
McKinney. 
 
 
Should Segment A move forward, please consider adjustments to extend 
Stonebridge Ranch to allow West access to Tuck Hill. Please include 
more noise abatement measures as well.  
 
. H H 

7408 Stanhope 
Street McKinney Texas 75071     

4/1/23 
3:17 

Love my home and neighborhood but the distance from the proposed 
sight of the highway makes me wonder if mckinney is where I want the 
stay kevin maldonado 

2908 country 
church Mckinney Texas 75071     

4/2/23 
17:57 

Your selection of Segment A is a decision not supported by the facts.  I 
am opposed to Segment A and support Segment B.  
 
Three of the four reasons given to support the decision to select 
Segment C are: 
 
Impacts fewer utilities 
 
Costs is less 
 
Minimizes impact to floodplains and flood ways. 
 
Applying this same criteria to A vs B would conclude B is preferred. 
 
Looks like the criteria was selected to support the conclusion you wanted 
not an impartial decision based on the facts.   Linda Clough 7312 Easley Dr McKinney Texas 75071     

4/3/23 
6:27 

I live at the far north end of Tucker Hill. I am opposed to Route A and 
strongly prefer Route B. We have several hundred families who will be 
impacted detrimentally by Route A. This is mainly because TH has just 
one entrance and exit to the neighborhood. This will make emergency 
response - especially to the houses at the north end - unacceptable. This 
is a major health concern. Also, digging out the existing 380 with no 
protective barriers will crerate unacceptable health hazards to residents 
in TH. There are not any sound barriers which will make my home difficult 
to live in, as there is nothing between my house and the north portion of 
Route A. Then there is the financial consideration in that Route A will cost 
$200M more for no known benefit. Doug Ashby 

2762 MAJESTIC 
AVE MCKINNEY Texas 75071     
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Thank you, 
Doug Ashby 

4/3/23 
13:22 

The sound data for the noise study was taken between 11:26am-11:55a 
on Tue. Dec. 14, 2021 - while school was in session, at a stop light, 
during low traffic hours, while many were working from home during the 
pandemic. 
 
I've conducted real-world tests that are reflecting noise levels at similar 
locations 100-200%+ higher than what is estimated by 2050. (under 
current conditions.) I've proven this here: 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-YwQ9dAce4o. 
 
Tucker Hill needs more noise mitigation to get the decibel level under 
67db. (longer depression, sound wall on the south side, cantilever-style 
access roads.) 
 
No study has been done on the east side of the neighborhood and the 
effects of highway noise from multiple directions. Nor have there been 
studies done on the construction noise and side street noise which will 
be pushed into our neighborhood with all traffic flowing on it during 
construction. 
 
The measurement used by TxDOT is outdated (last updated in 2001) and 
has known unreliability Dallas Taylor 

2116 Tremont 
Blvd McKinney Texas 75071     

4/3/23 
14:01 

I believe better or improved access needs to addressed regarding east 
bound access to Stickhorse Ln and County Road 1084 in Segment C.  
We live at the cusp of three projects and this access needs to be better 
addressed.  Thank you! Michael Gonzalez 

2467 County 
Road 1084 McKinney Texas 75071     

4/3/23 
14:03 

I believe better or improved access needs to addressed regarding east 
bound access to Stickhorse Ln and County Road 1084 in Segment C.  
We live at the cusp of three projects and this access needs to be better 
addressed.  Thank you! Michael Gonzalez 

2467 County 
Road 1084 McKinney Texas 75071     

4/3/23 
14:04 

I oppose segment C as drawn.The project details are vague and limited 
with regards to how access to the stickhorse estate’s neighborhood will 
be maintained through out construction of not only this segment, but 
also the Princeton loop and the Spur which intersect at this location. 
Details of the surface streets are vague and even conflicting across the 3 
project plans.  This will disturb the access to over 30 homes for multiple 
years of construction.I favor moving the end of segment C slightly west, 
and providing clear surface street access to the neighborhoods north of 
380 in the town of New Hope and it’s surrounding ETJ, that will be 
available throughout the construction of these projects. Kevin 

Baumgarte
n 

2489 County 
Road 1084 mckinney Texas 75071     
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4/3/23 
14:06 

I oppose segment C as drawn. 
 
The project details are vague and limited with regards to how access to 
the stickhorse estate’s neighborhood will be maintained through out 
construction of not only this segment, but also the Princeton loop and the 
Spur which intersect at this location. Details of the surface streets are 
vague and even conflicting across the 3 project plans.  This will disturb 
the access to over 30 homes for multiple years of construction. 
 
I favor moving the end of segment C slightly west, and providing clear 
surface street access to the neighborhoods north of 380 in the town of 
New Hope and it’s surrounding ETJ, that will be available throughout the 
construction of these projects. Jorja 

Baumgarte
n 

2489 County 
Road 1084 McKinney Texas 75071     

4/3/23 
14:08 

I totally disagree with access (or lack thereof) to Stickhorse Lane in 
Segment C. It appears the designers have failed to accommodate 
passage for residents in that area. Dennis Duffin 

3123 Stickhorse 
Lane McKinney Texas 75071     

4/3/23 
14:20 

I agree with TXDOTS recommended route A over Route B. As a resident of 
Prosper I feel it’s only write to talk about my opposition to Route B. Due 
to the current building Ladera and Manegate location as well as Founder 
Academy. Route B would cause the most damage to current and future 
homes. not to mention taking out and active adult community which 
services senior Citizens. Also Maingate services veterans and children 
with disabilities. This is also a vital group that needs these services. 
Founders Academy would be within a 150 feet of the overpass on route 
B over Custer next to their playground.  
 
On top of this Prosper has outlined their master plan for all roads in 
prosper and route B would drastically go against all Prosper has done 
and planned for the future.  Nicholas Nordman 

4221 Bellingrath 
Dr Prosper Texas 75078      

4/3/23 
16:33 

Someone from TXDOT needs to show the residents on Stickhorse Lane, 
at the west end of CR 330 will have access to the new intersection of 
Hwy 380 and the new New Hope road intersection.  From the colored 
diagram that we have seen it appears that we will have to back tract to 
the east on CR 330 to access Hwy 380 in order to travel west into the 
city of McKinney. Donald Sams 

3343 Stickhorse 
Ln Mckinney Texas 75071       

4/3/23 
20:53 Attachment Mary 

Baumgarte
n 700 Mayberry Dr McKinney Texas 75071   

Attachmen
t 

4/3/23 
20:54 Attachment Harry 

Baumgarte
n 700 Mayberry Dr McKinney Texas 75071   

Attachmen
t 

4/4/23 
4:43 

Please reconsider Option B. It is less expensive, less disruptive, less 
complex option. I have attached additional comments about the 
justifications below. Jon DeShazo 2204 State Blvd McKinney Texas 75071   

Attachmen
t 

4/4/23 
20:28 

I live in Willow Wood neighborhood. Looking at the schematics, I didn't 
find any connection between US 75 and SH 5 utilizing the DCs between 
US 75 and US 380. A large amount of traffic on SH 5 need to get on US 
75 and the current configuration doesn't seem to support that 
movement. Would you able to fit in ramps provide those connections? 
Please refer to image attached. Thanks! Liang Chen 1100 Hoyt Dr McKinney Texas 75071    

Attachmen
t 
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4/4/23 
21:28 

AADTs on mainlanes on from US 75 to FM 1827 range from 43,000 to 
50,000 vpd in year 2050, and based on the 8.5% K factors adopted in 
Appendix I - Traffic Data, the peak hour volume would roughly be from 
3,655 to 4,250 vph. If you add 9,000 vpd in each direction on FRs, you 
peak hour volume would be about 4,420 to 5,015 vph. These volumes 
do not justify at least 3 freeway lanes and 2 FR lanes in each direction. It 
seems that 6 lane cross-section freeway would be sufficient for the 
volume projected.  
 
Given that a large portion of Seg C and Seg D will traverse floodplains 
and agricultural land, FRs and Texas U-turn interchanges seem 
unnecessary and might have more harm done to the local environment. I 
don't see any needs for FRs between SH 5 and FM 1827. Please look 
into alternatives reducing pavements and bridges. 
 
Thanks! Liang Chen 1100 Hoyt Dr McKinney Texas 75071      

4/4/23 
21:33 

Please change to segment B instead of Segment A.  I live in Auburn Hills 
subdivision and there will be noise issue.  Please change to segment B 
instead of segment A.  I believe segment B will also be cost effective. Hong Yun 

5517 Port Vale 
Dr McKinney Texas 75071     

4/4/23 
22:57 

One of the objectives of this project is to reduce the flow of traffic on 
current US 380 and improve safety. It seems that the proposed US 380 
freeway did provide extra capacity for east-west movement, but the 
situation on current US 380 will not improve based on traffic projection 
data. See image below of existing US 380 projection at Hardin Blvd 
(Taken from DEIS Appendix I, Gold Alternative, Sheet 48 of 61).  The 
AADT projected west of Hardin Blvd will still be closed 50,000 vpd. And if 
you look at the count stations on US 380 near that location, it is about 
52,000 vpd in 2019. Everyone along that corridor knows that currently it 
is very congested with this level of traffic. Other locations are better than 
at Hardin, but you will find that the traffic on US 380 will grow back to its 
current level near 50,000 vpd between Ridge Rd and US 75 sometime 
between 2030 to 2050. (Text limitation. Please see attached word 
document) Liang Chen 1100 Hoyt Dr McKinney Texas 75071   

Attachmen
t 
 
Attachmen
t 

4/5/23 
1:10 

My wife and I both believe the Preferred rout of C,E,A is the best one for 
almost everyone involved. No matter how you do this someone will not be 
happy and I agree this is the best way for most of the people being 
affected. 

Mark & 
Caren Wilson 

3B Rhea Mills 
Cir Prosper Texas 75078     

4/5/23 
1:14 

Hi our house is located right behind sector E blue alternative plan 
adjacent to Heatherwood community, please consider constructing wall 
between proposed highway along side the Heatherwood community 
fence to reduce noice , since more than 20+ house are located just with 
in 100 ft from highway which will cause a lot of noice and affect our 
family having orders and children. Prd D 

5408 Grove 
Cove dr Mckinney Texas 75071     

4/5/23 
14:54 

I would like to voice my opposition to the selection of segment A instead 
of segment B. My understanding is that TxDOT is selecting the more 
expensive option, placing an undue burden on taxpayers of McKinney 
and Texas in general, which is interesting in itself. The real issue, though 
is that this approach will increase traffic and congestion into the more 
populated areas of McKinney, specifically the intersections of 380 with 
Custer and Stonebridge. 
 
It seems as if TxDOT is giving more consideration to the plans of Prosper Ron Alderman 8337 Parish Ave McKinney Texas 75071     
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versus the real, existing development in McKinney. Segment B impacts 
areas that are to date lightly developed while segment A impacts existing 
developed areas. Please reconsider and select segment B. 

4/5/23 
19:04 

I vote Yes to segment B as it meets the goals better. It results in far fewer 
displacements of existing homes and businesses vs the other option 
where "future" properties are concerned. Future Prosper businesses 
have time to adapt. SEgment B is the lower cost option. And it better 
meets the whole purpose of the bypass project because it bypasses 
more; particular the US380 Custer Rd intersection. Finally Seg B is a 
gentle curve, which will mean less traffic stops and resulting pollution 
than the hard left/hard right of A. J Claunch 

7012 Allegiance 
Dr McKinney Texas 75071     

4/5/23 
19:11 

Option B makes much more sense than option A does.  This bypass is not 
a “bypass “ when it puts such more traffic in the McKinney city limits.    
 
I live about 1/2 mile from the option A route and the noise and traffic will 
increase exponentially in an already crowded area of 380. In addition, 
Custer and Stonebridge Roads will have much more traffic routed from 
the highway. 
 
Option B costs more than $100 Million  less, reduces the bypass travel 
distance and moves increased traffic further west on 380. From what I 
understand, option B also affects fewer residential areas.  It’s a much 
better option for the area .   
  
Please reroute to the option B plan. Cheryl 

Papciak-
Brooks 812 Cowan Lane McKinney Texas 75071   

Attachmen
t 

4/5/23 
22:53 

I live on Wittenburg Drive in Mckinney in the Wilmeth Ridge community, 
which is just south of where the proposed bypass will curve southward 
from Bloomdale road. I am concerned about the noise and dust that will 
come from construction and traffic that will follow. I would prefer a non-B 
route. Please consider significant sound barriers wherever the path of 
this highway will end up. This highway will go through a quiet and 
peaceful area of the city full of natural wildlife and waterways. I had my 
house built 3 years ago, and had I known of this proposal, I wouldn't have 
invested as much into this area. N H 

3800 
Wittenburg Dr Mckinney Texas 75071     

4/12/23 
14:41 

I moved to Tucker Hill Mckinney 41/2 years ago from Flower Mound, 
Texas. I was a public school teacher for 23 years and had to retire two 
years ago due to a neurological condition. My condition is diagnosed and 
I receive ongoing treatment. I'm extremely sensitive to sensory input. I 
move to tucker hill for a quiet environment with nature all around me. A 
roadway of this size surrounding two sides of Tucker Hill. Will impact my 
health and my availability to continue living here. I'm a single person who 
expected to live here forever. The environmental impact on our 
community will be significant. Therefore I oppose segment A proposed 
highway extension of 380. Mary Beth Piper 

7701 Townsend 
Blvd Mckinney Texas 75071     
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4/14/23 
0:15 

I have been following the progress of planned improvements to US380, 
specifically alternatives A and B.  I support alternative B.  We are 
currently building a home in the Wilmeth Ridge development and 
obviously have a vested interest in the outcome of a final decision.   
However, neither A or B would directly impact our home plans from a 
sound or sight perspective.   I do believe the western portion of the 
improvements would be better served by alternative B.  It has less impact 
on the existing Tucker Hill development as well as businesses in the rural 
portions of the proposed ROW.  In addition, the flow of highway traffic 
would be less impeded by design factors requiring two 90 degree turns. Kurt Wiest 

2409 Bucer 
Court McKinney Texas 75071     

4/18/23 
2:41 

A,E,C if we must.  
  
 With SRT widening and the Outer Loop, this will likely not be as needed 
in the future. Ed Thompson     Texas       

4/18/23 
19:18 Attachment Robert Clough 7312 Easley Dr McKinney Texas 75071   

Attachmen
t 

4/18/23 
19:20 Attachment Linda Clough 7312 Easley Dr McKinney Texas 75071   

Attachmen
t 

4/19/23 
8:12 

Thank you for receiving comments. As a concerned citizen for our local 
community in Prosper, I believe the blue route proposal to be best. 
Projects to keep traffic flow optimum have been done over the years in 
Prosper with the most recent being the widening of Custer. It’s time for 
McKinney to own their poor planning and support the 380 traffic 
congestion that occurs in McKinney. This could and should have been a 
consideration prior to allowing the multiple businesses to open that 
constrict lane expansion. Let them enjoy the tax dollars AND the blue 
route. I would hate to see areas, such as Mane Gait, disrupted because 
of the considered alternatives. Thank you. W W 

2815 Majestic 
Prince St Celina Texas 75009     

4/19/23 
21:48 Please see the attached letter. David Keese 

7201 Darrow 
Drive McKinney Texas 75071   

Attachmen
t 

4/20/23 
2:36 Please see uploaded document for comments. Rachel T 

2009 Tremont 
Blvd McKinney Texas 75071 

I_could_benefit_monetarily_or
_o 

Attachmen
t 

4/20/23 
2:43 

This construction would greatly affect my family’s small restaurant, 
cutting off parking and bringing a highway right in front of a peaceful 
neighbor and quiet restaurant. Please think of the community and the 
people this affects. William Harrell 

7200 w 
university Mckinney Texas 75071     

4/20/23 
3:33 

I am concerned about safety during construction and beyond and do not 
feel the study adequately addressed safety and access to our 
neighborhood during and after construction. The entrance/exit of our 
neighborhood will be a giant mess and a huge safety concern. We have 
elderly and disabled neighbors that need every second they have in the 
event of an emergency.  
 Tucker Hill is a front-porch community by design and given the amount 
of time spent outside and, in our community, I am concerned about air 
quality and noise and do not feel they were adequately addressed nor 
were our facilities and neighborhood type properly identified in the study. 
 How will emergency response time be affected during the construction 
period? Has TxDOT studied the full impact of air quality during and after 
construction? Where were the air quality monitors located for the current 
study? Clay Yonts 

2601 Addison 
St. Mckinney Texas 75071   

Attachmen
t 
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4/20/23 
4:52 Attachment Peggy Djurdjulov 

2320 
Grassmere Lane McKinney Texas 75071   

Attachmen
t 

4/20/23 
15:37 

I am a McKinney homeowner and taxpayer. I strongly object to TXDOT’s 
recommendation of segment A over segment B:  This is fiscal 
irresponsibility.  It is wrong to give more consideration to developers than 
to existing residents.  Segment A would be very detrimental to my 
everyday life because there will be noise and pollution so very close to 
two sides of my home. I’m retired and currently enjoy enjoy a quiet life 
here, interacting with neighbors in our front porch community. June Poe 

2300 
Grassmere Lane McKinney Texas 75071     

4/20/23 
16:34 

The property owner at 7200 West University Drive in McKinney strongly 
opposes the current proposed alignment. This property is improved with 
a 40,000 SF mixed-use development, which won the City of McKinney's 
development award in 2019. This alignment threatens the sustainability 
of the building and risks it being functionally obsolete. There are many 
negative consequences of that happening, including an empty building 
that blights the neighborhood. Dan Tobin 

8111 Preston 
Road, Suite 750 Dallas Texas 75225     

4/20/23 
17:58 

Choosing segment A ignores many of the damages and fiscal impacts 
that the environmental impact survey explained. Segment A is the wrong 
choice for the community of McKinney. Segment B is an excellent choice 
with far less detrimental repercussions. Please reconsider and do the 
right thing for our city! Sarah Reyna 

3300 Wind 
Flower Lane McKinney Texas 75070     

4/20/23 
21:08 

As both a Tucker Hill resident and a member of the McKinney City 
council, I, as I have always been, am against the choice of Route A and in 
favor of Route B regarding the Hwy 380 bypass. It concerns me that this 
project is going to cost taxpayers an additional 100+ million dollars over 
the estimate for Route B. There will be numerous and detrimental effects 
to our community due to the close proximity to this proposed highway.  
 If this is the final choice of TxDOT, which I hope is not, then I would 
encourage TxDOT to work with both the city and the residents to come 
together on various mitigation options to improve the quality of life for 
the residents of Tucker Hill during and after the construction of the Hwy 
380 bypass. 
 Rick Franklin Rick Franklin 

7621 Darrow 
Drive McKinney Texas 75071     

4/21/23 
2:21 

My Comment regarding the decisions to elect Segment A over Segment B 
is attached. 

Jennifer 
Anne Cheek 

7313 Darrow 
Drive McKinney Texas 75071   

Attachmen
t 

4/21/23 
2:46 Attachment Tony Ghaffarian 7313 Darrow Dr McKinney Texas 75071   

Attachmen
t 
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#EndTheStreakTX
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Welcome – US 380 from Coit to FM 1827 Public Hearing  

Travis Campbell, P. E. 

Director of Transportation 

Planning and 

Development

Texas Department of 

Transportation (TxDOT)

Dallas District 
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Public Hearing Purpose 

Inform the public of project status and present 

the recommended project

Describe the project so the public can determine 

how they may be affected

Provide the opportunity to see information and 

express their views

Gather comments to include in a record of public 

participation

4

Your comments will be 

considered in the 

preparation of the Final 

Environmental Impact 

Statement (FEIS)
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Viewing Project Information 

WEBSITE:

www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS

Direct site link to the posted materials including DEIS

http://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS
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Project Purpose and Need

6

Population growth within the central portion of Collin County has caused increases in current and forecasted 

traffic volumes that exceed the capacity of US 380 between Coit Road and FM 1827, leading to increased 

congestion, reduced mobility, and higher crash rates compared to other similar roadways in the region.  

NEED

PURPOSE
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Review and Approval of the Environmental Document

TxDOT is developing an EIS under an agreement with the federal 

government. 

TxDOT’S NEPA ASSIGNMENT

The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by applicable Federal environmental laws for this 

project are being, or have been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum of Understanding 

dated December 9, 2019, and executed by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and TxDOT.

La revisión ambiental, consultas y otras acciones requeridas por las leyes ambientales federales aplicables para este 

proyecto están siendo o han sido, llevado a cabo por TxDOT - en virtud de 23 U.S.C. 327 y un Memorando de 

Entendimiento fechado el 9 de diciembre del 2019, y ejecutado por la FHWA y TxDOT.
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Criteria Evaluated During the EIS Process

8

-
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Project Segments

9

US 380 Study Area Map
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Preferred Alternative

10
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Project Description and Typical Section 

*Right-of-way widths may vary in some locations, ranging from 330 feet to 1,582 feet. Widths are subject to change.

11

8-lane freeway with frontage roads primarily on new location from near Coit Road and existing US 380 

around the northern portion of McKinney, connecting back to existing US 380 near FM 1827.
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Environmental Review

MEETS THE PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED 

22 residential displacements 

35 business displacements

DISPLACEMENTSDISPLACEMENTS

22 residential displacements 

35 business displacements

DISPLACEMENTS

15 major utility relocations

UTILITIESUTILITIES

15 major utility relocations

UTILITIES

Would not require right-of-way to be acquired from any 

property considered a community facility including 

parks, places of worship, community centers, or other 

facilities

COMMUNITY FACILITIESCOMMUNITY FACILITIES

Would not require right-of-way to be acquired from any 

property considered a community facility including 

parks, places of worship, community centers, or other 

facilities

COMMUNITY FACILITIES

Approximately 662 acres

All ROW acquisition would be completed in accordance 

with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 

Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended.

RIGHT-OF-WAY REQUIREDRIGHT-OF-WAY REQUIRED

Approximately 662 acres

All ROW acquisition would be completed in accordance 

with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 

Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended.

RIGHT-OF-WAY REQUIRED
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Environmental Review

WATER 

RESOURCES

Involves construction in wetlands 

and an action in a floodplain

Permanently impacts 1.1 acres of 

wetlands and there would be 

seven perennial stream crossings

Crosses 175 acres of 100-year 

floodplain

Meets the terms and conditions 

of a Section 404 Nationwide 

Permit

TRAFFIC 

NOISE

Existing sound measurements 

were collected, and noise 

modeling software calculated 

what would be expected in 2050

Noise abatement measures were 

evaluated when traffic noise 

impacts were identified. 

Four noise barriers have been 

recommended for noise 

mitigation

HAZARDOUS 

MATERIALS

12 sites (ten moderate risk, two 

high risk) 
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Environmental Review – Preferred Alternative, Segment A

14

Segment A Details
Displaces fewer homes in comparison to 

Segment B (2 homes vs. 5 homes)

Results in fewer impacts to planned future 

residential homes 

Avoids displacing numerous proposed 

residences under construction west of Custer 

Road

Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment

Avoids impact to ManeGait Therapeutic 

Horsemanship property, the subject of 

substantial public concern 
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Environmental Review - Blue Preferred Alternative, Segment E

15

Segment E Details

Only new location alignment under 

consideration from CR 161/Ridge Road 

to SH 5
Avoids displacing more than 200 businesses 

and 18 residences along existing US 380

Does not require land from Erwin Park or 

a future park 
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Environmental Review - Blue Preferred Alternative, Segment C

16

Segment C Details

Expected to draw traffic off FM 1827 by 

providing better connections to local 

roadways

Impacts fewer major utilities

Total segment cost is less than Segment D 

to construct

Minimizes impacts to 100-year floodplains 

and regulatory floodways
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EIS Timeline

17
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Project Development

18

Schedule is subject to change pending coordination, 

public involvement and identification of funding.
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How to Submit Your Comments 

PROVIDE INPUT

Comment Form
Fill out at the Public 

Hearing or online at

www.keepitmovingdallas.com

/US380EIS

Voicemail

(833) 933-0443

Mail
TxDOT Dallas District 

Attn: Stephen Endres, P.E. 

4777 E US Highway 80 

Mesquite, TX 75150

Email
Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov

PROJECT CONTACT: For general comments about the presentation or project, please contact TxDOT project 

manager, Stephen Endres, P.E. at Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov

COMMENTS MUST BE SUBMITTED BY MARCH 21, 2023COMMENTS MUST BE SUBMITTED BY MARCH 21, 2023

mailto:stephen.endres@txdot.gov?subject=Public%20Scoping%20Meeting%20-%20Coit%20Rd%20-%20FM1827
mailto:Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov
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THANK YOU!

For taking the time to learn more about US 380 

improvements from Coit Road to FM 1827.

THANK YOU!

For taking the time to learn more about US 380 

improvements from Coit Road to FM 1827.
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CSJs: 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, and 0165-15-002 
February 16, 2023 - Collin County Courthouse 

February 21, 2023 - Rhea’s Mill Baptist Church 
February 16, 2023 through March 21, 2023 

www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS  

SLIDE 1: US 380 EIS Project from Coit Road to FM 1827 Public Hearing 
 

Welcome to the Public Hearing for the US 380 EIS Project from Coit Road to FM 1827. EIS stands for 

Environmental Impact Statement and involves the highest level of environmental review and public participation. 

 

TxDOT appreciates your interest in the project and thanks you for your participation. Please note, you may pause 

this presentation at any point to allow more time to review the information. 

 

SLIDE 2: End the Streak  

November 7, 2000 was the last deathless day on Texas roadways and 4,480 people lost their lives in 2021. 

That’s a streak we want to break. Help TxDOT End the Streak of roadway fatalities by buckling up, driving the 

speed limit, putting down your phone and never driving under the influence of alcohol or other drugs. 

 

SLIDE 3: Travis Campbell, P.E. Welcome Video 

I’m Travis Campbell, Director of Transportation Planning and Development for the TxDOT Dallas District.  Thank 

you for joining us as we conduct this virtual public event. Understanding how our projects impact communities 

is important to TxDOT. The following presentation will provide instruction on how you can connect with us and 

provide vital input about this project. We will continue to work closely with stakeholders, communities, and the 

public as we move forward. Thank you for your time and interest in improving our transportation system and we 

look forward to receiving your comments. 

 

SLIDE 4: Public Hearing Purpose  

A Public Hearing has four essential purposes: 

1. Inform the public of project status and present the recommended project. 

2. Describe the project so the public can determine how they may be affected.  

3. Provide the public an opportunity to see information and express their views. 

4. And finally, to gather comments to develop a record of public views and participation to accompany 

recommendations for subsequent decisions. 
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Public Hearing Presentation Script 
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This Public Hearing is being held in compliance with both federal and state laws.   

 

Following this hearing, your comments will be considered in the preparation of the design and final EIS, also 

called an FEIS, for the US 380 project.  

 

SLIDE 5: Viewing Project Information 

The design schematic and draft EIS, also called the DEIS, for this project are available for inspection and 

reproduction at the TxDOT Dallas District Office, located at 4777 East US Highway 80 in Mesquite, 75150. In 

addition, the design schematic will also be available for review at Prosper Town Hall, McKinney City Hall, and 

Collin County Courthouse as well as online at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS beginning Thursday, Feb. 

16 at 5:30 p.m. The information on the website is the same information shown in this presentation.  

 

SLIDE 6: Project Purpose and Need 

The project’s purpose is to manage congestion, improve east-west mobility, and improve safety. The project is 

needed because population growth within Collin County has caused increases in current and forecasted traffic 

volumes that exceed the capacity of US 380 between Coit Road and FM 1827. This is leading to increased 

congestion, reduced mobility, and higher crash rates compared to other similar roadways in the region.  In 2022, 

US 380 between Custer Road and SH 5 was named by the Texas Transportation Institute as the most congested 

roadway in Collin County and the 64th most congested roadway in Texas.  

 

The Preferred Alternative carried forward must manage congestion, improve east-west mobility, and improve 

safety.   

 

SLIDE 7: Review and Approval of the Environmental Document 

Prior to December 16, 2014, the Federal Highway Administration, or FHWA, reviewed and approved documents 

prepared under the National Environmental Policy Act, known as NEPA; however, on December 16, 2014 the 

Texas Department of Transportation assumed responsibility from FHWA to review and approve certain assigned 

NEPA environmental documents. This agreement was updated on December 9, 2019.  

 

Environmental studies for this project were completed to support an environmental clearance in accordance 

with NEPA. These environmental analyses are necessary to identify, avoid, and minimize effects to the human 
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and natural environments. Technical environmental documentation was approved for further processing by 

TxDOT and was coordinated with other public agencies.  

 

Notices for this Public Hearing were advertised in the Dallas Morning News, Al Día, Collin County Commercial 

Record, Community Impact – Frisco, Community Impact – McKinney, McKinney Courier-Gazette, and Prosper 

Press. Information is also available on the TxDOT.gov website under “Hearings and Meetings Schedule” and on 

keepitmovingdallas.com under “Public Hearings and Meetings.” The TxDOT Public Information Office also 

prepared a news media release to advertise the Hearing.  

 

SLIDE 8: Criteria Evaluated During the EIS Process 

TxDOT developed the DEIS for this project to address the potential environmental impacts identified during 

preliminary engineering. Areas of potential impacts included natural, social, and cultural resources. This slide 

shows a list of all resources evaluated during the environmental analyses. A Segment Analysis Matrix has been 

made available for the Public Hearing. You can find the analysis for the reasonable Build Alternatives in the DEIS 

document.  

 

SLIDE 9: Project Segments 

The limits of this project are from Coit Road to FM 1827 in Collin County. The study area includes the area north 

of US 380 and includes the towns of Prosper and New Hope and the cities of Frisco and McKinney. TxDOT is 

analyzing information for this project in many ways, including by separate focus areas and project segments 

shown here as Segments A, B, C, D, E, and F. These segments, when linked end-to-end to connect Coit Road and 

FM 1827, resulted in six Build Alternatives. These alternatives and the no-build alternative were evaluated in the 

DEIS. 

 

SLIDE 10: Preferred Alternative 

After completing a detailed evaluation, TxDOT selected the Blue Alternative as its Preferred Alternative for the 

project. This alternative links Segments A, E, and C.  

 

SLIDE 11: Project Description and Typical Section  

The proposed project would provide a new location, eight-lane, controlled-access freeway with two-lane, one-way 

frontage roads on each side from Coit Road and existing US 380 to the eastern terminus at existing US 380 and 

FM 1827 in Collin County.  
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The typical proposed right-of-way (ROW) would be approximately 420 feet wide, with the minimum and maximum 

ROW width ranging from 330 feet to 1,582 feet, respectively. Depending on the location, the typical freeway 

section would consist of four 12-foot-wide travel lanes in each direction with 10- to 17-foot-wide inside and 

outside shoulders and two-lane (each 12-feet-wide), one-way frontage roads on either side of the mainlanes. 

Shared-use paths built along the outside of the frontage roads would provide bicycle and pedestrian 

accommodations. The proposed project passes through the Town of Prosper, the City of McKinney, and Collin 

County.  

 

TxDOT continues to develop minor updates to the schematic design. Those updates and why they are being 

considered are shown on exhibit boards and as separate files on the project website. The schematic design roll 

plots include insets for each of the considered changes. One of those changes, located at the future University 

Drive and US 380, is also included in the Segment Analysis Matrix as the Segment A shift. Others are being 

considered for inclusion in the next schematic design update and the FEIS.   

 

SLIDE 12: Environmental Review  

The Preferred Alternative would require approximately 662 acres of new right-of-way to be acquired. All right-of-

way acquisition would be completed in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 

Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended. Brochures, including two booklets titled “The Purchase of Right of 

Way,” and “Relocation Assistance,” are available on the project website. These booklets contain detailed 

information to inform you of your rights and provide information about the TxDOT right-of-way acquisition process.  

 

There would potentially be 22 residential displacements and 35 business displacements. Maps on the Public 

Hearing website and the schematic roll plots show the locations of these displacements. A list of the potential 

business displacements can be found in the Segment Analysis Matrix, also available on exhibits and the website.  

 

Construction of the project would not require right-of-way to be acquired from any property considered a 

community facility including parks, places of worship, community centers, or other facilities.  

 

Fifteen major utility relocations would be required including the relocation of 84” and 48” North Texas Municipal 

Water District waterlines, multiple City of McKinney waterlines and pump station, and a 72” City of Irving 

waterline. 
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SLIDE 13: Environmental Review  

The proposed project involves construction in wetlands and an action in a floodplain. Of the Build Alternatives 

considered, the Blue Alternative would be the least impactful on floodplains and regulatory floodways.  

 

The proposed project would not increase the base flood elevation to a level that would violate applicable 

regulations and ordinances and would permanently impact 1.1 acres of wetlands. It would cross seven perennial 

streams, which is a stream with a continuous flow of surface water throughout the year, assuming seasons of 

normal rainfall. The proposed project would also cross 175 acres of 100-year floodplain. The Blue Alternative 

would meet the terms and conditions of a Section 404 Nationwide Permit with a pre-construction notification for 

the crossings of the East Fork Trinity River, Wilson Creek, and their respective tributaries, because of minimal 

loss of these water features. This would require authorization from the US Army Corps of Engineers. 

 

A Traffic Noise Analysis was completed in accordance with TxDOT- and FHWA-approved Guidelines for Analysis 

and Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise. Existing sound level measurements were collected at noise-sensitive 

areas adjacent to the segments. Noise modeling software predicts what noise would be expected in 2050. Noise 

abatement measures were evaluated when traffic noise impacts were identified. TxDOT has already included 

below-grade roadway designs, which are generally considered to help with mitigating noise impacts to nearby 

neighborhoods. Based on the analysis, four noise barriers were determined to be reasonable and feasible for 

noise mitigation.  

 

The proposed project would also require right-of-way to be acquired from two sites of high environmental risk 

and ten sites of moderate environmental risk.  

 

SLIDE 14: Environmental Review – Preferred Alternative, Segment A 

TxDOT also conducted its environmental review by each of the segments of all the Build Alternatives. The 

following slides will outline several of the top considerations TxDOT used in determining Segments A, E, and C 

would make up the Preferred Alternative.  

 

We will start with the western side of the study area, from Coit Road to CR 161/Ridge Road. The two segments 

compared in this area were Segments A and B.  The top considerations for Segment A are outlined on the screen.  

SLIDE 15: Environmental Review - Preferred Alternative, Segment E 

Next, we will move to the area encompassing CR 161/Ridge Road to SH 5. The only new location alignment 

under consideration from CR 161/Ridge Road to SH 5 is Segment E. Early in the EIS process, TxDOT considered 
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an alternative that would run along the existing US 380 however it was estimated that it would have to displace 

more than 200 businesses and 18 residences. Segment E will not require land acquisition from any park 

including Erwin Park.  

 

SLIDE 16: Environmental Review - Preferred Alternative, Segment C 

Let’s now focus on the eastern side of the study area, from SH 5 to FM 1827 where we considered Segments C 

and D. Top considerations for Segment C are outlined on the screen.   

 

This concludes the environmental evaluation portion of the presentation.  

 

SLIDE 17: EIS Timeline  

After more than two years of study, TxDOT is nearing the end of the NEPA process. Multiple opportunities to 

provide input were and are still available. The public comment period for the proposed project ends March 21, 

2023. Following this hearing, documentation, including public comments, will be reviewed by TxDOT for final 

environmental clearance and design approval. If there are no major issues arising from this hearing that cannot 

be addressed in a reasonable time frame, final environmental clearance, also called a Record of Decision, is 

expected by late Summer 2023 after the review of the FEIS. 

 

SLIDE 18: Project Development 

After the Record of Decision is issued, TxDOT can begin final design, right-of-way acquisition, and utilities 

coordination. This phase of project development is expected to take anywhere from two to four years. 

  

Phased construction of the project would not begin until full funding is secured. Cost estimates are available on 

the Segment Analysis Matrix and DEIS.  These will be reviewed in the development of the FEIS. Construction is 

anticipated to last three to four years.   

 

The project has an anticipated Ready to Let date of 2027 and is anticipated to be open to traffic between 2027 

and 2036. Construction of a project begins after the letting process is complete. “Letting” is when TxDOT notifies 

the construction community that a project is ready to be bid on.  

 

SLIDE 19: How to Submit Your Comments 
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Comments will be accepted in several ways as shown on the screen. If you would like to leave a verbal 

comment, please call the voicemail number. 

  

Comments must be received or postmarked by March 21, 2023, to be part of the official Public Hearing record. 

 

All substantive comments and questions will be fully considered, responded to in the project record, and made 

part of the FEIS. This document will then be made available for public review at the TxDOT Dallas District Office 

located at 4777 East US Highway 80 in Mesquite, Texas 75150, and online at the project website.  

 

SLIDE 20: Thank You  

We sincerely appreciate your participation and interest in the US 380 EIS Project from Coit Road to FM 1827. 

Your questions, comments, and concerns will receive careful consideration. 

 

Thank you very much. 



 
 

760.06.TEM 
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1. What is the status of the project? 

TxDOT completed the US 380 Collin County Feasibility Study in March 2020 and separated the study area into 

five independent project segments. These projects (shown on the map below) are advancing at different paces  

depending on mobility needs and availability of funding. In each of these segments, TxDOT is working to complete 

more in-depth environmental study, public involvement, and schematic design. The following are the five Collin 

County projects being studied: 

• Blue Segment - CSJs 0135-11-024, 0135-02-068, 0134-10-065: US 380 from Teel 

Pkwy/Championship Dr in Denton County to Coit Road 

• Orange Segment - CSJs 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, 0135-15-002: US 380 from Coit Road to FM 1827 

• Purple Segment - CSJs 0364-04-051, 0047-05-058, 0047-10-002: Spur 399 from US 75 to US 380 

• Yellow Segment - CSJ 0135-03-056, 0135-04-036, 0135-16-002: US 380 from FM 1827 to CR 560 

• Green Segment - CSJ 0135-04-038, 0135-05-028, 0135-17-002: US 380 from CR 560 to CR 699/698 

(east of the Hunt County line) 

 

All of these projects are expected to be environmentally cleared in 2023. 

 

After the environmental review process for the orange segment (US 380 from Coit Road to FM 1827) was 

initiated, TxDOT hosted a Virtual Agency Scoping Meeting in October 2020 and a Virtual Public Scoping Meeting 

in January 2021. We gathered input on the project’s Purpose and Need, Range of Alternatives, Methodology and 

Level of Detail for Analyzing Alternatives, and Coordination Plan. A Public Meeting was held in March 2022 to 



 

US 380 EIS  
from Coit Road to FM 1827 

Frequently Asked Questions  

3 

 

present information about the Reasonable Alternatives and gather input. A series of in-person and virtual public 

hearings are being held in February 2023. The purpose of these hearings is to: 

1. Inform the public of project status and present the recommended project. 

2. Describe the project so the public can determine how they may be affected.  

3. Provide the public an opportunity to see information and express their views. 

4. Gather comments to develop a record of public views and participation to accompany recommendations for 

subsequent decisions. 

2. Didn’t TxDOT already announce a final alignment?  

No. TxDOT announced a Recommended Alignment at the end of its Collin County Feasibility Study. That 

recommendation was based on the data collected during the Feasibility Study and with the information that was 

available at the time. For TxDOT to name a final alignment (also referred to as a Preferred Alternative), the project 

team was required to perform a more in-depth environmental study and develop a schematic design as required 

by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). TxDOT is presenting the Preferred Alternative at the Public 

Hearing in February 2023. 

3. Which is the Preferred Alternative, and why was it selected? 

TxDOT performed a detailed evaluation of all alternatives and segments from Coit Road to FM 1827. The Blue 

Alternative has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. Following this Public Hearing, public comments will 

be reviewed by TxDOT and minor changes may be implemented to the schematic design and Final Environmental 

Impact Statement (FEIS). The Blue Alternative was selected because it: 

• Best meets the project purpose and need; 

• Requires acquisition of the least amount of new ROW of all Reasonable Build Alternatives; 

• Does not displace any community facilities; 

• Results in the fewest noise receptors with substantial noise level increases; 

• Is the least impactful on floodplains and regulatory floodways; and 

• Minimizes the conversion of farmland. 

4. Why is this US 380 Project proceeding separately from the Spur 399 Extension Project? 

NEPA requires that projects be studied separately to determine if they have independent utility, meaning they 

can function as a usable roadway without implementation of another project and not restrict consideration of 

alternatives for other foreseeable improvements. The Purpose and Need for the US 380 from Coit Road to FM 
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1827 Project includes addressing east to west traffic, while the Purpose and Need for the Spur 399 Extension 

Project includes addressing north to south traffic.  

5. How will the other US 380 Project segments be considered along with this US 380 

Project? Will they be coordinated? 

TxDOT is required to evaluate the US 380 Project from Coit Road to FM 1827 as an independent project that 

would not require the construction of any other transportation improvements for it to operate. TxDOT is also 

evaluating possible options for connections to the other US 380 Projects including the schematic and 

environmental study for the US 380 Project from Teel Parkway/Championship Dr to Coit Road, the schematic 

and environmental study for the Spur 399 Extension from US 75 to US 380, and the schematic and 

environmental study for the US 380 Project from FM 1827 to CR 560. TxDOT is also preparing to widen existing 

US 380 from Airport Drive to CR 458. Construction will begin in 2024. Regular coordination meetings occur 

between TxDOT staff and the different US 380 project teams. 

6. Why is this project needed?   

The project is needed because population growth within the central portion of Collin County has caused increases 

in current and forecasted traffic volumes that exceed the capacity of US 380 between Coit Road and FM 1827, 

leading to increased congestion, reduced mobility, and higher crash rates compared to other similar roadways 

in the region. The purpose of the proposed action is to manage congestion, improve east-west mobility, and 

improve safety.  

7. What happens with the project after this Public Hearing? 

This Public Hearing is the public’s opportunity to provide input on the Draft EIS and Preferred Alternative. After 

the Public Hearing, TxDOT will develop the FEIS and anticipates obtaining a Record of Decision (ROD) in late 

summer of 2023. A ROD is the official approval of a FEIS, clearing the way for TxDOT to identify funding, develop 

a construction schedule, and begin final design.  

8. What is an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)?  

An EIS is a multi-year environmental review process that provides rigorous analysis of proposed alternatives and 

their environmental impacts. During the development of the EIS, TxDOT gathers more field data, completes a 

more detailed evaluation and schematic design, and completes even more coordination with agencies, 

stakeholders, and the public. An EIS is prepared when it is anticipated that a proposed project could affect the 
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quality of the human and natural environment. There are three categories of analysis that TxDOT can complete 

as part of NEPA, of which an EIS is the most rigorous. 

9.   What factors are being considered in the EIS?  

You can view the factors considered in the Segment Analysis Matrix on the Public Hearing website at 

www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. The matrix is a tool used to review segments and objectively compare 

them according to various evaluation criteria. These comparisons helped TxDOT to identify a Preferred 

Alternative. Each matrix includes both qualitative and quantitative data. It is organized into four different 

categories that TxDOT considers, including how well the project meets criteria for 1) purpose and need 2) 

engineering analysis 3) environmental analysis and 4) public input.  

10. Which reasonable alternatives were evaluated by TxDOT?  

NEPA requires TxDOT to evaluate all viable alternatives considered and eliminated during the Feasibility Study, 

as well as other alternatives developed by TxDOT. The alternatives evaluated are comprised of segments placed 

end-to-end connecting Coit Road on the west to FM 1827 on the east, and include the No-Build Alternative, 

improvement of the existing US 380 corridor (Segment F), and four new location Build Alternatives that share a 

common segment in Focus Area 2 (Segment E). The new location alternatives differ in their alignments on the 

west and east ends of the study area. 
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The Purple Alternative represents the Coit Road to FM 1827 segment of the Recommended Alignment from the 

Feasibility Study in 2020. It links Segments A, E, and D. All Reasonable Build Alternatives include Segment E. 

The total length for the Purple Alternative is approximately 15.9 miles long.  

 

The Blue Alternative, which has been identified by TxDOT as the Preferred Alternative, links Segments A, E, and 

C for a total length of approximately 15.6 miles. The Blue Alternative differs from the Purple Alternative between 

SH 5 and existing US 380 east of McKinney where the alignment follows Segment C parallel to and east of the 

East Fork of the Trinity River.  
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The Gold Alternative links Segments B, E, and D for a total length of approximately 16.3 miles. It matches the 

Brown Alternative between Coit Road and SH 5. 

 

The Brown Alternative links Segments B, E, and C. and is approximately 14.8 miles long. The Brown Alternative 

differs from the Blue Alternative in the alignment from Coit Road to the future intersection of Ridge Road and 

Bloomdale Road, which is Segment B.  

 

The Green Alternative would be a freeway constructed where the existing US 380 is today. A freeway in that 

location would require approximately 350 to 400 feet of right-of-way to be constructed. For reference, the right-

of-way width for the existing US 380 varies from approximately 130 to 180 feet.  
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TxDOT is required to consider a No-Build Alternative through the EIS process. The No-Build Alternative would not 

construct a new roadway, nor would it improve existing roadways beyond projects that are already planned by 

the cities, county, or TxDOT. The No-Build Alternative does not meet the project’s Purpose and Need, nor would 

it provide the benefits that the Build Alternatives do. The No-Build Alternative is included in the DEIS document 

because it sets the baseline for comparison of the Build Alternatives. 

11.   Has a route further north been considered? Will this project even be necessary if the 

Outer Loop is built? 

Initial traffic analysis conducted during the US 380 Collin County Feasibility Study indicated that locating an 

alternative further north would not address US 380 congestion and would not satisfy regional travel demands. 

Additionally, dense residential development north of the study area would impact many more existing 

neighborhoods.  

 

Even if all the planned roadways in Collin County, including the Outer Loop, are built, US 380 will continue to 

experience a failing level of service in the future. The regional model shows that both east to west freeways are 

needed to relieve congestion.  

12.   Have elevated freeway lanes above the existing US 380 been considered? 

Double decked (or elevated) freeway sections were considered during the Feasibility Study. This will not be 

further considered for the corridor because it would not significantly reduce the amount of right-of-way needed 

to construct the roadway, and it would be more expensive. It’s important to note that TxDOT is being asked by 

cities to remove elevated freeways in several locations across the state. 

13.   What engineering tasks are being done by TxDOT? 

TxDOT developed the schematic design for the Build Alternatives by evaluating how much right-of-way (ROW) 

would be needed, developing horizontal and vertical alignments, customizing typical sections for different 

locations, developing ramp locations and interchanges, calculating more detailed cost estimates, evaluating and 

designing drainage, considering bicycle and pedestrian accommodations, and determining the constructability 

of the project.  

 

The schematic design is available for review on the Public Hearing website, 

www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS along with a Schematic Viewing Guide. The following features are 

included:  
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• mainlanes 

• ramps 

• frontage roads  

• horizontal and vertical alignments 

• bridges or elevated structures 

• retaining walls 

• culverts 

• proposed ROW needed for the proposed 

freeway  

• existing utilities  

• displacements 

 

In addition, TxDOT recently conducted what is called a Value Engineering (VE) Study for the US 380 Project. An 

independent VE team objectively reviewed the schematic design. These studies are intended to question project 

decisions and add value to the project by improving its overall function. 

 

The VE study team views schematic design purely through a technical lens, and public input is not considered in 

their final report. Recommendations provided by the VE Study team are under consideration by TxDOT. Any 

schematic design changes will be reflected in the project’s final design and FEIS.  

 

VE studies are required on all projects on the National Highway System that utilize Federal-Aid Highway Program 

funding with an estimated total project cost of $50 million or more. 

14.   Where can I find out more about the traffic analysis that was completed?  

All of the traffic analyses, along with the resulting performance metrics, presented were derived using VISSIM 

and Highway Capacity Software using TxDOT approved projections based on the NCTCOG Travel Demand Model, 

historical roadway volumes, future growth projections, and census data. 

 

Using this data, TxDOT analyzed the following traffic indicators: 

• Travel Time is measured by the projected time it takes a motorist to drive the section of road from Coit 

Road to FM 1827 in the year 2050. We looked at different factors such as if the driver was in the 

morning or evening rush hour and if they were traveling eastbound or westbound.   

• Average Speed is measured by the average projected speed it takes a motorist to drive from Coit Road 

to FM 1827 in the year 2050. We also looked at average speed in the morning and evening rush hour 

and traveling eastbound and westbound.   

• Level of Service (LOS) measures the quality of vehicle traffic service based on performance measures 

like vehicle speed, density, and congestion. For example, a level of service “F” is a rating assigned to 
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roadways with breakdown flow which means that there are high traffic volumes and limited capacity on 

the roadway. A level of service “A” is a rating that means free flow conditions with low traffic volumes 

and greater roadway capacity available. 

 

Additional information regarding the traffic analyses can be found in the Segment Analysis Matrix and the DEIS, 

Section 2.3. 

15.   Did TxDOT consider public input or input from local governments in its selection of the 

Preferred Alternative?  

While the Preferred Alternative was not selected based on public and stakeholder input alone, it is one of the 

many things that TxDOT must consider. During the last public comment period, TxDOT received more than 9,000 

comments. The Segment A versus Segment B topic was the most common theme from a wide variety of 

stakeholders, appearing in nearly 94 percent of comments. Of those, 71 percent noted a preference for Segment 

A over Segment B.  

 

Throughout the course of the project, TxDOT has worked extensively with local governments, HOAs, the general 

public, resource agencies, and other stakeholders to gather input and to address regional mobility issues. In 

fact, TxDOT has made notable schematic design updates based on this input.  

 

TxDOT continues to coordinate with developers and local governments to support future growth and minimize 

impacts where possible. TxDOT has done this with the Town of Prosper for multiple developments along Segment 

A in the town’s limits. TxDOT has also worked with the City of McKinney and developers to mitigate impacts by 

moving the US 75 interchange with the proposed freeway as far south as possible. This was done because the 

area is extremely important to the City of McKinney, as it continues to promote regional commercial development 

at this location.  

 

TxDOT has also been working with representatives from North Texas Municipal Water District (NTMWD) to avoid 

impacts to its existing and planned facilities. An area of interest is along the western side of Segment E, near 

existing Bloomdale Road. The design has also been updated to avoid directly impacting a future major water 

delivery pipeline to be constructed in this constrained area. 
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Last, continuous frontage roads were incorporated into the schematic design for all alternatives, providing the 

opportunity for drivers to have better connections to local roads and be re-routed should there be a crash or 

other incident that blocks all freeway mainlanes. 

 

TxDOT will continue to consider public input and will work with stakeholders and partners as the EIS process is 

finalized.  

16.   What is included in the total project cost? 

The total project costs are estimates TxDOT developed when considering costs for planning, engineering, and 

design; roadway construction; right-of-way; and utility relocations.  

17.   What safety measures are being considered?  

Any future improvements will be designed to meet current design standards and address deficiencies of the 

current roadway system where feasible. A new location freeway alternative would likely attract traffic away from 

the existing US 380, thereby alleviating congestion, and reducing the number of crashes. All segments would be 

a freeway generally consisting of eight lanes (four in each direction), and two lanes of continuous access roads 

running parallel to each side. The freeway design eliminates direct access to the mainlanes from driveways and 

other roadways, thereby reducing the number of conflict points. Drivers would only be able to make left turns or 

U-turns where there are signalized intersections on access roads.  

18.   Has noise been evaluated during the EIS?  

Yes. A traffic noise analysis was conducted in October 2022, in accordance with TxDOT’s FHWA-approved 

Guidelines for Analysis and Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise (TxDOT, 2019). Existing 

sound level measurements were collected at noise sensitive areas adjacent to the project segments. Noise 

modeling software was used to predict what noise levels could be expected in 2050 and determine if a noise 

impact would occur. 

 

Because traffic noise impacts were identified, TxDOT evaluated noise abatement measures for each location 

with predicted noise impacts to determine if such measures are reasonable and feasible. Noise barriers, also 

called noise walls, are the most common abatement measure.  

 

To be considered feasible, noise barriers must provide a minimum noise reduction – or benefit – at or above the 

threshold of 5dB(A) at more than 50 percent of first-row impacted receptors and two impacted receptors. To be 
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considered reasonable, the barrier must not exceed the cost reasonableness allowance of 1,500 square feet 

per benefited receptor and must meet the noise reduction design goal of 7 dB(A) for at least one receptor. 

 

Based on these criteria, four noise barriers are proposed for the US 380 Project. 

 

An additional, even more comprehensive noise abatement analysis will be conducted for the Preferred 

Alternative in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to capture any alignment modifications made after 

the Public Hearing and any additional receptors resulting from ongoing land planning and construction. 

 

Bordering and benefitting property owners and residents will be invited to attend a noise workshop and vote for 

or against the proposed noise barriers. If a majority of the weighted votes received are in favor, that barrier will 

be constructed. For more information on these proposed noise barriers, please view the DEIS, Section 3.14. 

19.   Was air quality evaluated during the EIS? 

Yes. TxDOT performed studies to evaluate how the project will impact air quality and to confirm compliance with 

regional and federal air quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. These air quality analyses involved 

coordination with various resource agencies and planning organizations including the US Environmental 

Protection Agency (EPA), TCEQ, North Texas Council of Governments (NCTCOG), and Federal Highway 

Administration (FHWA).  Analyses found the following: 

 

• As required, the project is consistent with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) State 

Implementation Plan (SIP), the NCTCOG’s Mobility 2045 Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 TIP. 

• TxDOT performed a Carbon Monoxide Traffic Air Quality Analysis (CO TAQA) which modeled carbon 

monoxide concentrations for the five study segments, and none of the modeled concentrations 

exceeded the 1-hour or 8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide, and are not 

expected to exceed national standards at any time. 

• TxDOT performed a quantitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis. Despite the projected 22 

percent increase in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) for the Preferred Alternative in 2050 compared to 2020 

(No-Build), the total MSAT emissions are predicted to decrease by approximately 43 percent due to 

higher combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and electrification of the US fleet. The VMT under the 

2050 No-Build Scenario would increase by approximately 25 percent compared to the 2020 (No-Build) 

Scenario.  
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To reduce congestion and the need for single-occupancy vehicle lanes in the region, TxDOT and NCTCOG will 

continue to promote appropriate congestion reduction strategies through the Congestion Mitigation and Air 

Quality Improvement (CMAQ) program, the congestion management process and the Metropolitan 

Transportation Plan. 

 

If the project is not built and US 380 remains as is, localized air emissions would likely increase because of 

congestion, slower travel speeds, and longer idling times at signalized intersections. Regardless of whether or 

not the project is built, MSATs may be somewhat mitigated in the future because of federal regulations on 

vehicles, fuels, fleet turnover, and the increased use of electric vehicles. More information on Air Quality is 

included in Section 3.12 of the DEIS, and a technical report is included as an appendix. 

20.  Has TxDOT studied the indirect impacts of the project? 

Yes. A six-step induced growth impact analysis was performed in coordination with city and county planners and 

officials to identify areas of potential growth, development trends, and the probability of the proposed project to 

influence local land use decisions within an Area of Influence (AOI). The Preferred Alternative is not anticipated 

to substantially induce growth; therefore, no mitigation for induced growth effects is proposed. 

21.   Has TxDOT studied the cumulative impacts of the project? 

Yes. A cumulative effects analysis was performed to view the direct and indirect effects of the proposed project 

within the larger context of past, present, and future activities that are independent of the proposed project, 

but that are likely to affect the same resources in the future. As appropriate, mitigation strategies are proposed 

to mitigate impacts or indirect effects. For example, land clearing, stormwater management, and erosion control 

Best Management Practices (BMP) would be implemented before and during construction with permanent BMPs 

incorporated as part of the final design to manage roadway runoff. 

22.   What will the impact be to dams, wetlands, floodplains, and other sensitive resources? 

TxDOT has conducted field assessments during the development of the EIS to identify all dams, wetlands, 

floodplains, and other sensitive resources in the study area. TxDOT is aware of the dams near the Tucker Hill 

and Stonebridge neighborhoods. The effect of the alternatives under consideration on the function of the dams 

is being assessed and mitigation measures will be considered, if necessary. More information can be found on 

the Segment Analysis Matrix.  
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23.   Will the Preferred Alternative require displacements? 

All alternatives considered, including the Preferred Alternative, would require displacements, including 

residences, businesses, and other buildings such as barns and outbuildings. While TxDOT has been working to 

reduce the number of displacements, some displacements cannot be avoided as TxDOT is required to comply 

with state and federal design standards. Interactive maps and schematic design roll plots that indicate 

displacements can be viewed at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS. 

24.   How will the project impact community facilities, including ManeGait Therapeutic 

Horsemanship? 

None of the alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative, directly impact ManeGait or any other community 

facility. Due to comments received about perceived impacts to ManeGait, TxDOT further studied the matter. We 

researched conditions at similar facilities throughout the U.S. with the Professional Association of Therapeutic 

Horsemanship International (PATH) accreditation. Staff at 17 facilities in Texas, Colorado, California, Florida, and 

Pennsylvania were interviewed. Noise measurements were taken at select facilities.  

 

Staff at these facilities indicated that nearby infrastructure (such as highways) did not pose an issue to their 

operations. Ultimately, it was determined that therapeutic horsemanship facilities can function effectively in a 

variety of physical and environmental settings.  

 

More information about TxDOT’s research and analyses of PATH-accredited therapeutic horsemanship facilities 

is available in the DEIS, Appendix K. 

25.   Is TxDOT tracking future developments in the study area?  

Yes. TxDOT is tracking future developments as a part of this project. These include locations of future homes, 

businesses, schools, parks, and open space. TxDOT is and will continue to coordinate with local governments 

and developers to gather the information on project status, potential cost, and planning/permit process 

timelines. 

26.   How will the project impact Erwin Park? 

The Preferred Alternative will not require the acquisition of land from Erwin Park. Section 4(f) of the Department 

of Transportation Act stipulates that TxDOT cannot approve the use of land from publicly owned parks or 

recreational areas, wildlife and waterfowl refuges or public and private historic sites unless the following 

conditions apply: 
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• There is no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative to the use of that land; and the action includes 

all possible planning to minimize harm to the property resulting from such use 

• TxDOT determines that the use of the property will have a de minimis impact 

 

For more information about the Section 4(f) process and how you can get involved, please refer to Section 3.9 

of the DEIS at www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS.   

27.   Will the project impact any historic properties? 

An intensive survey was performed to identify the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-eligibility of a 

property on Dave Brown Road in the proposed ROW of the interchange between Segment C and existing US 380. 

Based on historical research and for the purposes of this project, the Brown Property was determined to be 

ineligible for listing on the NRHP due to the lack of integrity and significance as an example of a resource type. 

The property is no longer active as a farm or ranch and many of the buildings on the property lack integrity of 

design, materials, workmanship, and feeling due to significant alterations and loss of original buildings and 

agricultural lands.  

 

The Preferred Alternative is anticipated to have no physical or otherwise adverse effects to this resource, and no 

recommendations for Section 4(f) or de minimis consideration of impacts to the resource are anticipated.  

28.   Who can I contact at TxDOT about the project?  

Mr. Stephen Endres, P.E.  

Project Manager – TxDOT Dallas District  

4777 E. US Highway 80  

Mesquite, Texas 75150  

Phone: (214) 320-4469  

Email: stephen.endres@txdot.gov  

 

TxDOT’s normal business hours are 8:00 a.m. – 5:00 p.m. (central time), Monday through Friday. 
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CSJs: 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, 0135-15-002 

GLOSSARY OF TERMS AND ACRONYMS 

February 2023 Public Hearing  

 

The following are some of the most commonly used terms and acronyms that appear in US 380 Project 

materials. 

 

Adverse Effects 

Substantial unfavorable impacts, either individual or cumulative, to humans or the environment. 

Includes social and economic impacts, which may include, but are not limited to the following: 

 Bodily impairment, infirmity, illness, or death; 

 Air, noise, and water pollution and soil contamination; 

 Destruction or disruption of human-made or natural resources, aesthetic values, community 

cohesion or a community’s economic vitality, and the availability of public and private 

facilities and services; 

 Vibration; 

 Adverse employment impacts; 

 Displacement of persons, businesses, community facilities, nonprofit organizations, or farms; 

 Increased traffic congestion; 

 Isolation, exclusion or separation of minority or low-income individuals within a given 

community or from the broader community; and 

 Denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of, benefits of TxDOT programs, 

policies, or activities. 

Air Quality  

Measure of how clean or polluted the air is in the project vicinity.  

Alternative Analysis Matrix 

 A tool used to compare different options or alternatives for numerous criteria.  

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) 

Nonprofit, nonpartisan association representing highway and transportation departments in Texas and 

across the nation that is tasked with setting the technical standards for highway system development.   

American Community Survey (ACS) 

Nationwide survey conducted by the U.S. Census Bureau that collects and releases information 

annually on the social, economic, housing, and demographic characteristics of our nation's population. 
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Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 

A civil rights law that mandates equal opportunity for individuals with disabilities and prohibits 

accessibility discrimination to jobs, public accommodations, government services, public 

transportation, and telecommunications.  

Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT)  

A measure of traffic volume that is the total number of vehicles on a roadway for a year, divided by 

365 days.  

Archeological Site 

A place where there are physical remains of past human activities. 

Area of Influence (AOI) 

The geographic area within a project or plan that may cause environmental, ecological, or human 

health impacts. The size of the area depends on the scale and nature of the project or plan.  

Arterial  

Roads serving major traffic movements (high-speed and high volume) for travel between major points. 

Attainment/Nonattainment Area  

A geographic area that meets or exceeds national air quality standards set by the U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency is an attainment area; an area that does not meet this standard is called a 

nonattainment area. 

Benefitted Receiver 

A receiver location in an area where TxDOT measures and models highway traffic noise levels for 

reference against the thresholds as defined by the FHWA’s Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) and 

existing noise levels. A receiver may represent multiple receptors. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Accommodations 

Facilities or roads designed with consideration of the needs of bicycle users and pedestrians. 

Accommodations can range from separated bike lanes (bicycles only) to shared lanes (motorized 

vehicles and bikes use the same facility or road) to shared-use paths (a bikeway physically separated 

from motor vehicle traffic that may also be used by other non-motorized users).  

Candidate Species 

Any species whose status is being reviewed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to determine 

whether it warrants listing under the Endangered Species Act. 

Capacity  

Ability of a road to accommodate a moving stream of people or vehicles in a given time period. 
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Categorical Exclusion (CE) 

A level of environmental classification under NEPA that is required to evaluate a project which involves 

no significant environmental impacts. They are actions that do not induce significant impacts to 

planned growth or land use for the area; do not require the relocation of significant numbers of 

people; do not have a significant impact on any natural, cultural, recreational, historic or other natural 

resource; do not involve significant air, noise or water quality impacts; do not have significant impacts 

on travel patterns; or do not otherwise, either individually or cumulatively have any significant 

environmental impact. Note: This environmental classification does not apply to the US 380 Project. 

Cemetery 

 Any areas where human burials occur. 

Chapter 26 

Chapter in the Texas Parks and Wildlife Code (PWC) established to protect parks, recreational and 

scientific areas, wildlife refuges, and historic sites from being used or taken by the state or local 

agencies for public projects. Similar in its requirements to Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of 

Transportation Act of 1966, except that Texas law requires a public hearing for any use or taking of 

protected land. 

Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 

Codification of the regulations issued by the executive branch agencies that provide additional detail 

for compliance with laws in the U.S. Code (See also U.S. Code). 

Community Cohesion 

Level of social connection within a community, typically characterized by shared reliance on 

community facilities and/or services that contribute to an overall social support network. Examples of 

project impacts that can impact community cohesion include splitting or isolating areas, and 

separation from services.  

Community Facility 

A physical feature provided – either by the municipality as a public service or by a private entity – 

within the community for the benefit of the public (e.g., schools, places of worship, community centers, 

post office, library, etc.). 

Community Impacts Assessment (CIA) 

A process used to evaluate the effects of a transportation action on a community and its quality of life 

that involves understanding and documenting the existing and anticipated social environment of a 

community with and without the proposed action. 
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Conformity 

The process of determining that federal actions, such as transportation projects, conform to the State 

Implementation Plan (SIP). The Clean Air Act prohibits federal agencies from providing funding or 

approving any activity that does not conform to an applicable SIP. State transportation conformity 

rules codified in the Texas Administrative Code only apply to projects in Environmental Protection 

Agency (EPA) designated nonattainment or maintenance areas for ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen 

dioxide, or particulate matter because these are considered transportation-related pollutants. 

Conformity applies to both Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)/Federal Transit Administration 

(FTA) projects and to projects considered regionally significant by the Metropolitan Planning 

Organization (MPO). 

Connected Actions 

A factor considered under NEPA to determine how projects are defined for the purposes of 

environmental clearance. Connected actions are closely related and therefore should be discussed in 

the same environmental study. 

According to 40 CFR 1508.25(a)(1), actions are connected if they: 

(i) Automatically trigger other actions which may require environmental impact statements. 

(ii) Cannot or will not proceed unless other actions are taken previously or simultaneously. 

(iii) Are interdependent parts of a larger action and depend on the larger action for their 

justification. 

Control Section Job Numbers (CSJ) 

Numbers assigned to all on-system public highways in Texas. The CSJ is a unique, identifying nine-digit 

number created and used by TxDOT for projects. 

Coordination Plan  

The plan and schedule for coordinating public and agency participation developed as a part of the 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Scoping process.  

Cultural Resources 

Historic places, archeological sites and cemeteries listed in the federal government’s National 

Register of Historic Places (NRHP). See NHRP. 

Culvert 

Structure that allows water to flow under a road, railroad, trail or similar obstruction.  

Cumulative Effects  

Impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to 

other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal or 

non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions. 
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De Minimis Impact 

A minimal impact resulting in no adverse effects to historic properties, publicly owned parks, 

recreation areas, wildlife or waterfowl refuges. 

Design Speed 

Roadway speed used to determine design criteria and constraints for the schematic. This is not the 

speed limit for the roadway.  

Disability 

Conditions that impact an individual’s basic functioning and limit participation. These include difficulty 

in hearing, vision, cognitive abilities, ambulatory abilities, self-care capabilities, and independent living 

capabilities, as defined by the American Community Survey. 

 

Displacement 

Occurs when the right-of-way needed for a highway project functionally impairs or requires the removal 

of a residential or commercial property. Some of the ways that TxDOT determines if a property will be 

displaced are the following:  

 Direct impacts to a structure due to construction or right-of-way acquisition;  

 Direct impacts to a parcel of land that would make a residence unlivable or a business 

inoperable. 

Diverging Diamond Interchange (DDI) 

Interchange that allows two directions of traffic on the crossroad to temporarily divide and cross to the 

opposite side to gain access to and from the freeway easily. This interchange type eliminates the need 

for vehicles turning left to cross the path of approaching vehicles.  

Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS or DEIS)  

A draft report that provides a detailed description of the project, the Purpose and Need, Reasonable 

Alternatives, the affected environment, and presents analysis of the anticipated beneficial and 

adverse environmental effects of the alternatives. 

Elderly 

Persons aged 65 and older according to the American Community Survey. 

Elevated Culvert 

A raised structure that allows water to flow across a below-grade roadway. 

Emergent Wetland 

 A wetland in which plants are rooted and grass-like plants stand above the water’s surface. 

Endangered Species 

 Any species that is in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range. 
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Environmental Assessment (EA) 

A level of environmental classification under NEPA that is required to evaluate whether or not a federal 

action has the potential to cause significant environmental effects. Generally, the EA includes a brief 

discussion of the following: 

 Purpose and Need of the proposed action 

 Alternatives being considered 

 Environmental impacts of the proposed action  

 A listing of agencies and persons consulted. 

If it is determined that the project will not have significant environmental impacts, then a Finding of No 

Significant Impact (FONSI) will be issued. Note: This environmental classification does not apply to the 

US 380 project. If the EA determines that environmental impacts of a proposed action will be 

significant, an Environmental Impact Statement is prepared. 

Environmental Clearance 

Approval received by the federal government, or its designee of an environmental document, thereby 

clearing the way for the project sponsor to advance the proposed action to the next phase of 

development. The environmental clearance is memorialized with a Record of Decision (ROD) for an 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)-level document, or a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) 

for an Environmental Assessment (EA)-level document. Both a ROD and a FONSI state the selected 

alternative and mitigation adopted for the selected alternative. 

Environmental Compliance Oversight System (ECOS) 

File of Record under state and federal law for environmental aspects of department-sponsored 

projects. 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
A level of environmental classification under NEPA that is required for a federal action when it is 

anticipated that the proposed project could significantly affect the quality of the human and 

natural environment. An EIS is the most rigorous level of environmental review, requiring 

significant public involvement, and requires both a draft EIS document, or DEIS, and final EIS, or 

FEIS. 

Environmental Justice (EJ) 

The fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race, color, national origin, 

or income, with respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, 

regulations, and policies. 

  



 

US 380 EIS  

from Coit Road to FM 1827 

Glossary of Terms and Acronyms  

  7 

Environmental Justice Community 

A readily identifiable group of persons living in geographic proximity that have historically been 

neglected by environmental protections and may have direct exposure to environmental hazards due 

to race, color, national origin, or income. TxDOT defines these communities as minority and/or low-

income populations.  

Environmental Mitigation  

Strategies, policies, programs, actions, and activities that, over time, will serve to avoid, minimize, or 

mitigate impacts to environmental resources.   

Equivalent Receptors 

Used to determine feasibility/reasonableness for noise barriers in areas like parks where one receptor 

represents an equivalent number of residences based on typical residential square footage in the 

study area. 

Executive Order (EO) 

A signed, written, and published directive from the President of the United States that has the force of  

law to manage operations of the federal government, including protection of natural resources (e.g.,  

wetlands, invasive species, or floodplains) and environmental justice (e.g., Limited English Proficiency  

(LEP) populations, minority, or low-income populations).  

Farmland Impacts 

Activities that would convert farmland to nonagricultural purposes. 

Farmland Protection Policy Act (FFPA) 

Passed by Congress in 1981, the FPPA is intended to minimize the impact Federal programs (including 

state highway construction projects) have on the unnecessary and irreversible conversion of farmland 

to nonagricultural uses. 

Feasibility Study 

A planning tool used by TxDOT during the early stages of project development to help determine if the 

project should move on to more advanced phases of project development such as more in-depth 

environmental analysis, public involvement, schematic design and right-of-way mapping.  The reason 

this type of study is done is to identify high level or critical elements of engineering, impacts to 

stakeholders and the public, and the economic feasibility of potential new roadways or improvements 

to existing roadways. Feasibility studies are not intended to result in detailed design, environmental 

analysis, or cost estimates. 
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Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 

A branch of the U.S. Department of Transportation that administers the Federal-Aid highway program, 

providing financial assistance to states to construct and improve highways, urban and rural roads, and 

bridges.  

Final Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS or FEIS)  

A document that addresses the comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and 

identifies the Preferred Alternative. It follows a formal comment period and receipt of comments from 

the public and other agencies on the DEIS. 

Floodplain 

An area that is subject to natural flooding from an adjoining waterway. A 100-year floodplain, referring 

to a statistical probability, is an area that has a one percent chance of experiencing a flood in any 

given year.   

Floodway 

Part of the floodplain otherwise leveed and reserved for emergency diversion of water during floods. 

Forested wetland 

Wetlands that are dominated by woody vegetation 20 feet or taller. 

Frontage Road 

Roadway lanes alongside limited access freeways that provide property access and connect 

mainlanes to cross streets. Also known as access or service roads.  

Grade-Separated Interchange 

Grade separation is a method of aligning a junction of two or more roadways at different heights 

(grades) so that they will not disrupt the traffic flow when they cross each other. Grade separated 

interchanges generally consist of a combination of roads and bridges (overpasses or flyovers). 

Greenway 
Any natural or landscaped course for pedestrian or bicycle passage, often along natural corridors, 

such as riverfronts or along a railroad right-of-way converted to recreational use.  

Harvey Ball  

Commonly used in comparison tables, a circle that is filled in to depict to what degree a specific item 

meets the requirements of a particular criterion.  

Hazardous Materials  

Any toxic substance or explosive, corrosive, combustible, poisonous, or radioactive material that poses 

a risk to the public's health, safety, or property, particularly when transported in commerce. 
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Historic Properties 

Buildings, structures, objects, sites or districts with historical or archeological significance that are 

listed in, or eligible for listing in, the National Register of Historic Places. 

Interactive Highway Safety Model (IHSDM) 

Software used to evaluate the safety and operational effects of geometric design decisions on 

highways, Provides estimates of a highway design's expected safety and operational performance. 

Impacts 

A term to describe the positive or negative effects upon the natural or built environments as a result of 

an action (e.g., project). 

Impacted Receptors  

A discrete or representative location of noise-sensitive areas listed in FHWA's Noise Abatement Criteria 

(NAC) for which noise levels in the Design Year condition approach (1 dB(A) below), equal, or exceed 

the NAC [EXAMPLE - residence NAC B = 67 dB(A); the modeled value would be 66 dB(A) or higher] or 

create a substantial increase over existing noise levels (>10 dB(A)).  

Impaired Waters 

Streams, rivers, and lakes are used for recreation and fishing and may provide water for drinking or 

agriculture. When water is contaminated by pollutants, the water bodies are considered impaired. 

These impairments are related to the amount of pollution that has occurred in or near the water body.   

Independent Utility 

A project has independent utility when it can function as a usable roadway, not require 

implementation of any other projects to operate, and not restrict consideration of alternatives for other 

foreseeable transportation improvements. Under 23 CFR 771.111(f), to treat a highway project as a 

standalone project for NEPA purposes, the project must have independent utility or independent 

significance, i.e., be usable and be a reasonable expenditure even if no additional transportation 

improvements in the area are made. 

Indirect Effects  

Impacts caused by a project or plan but realized later in time or farther in distance. May include 

induced growth and development as well as environmental impacts on air, water, and other natural 

systems, including ecosystems.  

Individual Standard Permit  

One of several types of permits issued by the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) that is required 

when a proposed project will impact discharges into waters of the United States or involve work in 

navigable waters. The individual standard permit is required when projects have more than minimal 
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impacts, involve a more comprehensive public interest review, and require additional environmental 

criteria evaluation.  

Induced Displacement 

An induced displacement occurs when the right-of-way needed for construction of a highway project 

would functionally impair use of the property. For example, loss of parking spaces or removal of 

driveways or service roads to access a home or business. 

Induced Growth Effect 

Impact of a project or plan on economic or land development or population growth due to increased 

access or mobility.  

Interchange 

A system of interconnecting roadways in conjunction with one or more grade separations that provides 

for the movement of traffic between two or more roadways or highways on different levels.  

Land Use  

The way portions of land or the structures on them are used or designated for use in a plan (e.g., 

commercial, residential, retail, or industrial).  

Level of Service (LOS) 

A measure of the quality of vehicle traffic flow and congestion based on performance measures like 

vehicle speed, density, and congestion.  

Limited (or Controlled) Access  

Restricted entry to a transportation facility (or roadway) based upon facility congestion levels or 

operational condition. For example, a limited access roadway normally would not allow direct entry or 

exit to private driveways or fields from the roadway. 

Limited English Proficiency (LEP)  

Individuals who do not speak English as their primary language and who have a limited ability to read, 

speak, write, or understand English. 

Logical Termini 

Rational beginning and end points of a project. Under 23 CFR 771.111(f), to treat a highway project as 

a standalone project for NEPA purposes, the project must connect logical termini and be of sufficient 

length to address environmental matters on a broad scope. 

Low-Income Population 
Person whose household income is at or below the Department of Health and Human Services poverty 

guidelines for a family of four for the current year. The 2022 poverty guideline is $27,750 for a family 

of four. A low-Income population is a readily identifiable group of low-income persons living in 

geographic proximity.  
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Methodology and Level of Detail for Analyzing Alternatives 

A document that provides detail about how alternatives will be analyzed. It lists the resources and 

issues that will be evaluated in the Environmental Impact Statement and to which level of detail they 

will be evaluated. 

Minority  

 A person meeting any of the following criteria, as set forth by the U.S. Census Bureau: 

 Black: a person having origins in any of the Black racial groups of Africa 

 Hispanic or Latino: a person of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South American, or 

other Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race 

 Asian American: a person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East, 

Southeast Asia, or the Indian subcontinent 

 American Indian and Alaskan Native: a person having origins in any of the original people of 

North America, South America, and Central America, who maintains cultural identification 

through tribal affiliation or community recognition 

 Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander: a person having origins in any of the original 

peoples of Hawaii, Guam, Samoa, or other Pacific Islands 

Minority Population 

Any readily identifiable groups of minority persons living in geographic proximity. TxDOT defines 

minority populations as groups with a percentage of minority persons approaching or exceeding 50% 

of a census block population and where the project area geographies may have minority populations 

that are meaningfully greater than an appropriate unit of geographic assessment. The appropriate unit 

of geographic assessment may be a governing body's jurisdiction, a neighborhood census tract, or 

other similar unit.  

Mitigation  

A means to avoid, minimize, rectify, or reduce an impact, and in some cases, to compensate for an 

impact. 

Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT) 

MSATs are a subset of the 188 air toxics defined by the Clean Air Act. MSATs are compounds emitted 

from highway vehicles and non-road equipment. Some toxic compounds are present in fuel and are 

emitted into the air when the fuel evaporates or passes through the engine unburned. Other toxics are 

emitted from the incomplete combustion of fuels or as secondary combustion products. Metal air 

toxics also result from engine wear or from impurities in oil or gasoline. 

Mobility  

The ability to move or be moved from place to place effectively and efficiently. 
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Mobility 2045 Update  

The current Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) adopted by North Central Texas Council of 

Governments (NCTCOG) Regional Transportation Council (RTC) on June 9, 2022. The Mobility 2045 

Update replaces the previous MTP, Mobility 2045. The MTP  guides the expenditure of federal and 

state transportation funds based on regional goals. The plan makes recommendations for all travel 

modes through a suite of policies, programs, and projects designed to improve regional mobility and 

increase efficiency, safety, and system capacity in NCTCOG’s 12-county Metropolitan Planning Area 

through the year 2045. 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS)    

Federal standards that set allowable concentrations and exposure limits for various pollutants. The 

EPA established these standards pursuant to section 109 of the Clean Air Act. Air quality standards 

have been established for the following six criteria pollutants: ozone (or smog), carbon monoxide, 

particulate matter, nitrogen dioxide, lead, and sulfur dioxide.   

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

Federal law that requires that any project using Federal funding or requiring Federal approval, 

including transportation projects, examine the effects of proposed and alternative choices on the 

environment before a Federal decision is made. For this project NEPA requires TxDOT, as part of the 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) process, to evaluate all viable alternatives considered and 

eliminated during the Feasibility Study, as well as others developed by TxDOT. 

National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) 

Authorized by the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, the National Park Service's National 

Register of Historic Places is part of a national program to coordinate and support public and private 

efforts to identify, evaluate, and protect America's historic and archeological resources. 

Navigable Airspace 

The airspace at or above the minimum altitudes of flight that includes the airspace needed to ensure 

safety in the takeoff and landing of aircraft. 

No-Build Alternative 

Option that is considered to construct no new improvements and serves as a baseline for the 

comparison of build alternatives.  

Noise Abatement 

Any positive action taken to reduce the impact of traffic noise on an activity area, as defined by FHWA 

Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC). Examples of types of noise abatement measures include: 

 Construction of noise walls/barriers (most common) 

 Managing traffic 
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 Relocating the roadway  

 Acquiring undeveloped property to serve as a buffer zone between the highway and the area 

affected by traffic noise 

Noise abatement measures would are proposed for locations that meet federal and state feasibility 

and reasonableness criteria, which includes optimizing and analyzing noise reduction, cost, and 

constructability of noise walls in impacted areas. 

 

For US 380, four noise barriers are proposed, benefitting a total of 74 receptors. For more 

information, view the EIS, Section 3.14.  

North Central Texas Council of Governments (NCTCOG) 

Voluntary association of, by and for local governments, established to assist in regional planning 

including in the areas of transportation planning, environment and development, demographic 

research, and more. NCTCOG serves a 16-county region of North Central Texas, which is centered 

around the two urban centers of Dallas and Fort Worth. NCTCOG has over 230 member governments 

including 16 counties, numerous cities, school districts, and special districts.  

North Texas Municipal Water District (NTMWD) 

Regional organization that works in partnership with member and customer cities to provide vital 

water, wastewater and waste management services to more than two million people in North Texas. 

Notice of Intent (NOI) 

Published notice that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) will be prepared pursuant to the 

National Environmental Policy Act. The NOI includes the proposed action, the scoping process, and 

the name and address of a person to whom comments may be sent. 

Preferred Alternative  

The alternative that TxDOT concludes would best accomplish the project’s Purpose and Need and 

considers the factors in the alternatives analysis. 

Prime Farmland 
Prime farmland, as defined by the U.S. Department of Agriculture, is land that has the best 

combination of physical and chemical characteristics for producing food, feed, forage, fiber, and 

oilseed crops and is available for these uses.  

Project Sponsor  

The agency that accepts responsibility for preparing the environmental review document or 

documentation and performing any related tasks. A TxDOT district, division, office, region or a 

municipality, county, group of adjoining counties, regional mobility authority, local government 
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corporation, or transportation corporation may be a project sponsor. Private entities and other types of 

local government entities may not serve as project sponsors.  

Public Hearing 

A hearing, held after public notice, to solicit public input in determining a Preferred Alternative for or 

with respect to, any changes to a project. All testimony given at a public hearing will be made a part of 

the hearing record. 

Public Meeting 

A meeting, held after public notice, where TxDOT presents and gathers input on Reasonable 

Alternatives, schematic designs, and findings of the environmental studies. 

Public Scoping Meeting  

A meeting, held after public notice, where TxDOT presents and gathers input from the public on 

Scoping documents. A scoping meeting has six essential purposes:  

 Explain the process for an Environmental Impact Statement, also called an EIS 

 Present alternatives to be studied in the EIS  

 Provide the project’s Purpose and Need 

 Share what TxDOT will consider during the project  

 Present the schedule and project steps 

 Gather public input 

Purpose and Need Memorandum 

A document that explains why TxDOT is developing a project and provides the reason that 

improvements are needed. 

Range of Alternatives  
All alternatives being considered by TxDOT for this project with the primary purpose of determining a 

Preferred Alternative. 

Reasonable Alternatives  

 Alternative that best meet the project’s Purpose and Need. 

Record of Decision (ROD) 

Official approval for an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) that states the decision (selected 

alternative), other alternatives considered, and mitigation adopted for the selected alternative. 

Regionally Significant Arterials (RSAs) 

Roadways that serve regional transportation needs, provide service to regional activity centers, 

connect communities, and maintain access to and from areas outside of the region. RSAs form the 

backbone of the arterial roadway network. RSAs are forecasted to carry approximately 22 percent of 

all vehicular traffic in the region by 2045.  
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Regulatory Agency  

A Federal or State agency that has responsibility for implementing legislation (the acts and 

regulations) of the government. May be empowered to issue or deny permits. 

Regulatory Floodway  

The channel of a river or other watercourse and the adjacent land areas that must be reserved in 

order to discharge the base flood without cumulatively increasing the water surface elevation more 

than a designated height. Communities must regulate development in these floodways to ensure that 

there are no increases in upstream flood elevations. 

Residential Displacements 

Project-induced impact to a residential dwelling including single-family homes, duplexes, apartments, 

and mobile homes, due to loss of access or direct impact to the structure or land. Always considered 

“potential” subject to final design.   

Resource Agency  

A Federal or State agency or commission that has jurisdictional responsibilities for managing or 

administering a resource. 

Right-of-Entry (ROE) Agreement  

An agreement between a landowner or authorized designee granting TxDOT or its representatives a 

right-of-entry upon property to conduct certain activities most generally including environmental 

investigations and land surveying. 

Right-of-Way (ROW) 

A general term denoting land, property or interest therein, usually in a strip, acquired for or devoted to 

a highway for construction of the roadway. Right-of-way is the entire width of land between the public 

boundaries or property lines of a highway.  

Right-of-Way (ROW) Acquisition 

The act of attaining land to build, widen or enhance roadways, in accordance with state and federal 

guidelines. This includes making offers to property owners based on appraisal price, negotiating 

agreements, and using eminent domain when required. TxDOT provides relocation assistance to help 

displaced residents and business owners.  

Riparian Area 

Area of land along waterways with unique soil and vegetation characteristics strongly influenced by the 

presence of water. These areas may provide habitat for a large diversity of plants and animals, 

including endangered and threatened species, and serve as migration route stopping points. They also 

help control pollution by and help to reduce floodwater velocity. 
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Section 106 

Section of the National Historic Preservation Act that requires federal agencies to consider the effects 

of projects they carry out, approve, or fund on historic properties. 

Section 303(d)  

Under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act, states, territories, and authorized tribes must report the 

status of the state’s waters to Environmental Protection Agency. The law requires these entities to 

establish priority rankings for waters listed in the report and to develop total maximum daily loads for 

impaired waters which do not set or meet standards implemented by the reporting entity which for this 

project is the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality. 

Section 404 

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) establishes a program to regulate the discharge of dredged 

or fill material into waters of the United States, including wetlands. Activities in waters of the United 

States regulated under this program include fill for development, water resource projects (such as 

dams and levees), infrastructure development (such as highways and airports) and mining projects. 

Section 404 requires a permit before dredged or fill material may be discharged into waters of the 

United States, unless the activity is exempt from Section 404 regulation (e.g., certain farming and 

forestry activities). 

Section 4(f)  

Section of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966 that requires projects that receive 

funding or approval by any government agency to avoid impacts to certain properties including public 

parks and recreation lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic and archeological sites of 

national, state, or local significance. Documentation and approval by the federal lead agency is 

required when a project cannot avoid impacting these properties. 

Section 6(f) 
Section of the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) Act of 1965 that requires coordination with 

the National Park Service on projects which propose to use land from parks and recreational lands 

that received LWCF Act funds. 

Schematic 

An engineering drawing or diagram. Below is further clarification of the different types of drawings and 

level of design that TxDOT will provide during the development of the Environmental Impact Statement 

(EIS) for this project:  

 TxDOT presented a Route Map for the Public Scoping Meeting and during the US 380 Collin 

County Feasibility Study.  It shows only the roadway alignment with proposed right-of-way 

limits. 
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 TxDOT presented Conceptual Schematic Design at the Public Meeting. It showed customized 

typical sections for different locations, ramp locations and interchange configurations, 

drainage design, and bicycle and pedestrian accommodations.  

 TxDOT is presenting Geometric Schematic Design at the Public Hearing. It shows refined 

typical sections for different locations, ramp locations and interchange configurations, 

drainage design, and bicycle and pedestrian accommodations.  

 TxDOT will complete Final Design after the EIS is completed. At this phase, TxDOT also 

develops construction plans, costs estimates, and conducts detailed utility coordination.  

Scoping  

Scoping occurs at the beginning of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) process. It is an open 

process involving the public and federal, state, and local agencies. The purpose of scoping is to help 

determine a range of issues, alternatives, and potential environmental impacts to be considered in the 

EIS. Input from the public and agencies is vital to the development of the EIS and will be used in 

determining an appropriate scope and content.  

Shared Use Path 

A bikeway physically separated from motor vehicle traffic that may also be used by other non-

motorized users. 

Spur 399  

An existing limited-access spur highway approximately 0.5 miles in length that connects SH 121 and 

US 75 and SH 5. Spur 399 begins where SH 121 branches off the Sam Rayburn Tollway to merge with 

US 75 in the southern part of McKinney. 

Stakeholder 

Individuals and organizations involved in or affected by the transportation planning process. 

Stakeholders include Federal, State, and local officials, Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs), 

transit operators, freight companies, shippers, users of the transportation infrastructure, and the 

general public.  

State Species of Greatest Conservation Need (SGCN) 

Native plants or animals designated as SGCN are those that are declining or rare and in need or 

attention to recover or to prevent the need to list under state or federal regulation.  

Statewide Important Farmland 

Land that does not meet the criteria for prime or unique farmland is "farmland of statewide 

importance" for the production of food, feed, fiber, forage, and oilseed crops. This land includes areas 

of soils that nearly meet the requirements for prime farmland and that economically produce high 

yields of crops when treated and managed according to acceptable farming methods. Farmland of 
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statewide importance may include tracts of land that have been designated for agriculture by state 

law. 

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 

The environmental agency for the State of Texas which has regulatory oversight of public health and 

natural resources. TCEQ programs are focused on clean air, clean water, and the safe management of 

waste. TCEQ often performs environmental reviews as a “participating agency” and may review and 

comment on actions subject to NEPA. 

Threatened Species 

Any species which is likely to become an endangered species within the foreseeable future throughout 

all or a significant portion of its range. 

Title VI   

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 prohibits discrimination in any program receiving Federal 

assistance.  

Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) 

Establishes the maximum amount of a pollutant, from point sources and non-point sources, which can 

occur within the waterbody and still meet state water quality standards. 

Traffic Diagram 

Included on the Schematic Design, the diagram includes projected traffic counts in the opening and 

future design years for thru and turning movements at intersections.  

Traffic Noise (Highway) 

Sound from highway traffic, commonly measured in decibels and expressed as dB, is generated 

primarily from a vehicle’s tires, engine and exhaust. When a traffic noise impact occurs, noise 

abatement measures must be considered (see also Noise Abatement). 

Travel Demand Modeling  

A computer model used to estimate travel behavior and travel demand for a specific future time 

frame, based on a number of assumptions. Traditionally, an approach known as the “four-step 

process” has been used for regional transportation planning analysis. As its name implies, this 

process has four basic phases: 

1. Trip generation (the number of trips to be made); 

2. Trip distribution (where those trips go); 

3. Mode choice (how the trips will be divided among available modes of travel); and 

4. Trip assignment (predicting the route trips will take).  
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Travel Lanes 

Marked lanes delineating the intended path of travel for vehicles along a corridor. Mainlanes are the 

primary travel lanes as opposed to frontage road lanes.    

TxDOT Civil Rights Division (CIV) 

TxDOT Division that promotes diversity and inclusion opportunities within the agency’s programs and 

operations related to equal opportunity, affirmative action, and non-discrimination, and oversees the 

department’s Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE), Small Business Enterprise (SBE), and 

Historically Underutilized Business (HUB) programs and activities. 

TxDOT Environmental Affairs Division (ENV) 

The TxDOT Division that is responsible for central coordination and oversight of all TxDOT 

environmental activities. It is also a liaison with state and federal resource agencies, the public, and 

other groups. 

Typical Section 
An exhibit that shows usual roadway (or bridge) cross sectional features including lane and shoulder 

widths; typical right-of-way limits; typical barrier location; median width and curb location.  

Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (Uniform Act) 

Provides relocation payments and advisory assistance for displacees who are displaced by highway 

construction on the Federal-Aid Highway System (see also Displacee). 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)  

Engineer formation of the United States Army that has three primary mission areas: engineer 

regiment, military construction, and civil works. Its most visible civil works missions include planning, 

designing, building, and operating locks and dams. Other civil engineering projects include the 

following:   

• Flood control, beach nourishment, and dredging for waterway navigation 

• Design and construction of flood protection systems through various federal mandates 

• Design and construction management of military facilities 

• Environmental regulation and ecosystem restoration 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Flowage Easement 

Privately owned land on which the USACE has acquired certain perpetual rights. These rights include 

the right to flood in connection with the operation of a reservoir, the right to prohibit construction or 

maintenance of structures for human habitation, and the right to approve all other structures. 

United States Code (USC) 

The U.S. Code is a consolidation and codification by subject matter of the general and permanent laws 

of the United States. It contains the official text of an Act of Congress upon enactment of a law. It is 
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divided by broad subjects into 53 titles and published by the Office of the Law Revision Counsel of the 

U.S. House of Representatives. The U.S. Code does not include regulations issued by executive branch 

agencies, decisions of the Federal courts, treaties, or laws enacted by State or local governments. 

U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) 

The agency that is responsible for planning and coordinating federal transportation projects as well as 

setting safety regulations for all major modes of transportation. 

Waters of the US (WOTUS) 

Waters which are currently used, were used, or may be used, for interstate or foreign commerce, 

including waters subject to tidal effect and wetlands. These include all interstate lakes, rivers, 

streams, mudflats, sandflats, wetlands, sloughs, prairie potholes, wet meadows, playa lakes, natural 

ponds, or tributaries. 

Wetland 

Land saturated by water that supports oxygen-free processes, with soil and vegetation adapted for life 

in water. They are beneficial in storing floodwaters, filtering pollutants, and serving as a carbon sink. 

Wetlands are federally protected to avoid impacts when possible and be replaced when impacts are 

unavoidable.  

Wetland Delineation  

Establishes the boundary of and provides a detailed description of land that is inundated or saturated 

by surface or groundwater at a frequency and duration to support a prevalence of hydrophytic 

vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. Examples include swamps, marshes, 

bogs, and similar areas (location) and physical limits (size) of a wetland for purposes of federal, state, 

and local regulations. 
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What is a Schematic?

A schematic is a layout that includes the basic information necessary for proper review and evaluation of a proposed roadway 

improvement. Among other items, a schematic includes:

• Project location and limits

• Traffic volumes, both existing and projected

• Proposed mainlanes, ramps, frontage roads, bridges, and cross streets

• Horizontal and vertical alignments with curves, elevations, grades, and vertical clearances

• Existing and proposed bicycle and pedestrian accommodations

The following slides provide helpful information on what is included in a schematic. The slides are in the order of how to view a 

schematic starting on the left side at the top and moving down and to the right across the page. 

Additional slides zoom in to provide more detailed information on what is included in the plan view. 
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Roll Plot Key Map
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Design Speed

Roadway speed used to determine design criteria 

and constraints. This is NOT the speed limit for the 

roadway

Location Map

Displays the project location and limits 

for the roadway plans shown
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Typical Section

Detailed cross section depiction of 

existing or proposed roadway layouts 

that display lanes, medians, and buffer 

zone widths (area between roadway and 

shared use path)
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Traffic Diagrams

Traffic projections in opening and future design years for 

through and turning movements at intersections
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Schematic Legend

Legend, or key, for 

various elements on 

the roadway plans

Typical Section Legend

Legend, or key, for various 

elements on the roadway plans
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Plan View

Two-dimensional bird’s eye view of 

roadway plans

Profile View

Two-dimensional 

view of roadway 

hills and valleys
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Proposed Noise Barrier
Proposed noise barriers are 

shown on the schematics are 

preliminary, approximate locations 

based off the Traffic Noise Model 

Analysis. Locations and limits of 

the barriers are subject to change.

Four noise barriers were deemed reasonable, feasible and cost effective for this project. The 

location of those barriers can be found on plan view roll sheets 1, 3, 6, and 7.
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Building Displacement

Occurs when right-of-way 

physically impacts a structure

Pavement Removal

Occurs when right-of-way requires 

removal of an existing roadway

Induced Displacement

occurs when the right-of-way 

needed for construction of a 

project would impair use of the 

property
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Inset Map

Proposed design change 

under TxDOT consideration 

TxDOT is considering design updates for the project’s final design. These design updates are shown as inset maps on the 

schematic roll plots. TxDOT is still evaluating all potential impacts of the design updates.

Design updates will be made after the Public Hearing in consideration of public comments received and included in the Final 

Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).
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Frontage Road

Mainlanes

Bridge

Cross Street

Shared Use Path (SUP)

Ramp

Direction of Travel
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Existing Property Line

Proposed Right-of-Way

Existing Right-of-Way
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Existing Floodway

Existing 100 Year Floodplain

Existing Wetlands (NWI)
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Property Owner Data

ID corresponds to location of property
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Gas Lines

Electric 

Lines

Sewer Lines

Water Lines

Utilities
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Coit Rd to 
CR 161/Ridge Rd

CR 161/Ridge Rd 
to SH 5

SH 5 to FM 1827

A

E

C

WELCOME
DALLAS DISTRICT
PUBLIC HEARING 

COLLIN COUNTY COURTHOUSE
FEBRUARY 16, 2023
5:30 TO 7:30 P.M.

RHEA’S MILL BAPTIST CHURCH
FEBRUARY 21, 2023
5:30 TO 7:30 P.M.

US 380 EIS PROJECT FROM COIT ROAD TO FM 1827 

Preferred Alternative



The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by applicable 
Federal environmental laws for this project are being, or have been, carried-out by TxDOT 

pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum of Understanding dated December 9, 
2019, and executed by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and TxDOT.

La revisión ambiental, consultas y otras acciones requeridas por las leyes ambientales 
federales aplicables para este proyecto están siendo o han sido, llevado a cabo por 

TxDOT - en virtud de 23 U.S.C. 327 y un Memorando de Entendimiento fechado el 9 de 
diciembre del 2019, y ejecutado por la FHWA y TxDOT.

TxDOT’S NEPA ASSIGNMENT

NEPA
PROCESS

National
Environmental

Policy Act

ich 
y. 
ral 

 
t 

 

ut

TxDOT is developing an EIS under 
an agreement with the federal 
government. 

PROJECT PURPOSE & NEED

Population growth within the central portion of Collin County has caused increases in 
current and forecasted traffic volumes that exceed the capacity of US 380 between Coit 
Road and FM 1827, leading to increased congestion, reduced mobility, and higher crash 

rates compared to other similar roadways in the region.

PURPOSE

NEED

MANAGE
CONGESTION

IMPROVE
EAST-WEST MOBILITY

IMPROVE
SAFETY
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FOCUS AREA 2 – CR 161/Ridge Rd to SH 5 

FOCUS AREA 1 – Coit Rd to CR 161/Ridge Rd

FOCUS AREA 3 – SH 5 to FM 1827

D
A

B

E

C

SEGMENT MAP
Preferred Alternative (Segments A, E, & C)
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Coit Rd to 
CR 161/Ridge Rd

CR 161/Ridge Rd 
to SH 5

SH 5 to FM 1827

A

E

C

Preferred Alternative

The Blue Alternative is 
the Preferred Alternative and would:

Require the least amount of new ROW

Not displace any community facilities

Result in the least number of noise receptors 
with substantial noise level increases

Be the least impactful on floodplains and 
regulatory floodways

Minimize the conversion of farmland

Meet the project Purpose and Need



A

Preferred Alternative

SEGMENT A 
FROM COIT ROAD TO 
CR 161/RIDGE ROAD

ASegment A Details
Displaces fewer homes in comparison to Segment B  
(2 homes vs. 5 homes)

Results in lower potential impacts to planned future 
residential homes 

Avoids displacing numerous proposed residences  
under construction west of Custer Road

Utilizes more of the existing US 380 alignment

Avoids impact to ManeGait Therapeutic Horsemanship 
property, the subject of substantial public concern



Preferred Alternative

E

SEGMENT E 
FROM CR 161/RIDGE 

ROAD TO SH 5

ASegment E Details

Only new location alignment under 
consideration from CR 161/Ridge Road to SH 5

Avoids displacing more than 200 
businesses and 18 residences along 
existing US 380

Does not require land from Erwin Park or a 
future park



Preferred Alternative

C

SEGMENT C 
FROM SH 5 TO FM 1827

ASegment C Details

Expected to draw traffic off FM 1827 by providing 
better connections to local roadways

Impacts fewer major utilities

Total segment cost is less than Segment D      
to construct

Minimizes impacts to 100-year floodplains and 
regulatory floodways
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RAPIDLY DEVELOPING STUDY AREA
Development Data as of 1/13/2023

Developments in the study area have progressed rapidly. Some of these projects 
are future homes that have started pre-construction activities.



420’

SHARED
USE
PATH

SHARED
USE
PATH

Pr
op

os
ed

 R
OW

Propsed ROW

8-LANE TYPICAL SECTION

8-lane freeway with frontage roads primarily on new location from near Coit Road and existing US 
380 around the northern portion of McKinney, connecting back to existing US 380 near FM 1827.

*Right-of-way widths may vary in some locations, ranging from 330 feet to 1,582 feet. Widths are subject to change.



Manage Congestion - Travel Time
Measured by the projected time in minutes (min) it takes a motorist to drive the 
segment in the year 2050 (TxDOT Design Year). Noted for the morning and evening 
rush hour and traveling both eastbound and westbound.  

Derived from Highway Capacity Software using TxDOT approved projections based 
on the NCTCOG Travel Demand Model, historical roadway volumes, future growth 
projections, and census data.

Manage Congestion - Average Moving Speed

Measured by the average projected speed in miles per hour (MPH) it takes a 
motorist to drive the segment in the year 2050 (TxDOT Design Year). Noted for the 
morning and evening rush hour and traveling eastbound and westbound.  

Derived from Highway Capacity Software using TxDOT approved projections based 
on the NCTCOG Travel Demand Model, historical roadway volumes, future growth 
projections, and census data.

Improve Safety (Comparing to existing US 380)

2050 Mainlane Predictive Crashes are for traveling on mainlanes only from the 
beginning to the end of each segment. 

Meet Purpose & Need

Improve East-West Mobility - Average Level of 
Service (LOS)

2050 (TxDOT Design Year) Average LOS using a scale of A to F.

Level of Service measures the quality of vehicle traffic service based on 
performance measures like vehicle speed, density, and congestion. For example, a 
LOS “F” is a rating assigned to roadways with breakdown flow which means that 
there are high traffic volumes and limited capacity on the roadway. A LOS “A” is a 
rating that means free flow conditions with low traffic volumes and greater roadway 
capacity available. 

Derived from Highway Capacity Software using TxDOT approved projections based 
on the NCTCOG Travel Demand Model, historical roadway volumes, future growth 
projections, and census data. The LOS for each roadway direction is an average 
derived from different locations along the segment. 

Morning Rush Hour
4.3 min (Eastbound)
5 min (Westbound)

There would be no significant change expected for the shift option.

Evening Rush Hour
4.3 min (Eastbound)
5 min (Westbound)

There would be no significant change expected for the shift option.

Morning Rush Hour
3.7 min (Eastbound)
3.9 min (Westbound)

Evening Rush Hour
3.8 min (Eastbound)
3.8 min (Westbound)

Morning Rush Hour
4.3 min (Eastbound)
4.3 min (Westbound)

Evening Rush Hour
4.5 min (Eastbound)
4.2 min (Westbound)

Morning Rush Hour
4.4 min (Eastbound)
4.5 min (Westbound)

Evening Rush Hour
4.5 min (Eastbound)
4.4 min (Westbound)

Morning Rush Hour
5.6 min (Eastbound)
6.3 min (Westbound)

Evening Rush Hour
5.7 min (Eastbound)
6.2 min (Westbound)

Morning Rush Hour
67.8 MPH (Eastbound) 
63 MPH (Westbound)

There would be no significant change expected for the shift option.

4

4

4 4 4 4 4

4 4 4 4

4 4 4 4

Morning Rush Hour
67.7 MPH (Eastbound)
64 MPH (Westbound)

Morning Rush Hour
64.7 MPH (Eastbound)
59.5 MPH (Westbound)

Morning Rush Hour
65.6 MPH (Eastbound)
68 MPH (Westbound)

Morning Rush Hour
67.5 MPH (Eastbound)
67 MPH (Westbound)

Evening Rush Hour
67.7 MPH (Eastbound)
63.4 MPH (Westbound) 

There would be no significant change expected for the shift option.

4 4 4 4 4
Evening Rush Hour
66.8 MPH (Eastbound)
66.2 MPH (Westbound)

Evening Rush Hour
64.3 MPH (Eastbound)
60.6 MPH (Westbound)

Evening Rush Hour
64 MPH (Eastbound)
68.4 MPH (Westbound)

Evening Rush Hour
65.3 MPH (Eastbound)
67.8 MPH (Westbound)

Morning Rush Hour
LOS B (Eastbound)
LOS C (Westbound)
There would be no significant 
change expected for the shift 
option.

4 4 4 4 4
Morning Rush Hour
LOS B (Eastbound)
LOS C (Westbound)

Morning Rush Hour
LOS B (Eastbound)
LOS C (Westbound)

Morning Rush Hour
LOS B (Eastbound)
LOS B (Westbound)

Morning Rush Hour
LOS B (Eastbound)
LOS C (Westbound)

Evening Rush Hour
LOS B (Eastbound)
LOS B (Westbound)
There would be no significant 
change expected for the shift 
option.

4 4 4 4 4

4 4 4 4

Evening Rush Hour
LOS B (Eastbound)
LOS B (Westbound)

Evening Rush Hour
LOS C (Eastbound)
LOS B (Westbound)

Evening Rush Hour
LOS B (Eastbound)
LOS B (Westbound)

Evening Rush Hour
LOS C (Eastbound)
LOS B (Westbound)

Morning Rush Hour
70.9 min (Eastbound)
91.5 min (Westbound)

Evening Rush Hour
118.8 min (Eastbound)
108.3 min (Westbound)

0

0

0

Morning Rush Hour
14 MPH (Eastbound)
10 MPH (Westbound)

0
Evening Rush Hour
10 MPH (Eastbound)
9 MPH (Westbound)

0
Morning Rush Hour
LOS F (Eastbound)
LOS F (Westbound)

0
Morning Rush Hour
LOS F (Eastbound)
LOS F (Westbound)

There would be no significant 
change expected for the shift 
option.

All Build Alternatives meet the project's Purpose and Need. 
The results of the traffic and safety analyses demonstrate that these alternatives are very similar by comparison.

Does not meet the project's Purpose 
and Need. Would not help manage 

congestion, improve east-west 
mobility, or improve safety. 

The ability to provide safety 
improvements along existing 
US 380 is constrained by existing 
and proposed development.

P
ur

po
se

 &
 N

ee
d

There is not a substantial difference in travel 
times between Segments A and B and between 
Segments C and D. Segment A experiences a 
slightly longer travel time than Segment B due to 
the additional segment length.   

There is not a substantial difference in travel 
speeds between Segments A and B and 
between Segment C and D. 

2050 crashes were estimated using Interactive Highway Safety 
Model (IHSDM). Key differentiators that influenced the number of 
crashes between the mainlane build alternatives were alignments' 
curvature, traffic volumes, number of lanes, and barrier offsets. Only 
the mainlanes were modeled for the build scenarios. Mainlanes and 
intersections were modeled for the No-Build scenario. 

There is not a substantial difference in LOS 
between Segments A and B.

SEGMENT A & SEGMENT A SHIFT*
(MCKINNEY-WEST)

COIT ROAD TO CR 161/RIDGE ROAD
*The Segment A shift provides for an alternative design near University 

Drive and future US 380 intersection to better accommodate future 
developments.  

SEGMENT B
(PROSPER - FURTHEST WEST)

COIT ROAD TO CR 161/RIDGE ROAD

SEGMENT C
(MCKINNEY FURTHEST EAST)

SH 5 TO FM 1827

SEGMENT D
(MCKINNEY - EAST)

SH 5 TO FM 1827

NO-BUILD 
ALTERNATIVE 

(NO FREEWAY)
COIT ROAD TO FM 1827

KEY TAKEAWAYS

04

SEGMENT E
(BLOOMDALE)

CR 161/RIDGE ROAD TO SH 5
COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES 

SCREENING/
EVALUATION CATEGORY

US 380 FROM COIT ROAD TO FM 1827 
CSJs: 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, AND 0135-15-002

*All references to "with Spur 399 Extension connection" refer to impacts that would be caused should the separate Spur 399 Extension project be constructed. 

EXEMPLARY:
Highly Meets Criteria4 3 2 1 0

GOOD: 
Mostly Meets Criteria

ADEQUATE OR 
NEUTRAL:
No Change

INADEQUATE:
Sometimes Meets 
Criteria

POOR:
Does Not 
Meet Criteria

SEGMENT 
ANALYSIS MATRIX



5.5 miles 

3.31 miles

4.5 miles 

4.91 miles

4.7 miles 

7.23 miles

4.9 miles

14.69 miles

5.6 miles 

12.38 miles

6 new interchanges 5 new interchanges 9 new interchanges

without Spur 399 Ext.interchange
4 new interchanges

without Spur 399 Ext. interchange
2 new interchanges

with Spur 399 Ext. interchange
5 new interchanges

with Spur 399 Ext. interchange
4 new interchanges

 7 potential major utility conflicts 

48" NTMWD Waterline (longitudinal - would require 
complete relocation of portion within PROW)
30"-66" McKinney Waterline (partial 
longitudinal/partial crossing)
3 separate 36" McKinney Waterlines (1 crossing/2 
longitudinal)
72" Irving Waterline (crossing)
McKinney University water distribution lines 

Cost for relocating major and minor utilities is 
estimated to be $74.7M 

2 potential major utility 
conflicts 

48" NTMWD Waterline
72" Irving Waterline

Cost for relocating major 
and minor utilities is 
estimated to be $25.4M

7 potential major utility conflicts 

36" McKinney Waterlines (2 
perpendicular crossings)

36" McKinney Wastewater lines
 (1 skewed crossing/1 
perpendicular crossing)
48" Melissa Wastewater line 
(1 perpendicular crossing)
Transmission Line (2 crossings)

Cost for relocating major and 
minor utilities is estimated to be 
$23.1M

2 potential major utility 
conflicts 

72" Irving Waterline 
(crossing)
84" NTMWD Waterline 
(crossing/under 
construction)

Cost for relocating major 
and minor utilities is 
estimated to be $30M

6 potential major utility conflicts 

72" Irving Waterline (crossing)
84" NTMWD Waterline 
(crossing/under construction)
48" Melissa Wastewater line (2 cross 
street crossings)
72" NTMWD Waterline (crossing)
48" NTMWD Wastewater line (cross 
street crossing)
36" McKinney Waterline (cross street 
crossing)

Cost for relocating major and minor 
utilities is estimated to be $73M

0 miles

0 miles

Segment B includes 1.6 miles more bridge section than 
Segment A. Segment D includes 7.46 miles more bridge 
section than Segment C. 

Bridge sections include mainlanes, frontage roads, 
ramps, direct connectors, cross streets, and turnarounds.

Segment A is 1 mile longer than Segment B. 
Segment C is 0.2 miles longer than Segment D. 

No new grade-separated 
interchanges 

Segment A would require 1 more grade-separated 
interchange than Segment B. Segment C would 
require more grade-separated interchanges than 
Segment D. 

Interchange locations are coordinated with local 
governments. 

No cost to relocate any 
utilities

Utility impacts are much more substantial and costly 
for Segment A than Segment B, as well as more 
costly for Segment D than Segment C. 

Major utility conflicts include existing transmission 
lines and power, electric, water, and wastewater 
utilities that are 36" or larger in diameter. 

At least two years of design and construction would 
be required for all Build Alternatives prior to taking 
existing utilities out of service.

SCREENING/
EVALUATION CATEGORY

*All references to "with Spur 399 Extension connection" refer to impacts that would be caused should the separate Spur 399 Extension project be constructed. 

US 380 FROM COIT ROAD TO FM 1827 
CSJs: 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, AND 0135-15-002

Total Segment Length along Centerline (miles)

Total Bridge Length (miles)

Number of Major Utility Conflicts 

Estimated Cost to Relocate and Accommodate 
Utilities in Millions (M)

All utilities listed are within proposed project ROW (PROW). If listed as 
longitudinal or skewed crossing, it was assumed to be a relocation.

Number of New Grade-Separated Interchanges

En
gi

ne
er

in
g 

SEGMENT B
(PROSPER - FURTHEST WEST)

COIT ROAD TO CR 161/RIDGE ROAD

SEGMENT C
(MCKINNEY FURTHEST EAST)

SH 5 TO FM 1827

SEGMENT D
(MCKINNEY - EAST)

SH 5 TO FM 1827

KEY TAKEAWAYS
SEGMENT E

(BLOOMDALE)
CR 161/RIDGE ROAD TO SH 5
COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES 

NO-BUILD 
ALTERNATIVE 

(NO FREEWAY)
COIT ROAD TO FM 1827

SEGMENT A & SEGMENT A SHIFT*
(MCKINNEY-WEST)

COIT ROAD TO CR 161/RIDGE ROAD
*The Segment A shift provides for an alternative design near University 

Drive and future US 380 intersection to better accommodate future 
developments.  

EXEMPLARY:
Highly Meets Criteria4 3 2 1 0

GOOD: 
Mostly Meets Criteria

ADEQUATE OR 
NEUTRAL:
No Change

INADEQUATE:
Sometimes Meets 
Criteria

POOR:
Does Not 
Meet Criteria

SEGMENT 
ANALYSIS MATRIX



without Spur 399 Ext. interchange
10 residential displacements 

without Spur 399 Ext. interchange
7 residential displacements 

Residential Displacements

Business Displacements

*existing business displacements only. Does not include future 
businesses.  

Amount of New Right-of-Way (ROW) Required (acres)

Estimated ROW Cost in Millions (M)

*Costs are derived from Collin County Appraisal District values, increased to 
$2.50/square foot minimum and a 200% contingency applied to the total 

2 residential displacements

No additional residences would be displaced by the shift 
option

15 business displacements
SCP Distributors, Firestone, Popeyes Louisiana Kitchen, Proser 
Plaza (Starbucks, T-Mobile, The UPS Store, Sherwin Williams 

Paints), Burger King, Taco Bueno, Ewing Irrigation & Landscape 
Supply, Former Valero, Brackeen Trailer Sales, Valvoline Instant Oil 

Change, AT&T Store, Scooter's Coffee

No additional businesses would be displaced by the shift option.

5 residential displacements 

0 business displacements

10 residential displacements 

1 business displacement
All Storage

179.8 acres

$247.8M (without shift) / $197.8M (with shift)

191.1 acres

$152.8M

272.61 acres

$131.4M

No displacements 

No displacements 

Segment B has three more residential 
displacements than Segment A. Segment C has 
three more residential displacements than 
Segment D.

A major component of the estimates for ROW costs 
would be what TxDOT would need to pay for 
displaced residences and businesses.  That is why 
you see when comparing Segments A to B and C to 
D, that Segments B and D would have greater 
acquisition costs for fewer acres of land. 

No new ROW required

No cost to acquire ROW 

Segment A displaces 15 businesses. Segment B 
displaces none. Segments C and D (without Spur 399) 
both displace 19 businesses. The business types 
displaced by all Build Alternatives are not unique to 
the area as there are other areas where they could 
re-establish.

with Spur 399 Ext. interchange
10 residential displacements 

with Spur 399 Ext. interchange
7 residential displacements 

without Spur 399 Ext. interchange
19 business displacements
Pearls Wedding Venue, Carroll's Automotive, FnG 
Commissary Kitchens & Food, Lone Star Wrecker, Safari 
Towing & Road Service, Solid Woodmakers, 
PowerDynamix,Supreme Shutters, Arrete Auto Repair, 
Whiteside Customs, XCEL Auto Repair, Texas Metal 
Company, Hernandez Auto, Progressive Water Treatment, 
Parkway Auto Sales, Sonic Auto Hail Repair, Collin County 
Truck Parts & Drive Shaft Service, Nanos Tire, C&E Auto 
Sales 

with Spur 399 Ext. interchange
19 business displacements
Businesses listed above - no additional displacements 

without Spur 399 Ext. interchange
209.6 acres
$114.2M

without Spur 399 Ext. interchange
228 acres
$118.9M

with Spur 399 Ext. interchange
221.7 acres 

with Spur 399 Ext. interchange
238.8 acres

Land Use and Development Potential 

Considerable Future Development Impacts 
and Planning and Zoning Commission 
Status as of May 2022

(As identified through City of McKinney, Town of 
Prosper, and Collin County coordination)

Mix of land uses including single and multi-family residential, 
commercial, and open space with many developing parcels. 

Areas not currently planned for development would most 
likely change to uses matching those currently planned as 
infill occurs. 

Based on the City of McKinney's Comprehensive Plan which 
considers an alternative Future Land Use Plan for Segment 
A; indicated that areas that are bisected or impacted and 
have development planned, have the potential to redevelop 
into different land uses outside of those currently planned 
including near the new intersections of the US 380 freeway 
and Independence Parkway, Custer Road, Stonebridge Drive, 
University Drive, Wilmeth Road, and Bloomdale Road.

Redevelopment could also occur near the developments 
listed below. 

Mix of land uses including single and 
multi-family residential, commercial, and 
open space with many developing 
parcels. Areas not currently planned for 
development would most likely change 
to uses matching those currently 
planned as infill occurs. 

While Prosper does not have an 
alternative Future Land Use plan that 
considers Segment B, areas that are 
bisected or impacted and have 
development planned, have the potential 
to redevelop into different land uses 
outside of those currently planned near 
the intersections of the US 380 freeway 
and Independence Parkway, Stonebridge 
Drive, University Drive, and Bloomdale 
Road. Redevelopment could also occur 
near the developments listed below. 

Current Segment A
The Chase at Wilson Creek Phases 1 & 2  - Billingsley Multifamily (Preliminary 
Plat), potentially displacing 240 of 1,780 residential units. Development permits 
anticipated early 2023.
Billingsley Residential (Preliminary Plat), 
potentially displacing 163 of 1,174 residential unit.
Shops at Walnut Grove (Preliminary Plat), 2 potential displacements including 
Jason's Deli and Pacific Dental).
Prestwyck Park Retail (Conveyance Plat), potentially displacing 2 units 
(confirming with developer).

Shift Option 
The Chase at Wilson Creek Phases 1 & 2 - Billingsley Multifamily (Preliminary 
Plat), potentially displacing 56 of 1,780 residential units. Development permits 
anticipated early 2023.
Billingsley Residential (Preliminary Plat), 
potentially displacing 163 of 1,174 residential units.
Shops at Walnut Grove (Preliminary Plat),  2 potential displacements including 
Jason's Deli and Pacific Dental).
Prestwyck Park Retail (Conveyance Plat), potentially displacing 2 units, 
confirming with developer.

Ladera Residential Phase 1 
(under construction/grading). Thirty (30) 
residential homes and the amenities center will 
be occupied by April 2023 and would potentially 
be displaced. Those occupied by the date of the 
ROD are listed in residential displacements. The 
total number of additional residences eventually 
displaced would be 81 of 244 residential units. 
Development permits for Phase 2 are also being 
considered by the Town of Prosper.  

Billingsley Residential (Preliminary Plat), 
potentially displacing 201 of 1,174 residential 
units. 

Wandering Creek Residential (Preliminary Plat), 
potentially displacing 8 of the 264 units.

Rutherford Creek/LandPlan (Preliminary Plat) 77  
of 328 single-family residential. 

Prosper Hollow (Preliminary Plat) 83 of 248 
townhomes.

Prestwyck Park Retail (Conveyance Plat), 
potentially displacing 2 units (confirming with 
developer).

Since there would be no 
improvements, there would not be a 
change in land use due to the project. 

No affect on future land use changes or 
proposed developments away from the 
existing US 380 corridor. However, areas of 
vacant land along existing US 380 would 
continue to develop and generate 
additional traffic, contributing to increased 
congestion and delay, and would continue 
to negatively affect mobility along US 380. 
Reduced mobility and increased 
congestion into the future could deter 
future development within McKinney and 
adjacent areas. 

 This area is dominated by existing and 
planned residential land uses (primarily 
single-family). The City of McKinney has 
acquired additional land west of Erwin 
Park both north and south of Bloomdale 
for future recreational use. The area 
west of the proposed US 380/US 75 
interchange is planned for mixed-use 
development. East of US 75, the area is 
dominated by floodplains that would 
limit development along the freeway. 
Potential for changes in land use is low 
but could possibly occur near the US 
380/Lake Forest Drive interchange and 
the US 380/US 75 interchange. 
According to the McKinney 2020 
Comprehensive Plan which considers an 
alternative Future Land Use Plan for 
Segment E, a mixed-use place type 
would occur in the southeastern corner 
of the US 380/Lake Forest Drive 
interchange. 

Land use may change from the rural 
residential and agricultural uses 
currently present to more dense land 
uses in areas not restricted by 
floodplains. 

More potential for development than 
Segment D because the area does not 
have as many acres of floodplains and 
floodways. 

According to the McKinney 2020 
Comprehensive Plan, which considers 
an alternative Future Land Use Plan for 
Segment C, redevelopment may occur 
adjacent to the proposed interchange 
connecting to existing US 380 as well 
as the US 380/FM 1827 interchange. 
Plans also include a commercial 
center and a mix of suburban and 
urban living adjacent to the freeway. 

According to the City of McKinney's 
Future Land Use Plan, this area has 
potential to be a location for future 
residential development, but 
currently has no official planned 
developments that would be 
impacted. 

No considerable future 
development impact.

without Spur 399 Ext. interchange
19 business displacements

Caraway Concrete Construction, Misfits of Christ 
Garage,Welders of Art, Carroll's Automotive, Lone Star 
Wrecker, Safari Towing & Road Service, Solid 
Woodmakers, PowerDynamix, Whiteside Customs, Arturo's 
Auto Repair, Texas Metal Company, Hernandez Auto, 
Progressive Water Treatment, 2 Unidentified businesses 
(1 vacant), Parkway Auto Sales, Sonic Auto Hail 
Repair,Collin County Truck Parts & Drive Shaft Service, 
Nanos Tire, C&E Auto Sales

While both Segment A and B have the potential for land use changes, 
the City of McKinney's Future Land Use Plan largely accommodates 
Segment A changes, while the lack of a similar plan from Town of 
Prosper does not. Some developments east of Custer Road along 
Segment B indicated that the planned single-family residential 
housing units could continue to be developed along Segment B with 
site adjustment. Some of the planned residential neighborhoods 
bisected by Segment B could potentially be re-zoned for different uses. 
Half of Segment A has established businesses and residential 
neighborhoods which would remain in place except for the displaced 
businesses and single-family homes. The planned developments along 
Segment A would most likely continue to progress. Segment A crosses 
over floodplains which would be difficult to develop; however, the 
surrounding vacant area around Wilmeth Road could potentially see 
future developments due to the new roadway and interchange. Both 
segments have redevelopment and new development potential. 
Segment A has less redevelopment potential because of the 
floodplain and has less undeveloped land than Segment B.   
There is less development potential in Segment D than Segment C 
because the area largely consists of floodplains and floodways.

Painted Tree Residential 
(Preliminary Plat)

Erwin Farms Residential 
(Preliminary Plat), potentially 
displacing 50 of 340 residential 
units

Timber Creek 
Phases 7 & 8 (Site Plan Review)

Highland Lakes 
(Preliminary Plat)

SCREENING/
EVALUATION CATEGORY

*All references to "with Spur 399 Extension connection" refer to impacts that would be caused should the separate Spur 399 Extension project be constructed. 

US 380 FROM COIT ROAD TO FM 1827 
CSJs: 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, AND 0135-15-002
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SEGMENT C
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SEGMENT D
(MCKINNEY - EAST)
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KEY TAKEAWAYS
SEGMENT E

(BLOOMDALE)
CR 161/RIDGE ROAD TO SH 5
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NO-BUILD 
ALTERNATIVE 

(NO FREEWAY)
COIT ROAD TO FM 1827

SEGMENT A & SEGMENT A SHIFT*
(MCKINNEY-WEST)

COIT ROAD TO CR 161/RIDGE ROAD
*The Segment A shift provides for an alternative design near University 

Drive and future US 380 intersection to better accommodate future 
developments.  

with Spur 399 Ext. interchange
21 business displacements
Businesses listed above plus the following - Lattimore 
Materials Company, RaceTrac  

Land use may change, however, 
there is less development potential 
on Segment D than Segment C 
because the area encompassing 
Segment D largely consists of 
floodplains and floodways.

According to the McKinney 2020 
Comprehensive Plan, which 
considers an alternative Future 
Land Use Plan for Segment D, 
redevelopment may occur adjacent 
to the proposed interchange 
connecting to existing US 380. 

More future residential units would be potentially 
displaced by Segment B (450) than Segment A (403 / 
219 shift option). 

Due to the considerable and fast-paced growth in the 
area, TxDOT is tracking future developments including 
future homes and businesses.  The planned residential 
homes and businesses have not begun construction, 
however, TxDOT could potentially begin right-of-way 
acquisition before these planned developments begin 
construction. TxDOT is working with local governments to 
gather information on developments currently going 
through the planning/permitting process that would be 
potentially impacted by the project. 

EXEMPLARY:
Highly Meets Criteria4 3 2 1 0

GOOD: 
Mostly Meets Criteria

ADEQUATE OR 
NEUTRAL:
No Change

INADEQUATE:
Sometimes Meets 
Criteria

POOR:
Does Not 
Meet Criteria

SEGMENT 
ANALYSIS MATRIX



Total Acres of Jurisdictional Wetlands
 
Total Linear Feet of Rivers/Streams 

Total Acres of Forests and Prairies/Grasslands 

Water Features, Section 303(d) Waters, 
Floodplains (100-year) and Floodways 
within Proposed Right-of-Way (ROW) in 
acres

Protected Species and their Potential 
Habitats

Potential protected species in the study area include the 
alligator snapping turtle (Species of Greatest Conservation 
Need, or SGCN), 3 mussel species (1 proposed threatened 
and 2 SGCN), monarch butterfly (federal candidate 
species), 4 bat species (1 proposed endangered and 3 
SGCN), 2 bird species (1 listed threatened-Black Rail, and 
1 listed endangered-Whooping Crane).

Based on the 60% schematic design and the current 
hydraulic analysis, none of the Build Alternatives 
would require an Individual Standard Permit due to 
each individual crossing impact being below the 
threshold.

1.04 total acres of jurisdictional wetlands

5,161 total linear feet of rivers/streams 

67 total acres of forest/ 41 total acres of 
prairies and grasslands

Would not require an Individual Standard 
Section 404 Permit

0.03  total acres of jurisdictional 
wetlands

2,718 total linear feet of 
rivers/streams

62 total acres of forest/47 total 
acres of prairies and grasslands

Would not require an Individual 
Standard Permit

No impact

0.03 total acres of jurisdictional 
wetlands

2,833 total linear feet of 
rivers/streams

100 total acres of forest/86 
total acres of prairies and 
grasslands

Would not require an Individual 
Standard Permit

0.57 total acres of jurisdictional 
wetlands

1,334 total linear feet of 
rivers/streams

58 total acres of forest/20 total 
acres of prairies and grasslands

Would not require an Individual 
Standard Permit

0.46 total acres of jurisdictional 
wetlands

2,759 total linear feet of 
rivers/streams

35 total acres of forest/67 total 
acres of prairies and grasslands

Would not require an Individual 
Standard Permit

20 acres of floodplain
6 acres of regulatory floodway

Impacts of the shift option would need to be 
investigated further

25 acres of floodplain
1 acre of regulatory floodway

110 acres of floodplain
29 acres of regulatory floodway No impact

2 Impaired Waters for all alternatives 
(Wilson Creek and East Fork Trinity River above 
Lake Lavon)

without Spur 399 Ext. interchange
36 acres of floodplain
32 acres of regulatory floodway

without Spur 399 Ext. interchange
132 acres of floodplain
106 acres of regulatory floodway

with Spur 399 Ext. interchange
45 acres of floodplain
58 acres of regulatory floodway

with Spur 399 Ext. interchange
138 acres of floodplain
107 acres of regulatory floodway

Potential stop-over habitats along 
Wilson Creek Tributary east of Tucker 
Hill (Black Rail and Whooping Crane 
habitat)

6 perennial stream crossings (potential 
mussel and alligator snapping turtle 
habitat)

11 crossings of wooded habitats 
(potential bat species habitat)

Grasslands and pastures would be 
potential habitats for the monarch 
butterfly

Shift option has potential to encroach 
on possible Black Rail stop-over 
habitat, depending on the alignment. 

10 perennial stream crossings 
(potential mussel and alligator 
snapping turtle habitat)

12 crossings of wooded 
habitats (potential bat species 
habitat)

Grasslands and pastures would 
be potential habitats for the 
monarch butterfly 

Potential stop-over habitats 
along Honey Creek (Black Rail 
and Whooping Crane)

7 perennial stream crossings 
(potential mussel and alligator 
snapping turtle habitat) 
including those near the Collin 
County Courthouse and Campus

15 crossings of wooded habitats 
(potential bat species habitat)

Grasslands and pastures would 
be potential habitats for the 
monarch butterfly 

without Spur 399 Ext. interchange
1 perennial stream crossing 
(potential mussel species and 
alligator snapping turtle habitat) 
including those near the Collin 
County Courthouse and Campus

6 crossings of wooded habitats 
(potential bat species habitat)

Potential stop-over habitats along 
East Fork Trinity River at gore 
between Segments C & D (Black 
Rail and Whooping Crane habitat)

Grasslands and pastures would be 
potential habitats for the monarch 
butterfly

without Spur 399 Ext. interchange
3 perennial stream crossings 
(potential mussel species  and 
alligator snapping turtle habitat)

4 crossings of wooded habitats 
(potential bat species habitat)

Potential stop-over habitats along 
East Fork Trinity River at gore 
between C & D

Grasslands and pastures would be 
potential habitats for the monarch 
butterfly 

No impact

Segments A and B have similar impacts. Segment C is 
less impactful than Segment D as the area near 
Segment D includes floodplains where more forested 
and wetland habitats are located. 

Coordination is ongoing with the Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD) to review the project 
impacts and protect the State's natural resources, 
including freshwater mussels, migratory birds, and 
other resident wildlife. Minimization of impacts would 
be done through design and implementation of TPWD 
beneficial management practices (BMP).

with Spur 399 Ext. interchange
4 perennial stream crossings 
(potential mussel species and 
alligator snapping turtle habitat)

5 crossings of wooded habitats 
(potential bat species habitat)

Potential stop-over habitats along 
East Fork Trinity River at gore 
between C & D 
(Black Rail and Whooping Crane)

Grasslands and pastures would be 
potential habitats for the monarch 
butterfly 

with Spur 399 Ext. interchange
2 perennial stream crossings 
(potential mussel species and 
alligator snapping turtle habitat)

7 crossings of wooded habitats 
(potential bat species habitat)

Potential stop-over habitats along 
East Fork Trinity River at gore 
between C & D 
(Black Rail and Whooping Crane)

Grasslands and pastures would be 
potential habitats for the monarch 
butterfly 

SCREENING/
EVALUATION CATEGORY

*All references to "with Spur 399 Extension connection" refer to impacts that would be caused should the separate Spur 399 Extension project be constructed. 

US 380 FROM COIT ROAD TO FM 1827 
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SEGMENT B
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SEGMENT C
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NO-BUILD 
ALTERNATIVE 

(NO FREEWAY)
COIT ROAD TO FM 1827

SEGMENT A & SEGMENT A SHIFT*
(MCKINNEY-WEST)

COIT ROAD TO CR 161/RIDGE ROAD
*The Segment A shift provides for an alternative design near University 

Drive and future US 380 intersection to better accommodate future 
developments.  

EXEMPLARY:
Highly Meets Criteria4 3 2 1 0

GOOD: 
Mostly Meets Criteria

ADEQUATE OR 
NEUTRAL:
No Change

INADEQUATE:
Sometimes Meets 
Criteria

POOR:
Does Not 
Meet Criteria

SEGMENT 
ANALYSIS MATRIX



44.3 acres Prime Farmland
14.9 acres Statewide Important Farmland

No substantial increases with the shift option. 

46.3 acres Prime Farmland
2 acres Statewide Important 

Farmland

174.9 acres Prime Farmland
25 acres Statewide Important 

Farmland
No impact

Segment B would impact 2 more acres of Prime Farmland. Segment B would 
impact 12.9 less acres of Statewide Important Farmland. 

Segment D would impact 5.3 more acres of Prime Farmland. 

Prime Farmland is land that has the best combination of physical and chemical 
characteristics for producing food. Statewide Important Farmland is identified as 
such by the state or local agency. Mitigation would not be required. 

with and without Spur 399 Ext. 
interchange

56.6 acres Prime Farmland
No Statewide Important 

Farmland

with and without Spur 399 Ext. 
interchange

61.9 acres Prime Farmland
No Statewide Important 

Farmland

Hazardous Materials 

Farmland Impacts

Many sites listed have or had petroleum storage tanks 
on the identified parcels. Some are or were gas 
stations/convenience stores.  

Segment A has 4 sites with potential to impact the 
project, two of which are high risk. Segment B has no 
sites with potential impact to the project. 

Segment D has more sites of higher risk than Segment 
C. 

2 moderate risk, 2 high risk

Potential high risk sites are Bomac (current 
Valvoline Oil Change Facility) and the closed 

Country Boy Store (gas station and 
convenience store with an LPST)

No change anticipated with the shift option.  

2 moderate risk No impact0 sites

without Spur 399 Ext. interchange
 5 moderate risk

with Spur 399 Ext.  
6 moderate risk

without Spur 399 Ext. 
interchange
2 moderate risk

with Spur 399 Ext. 
 3 moderate risk, 1 high risk 

with Spur 399 Ext. interchange
5 moderate risk

with Spur 399 Ext. interchange
3 moderate risk, 1 high risk
High risk site - Lattimore 
Materials (active cement ready-mix plant)

Community Facilities Affected or Separated from 
Neighborhoods 

Disproportionate Impacts to Environmental 
Justice (EJ), Low-Income, and Minority 
Communities 

Source for data is the 2020 Census 

Segments A, B, C, and E do not intersect low-income or minority block groups nor are there any displacements located in minority block groups. 
Segment D, with the Spur 399 Ext. connection, would separate historic minority neighborhoods from parks. 

As growth continues, increasing traffic 
congestion and delay along existing US 
380 may contribute to increased travel 
times for emergency responders and add 
time to school bus routes. Congestion 
and delay may also interfere with the 
public gaining access to community 
facilities located along or primarily 
accessed from existing 
US 380 

Increasing traffic volumes along existing 
US 380 would contribute traffic noise, 
localized air emissions, and congestion 
affecting access to low-income and 
minority neighborhoods adjacent to 
US 380.

There are no cemeteries in the proposed ROW for any of the 
segments. 

Archeological surveys for properties where right-of-entry (ROE) was 
granted are complete. An additional pedestrian survey and deep 
testing will be needed for some properties once TxDOT acquires 
ROW. No substantial difference between any of the segments. 

Visual and Aesthetic Impacts 
Construction of all segments would change the existing visual environment caused by new location roadways, new grade-separated interchanges, new safety streetlighting, and 
signage. Grade separated interchanges align a junction of two or more roadways at different heights (grades) so that they will not disrupt the traffic flow when they cross each 

other. Grade separated interchanges generally consist of a combination of roads and bridges (overpasses or flyovers).
No impact 

Archeological Sites, Cemeteries,
and Historic Properties

No direct effect on recommended National 
Register of Historic Place (NRHP) eligible 
resources.

No change anticipated with the shift option. 

No direct effect on 
recommended 
NRHP-eligible 
resources

No direct effect on recommended 
NRHP-eligible resources No impact 

Would not require right-of-way to be acquired 
from any property that is a community 
facility including parks, places of worship, 
community centers, or other facilities

ManeGait has been identified by the 
community as an important community 
resource. Segment B would not require 
right-of-way to be acquired from the parcel 
owned by ManeGait. However, right-of-way 
would be required from the ManeGait 
founder's private property, now described to 
be a location for sensory trail rides. See more 
information in Key Takeaways

All segments are adjacent to facilities and 
may create a sense of a barrier or separation 
between neighborhoods 

New Ladera neighborhood being developed 
would be bisected 

Potential impacts to ManeGait on Segment B that were considered:    
                                                                                                          
Noise analysis results show that noise mitigation would be considered 
reasonable and feasible near ManeGait and would provide the required 
noise reduction per TxDOT noise policy for a park/residence. 

Research of similar therapeutic horsemanship facilities, such as the 
Shea Center and Dream Catchers in southern California, was done 
including staff interviews and noise measurements. Concluded that a 
facility can operate in locations near major transportation facilities such 
as multi-lane interstates and commuter rail lines. 

The project would not make the ManeGait facility inaccessible to 
persons with disabilities and would not violate the Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA). TxDOT, as an agent for the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), is required to comply with ADA when providing 
access for persons with disabilities to its streets and sidewalks. Neither 
TxDOT nor FHWA, have ADA oversight responsibilities for projects 
outside of the public right-of-way that do not use federal surface 
transportation program funds. ManeGait would be outside of public 
right-of-way.     

Would not require right-of-way 
to be acquired from any 
property that is considered a 
community facility including 
parks, places of worship, 
community centers, or other 
facilities

All segments are adjacent to 
facilities and may create a 
sense of a barrier or 
separation between 
neighborhoods 

Would not bisect any 
subdivisions not already 
separated by existing 
roadways

Would not require right-of-way 
to be acquired from any 
property that is considered a 
community facility including 
parks, places of worship, 
community centers, or other 
facilities

All segments are adjacent to 
facilities and may create a 
sense of a barrier or 
separation between 
neighborhoods 

Would not bisect any 
subdivisions not already 
separated by existing roadways

SCREENING/
EVALUATION CATEGORY

*All references to "with Spur 399 Extension connection" refer to impacts that would be caused should the separate Spur 399 Extension project be constructed. 
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NO-BUILD 
ALTERNATIVE 

(NO FREEWAY)
COIT ROAD TO FM 1827

SEGMENT A & SEGMENT A SHIFT*
(MCKINNEY-WEST)

COIT ROAD TO CR 161/RIDGE ROAD
*The Segment A shift provides for an alternative design near University 

Drive and future US 380 intersection to better accommodate future 
developments.  

Would not require right-of-way 
to be acquired from any 
property that is considered a 
community facility including 
parks, places of worship, 
community centers, or other 
facilities

All segments are adjacent to 
facilities and may create a 
sense of a barrier or 
separation between 
neighborhoods 

Would not bisect any 
subdivisions not already 
separated by existing 
roadways

Would not require right-of-way to be acquired 
from any property that is considered a 
community facility including parks, places of 
worship, community centers, or other facilities

All segments are adjacent to facilities and may 
create a sense of a barrier or separation between 
neighborhoods 

Would not bisect any subdivisions not already 
separated by existing roadways

No direct effect on 
recommended 
NRHP-eligible 
resources

No direct effect on 
recommended 
NRHP-eligible 
resources

EXEMPLARY:
Highly Meets Criteria4 3 2 1 0

GOOD: 
Mostly Meets Criteria

ADEQUATE OR 
NEUTRAL:
No Change

INADEQUATE:
Sometimes Meets 
Criteria

POOR:
Does Not 
Meet Criteria

SEGMENT 
ANALYSIS MATRIX



Protected Lands/Parks (Section 4(f), 
Section 6(f), Chapter 26 properties)

No Section 4(f), Section 6(f), or Chapter 
26 properties would be impacted.

No change anticipated with the shift 
option.

No Section 4(f), Section 
6(f), or Chapter 26 
properties would be 
impacted.

All segments avoid Erwin 
Park.

without Spur 399 Ext. 
interchange
No Section 4(f), 
Section 6(f), or Chapter 
26 properties would be 
impacted.

No impact 

without Spur 399 Ext. 
interchange
No Section 4(f), 
Section 6(f), or 
Chapter 26 properties 
would be impacted.

with Spur 399 Ext. 
interchange
ROW may be needed from 
McKinney Future Parkland 
south of US 380 - McKinney 
Future Parkland has a 
transportation covenant, so 
Section 4(f) would not apply.
No other Section 4(f), Section 
6(f), or Chapter 26 properties 
would be impacted.

with Spur 399 Ext. interchange
ROW may be needed from 
Trinity River Greenway south of 
US 380 - de minimis Section 
4(f); no other Section 4(f), 
Section 6(f), or Chapter 26 
properties would be impacted.

Air Quality

Traffic Noise

(Number of Impacted Receptor Locations that 
Approach/Exceed the Respective Noise Abatement Criteria 
(NAC) under the Build Condition in 2050)

Number of locations where noise abatement is determined 
feasible and reasonable/total dwelling units benefited

Regardless of the segment, Mobile Source Air Toxics are expected to decline significantly in the future due to federal regulations on vehicles, fuels, fleet turnover, and the 
increased use of electric vehicles. 

Localized air emissions would 
increase due to the increase in 
traffic volumes and congestion 
contributing to slower travel 
speeds and longer idling times at 
signalized intersections. Although 
these effects would be localized, 
overall, Mobile Source Air Toxics 
are expected to decline 
significantly in the future due to 
federal regulations on vehicles, 
fuels, fleet turnover, and the 
increased use of electric vehicles. 

Because the project was forecasted to carry more than 
140,000 vehicles per day in 2045, TxDOT performed 
detailed analyses to evaluate potential air quality 
impacts and to confirm compliance with regional and 
federal air quality standards, including the Clean Air Act. 
As required, the project is consistent with the Texas 
Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) State 
Implementation Plan (SIP), the NCTCOG’s Mobility 2045 
Update, as well as the 2023 -- 2026 TIP.
TxDOT modeled carbon monoxide concentrations (CO 
TAQA) and none of the modeled concentrations 
exceeded the 1-hour or 8-hour National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards for carbon monoxide. 
TxDOT performed a quantitative Mobile Source Air Toxics 
(MSAT) analysis. The total MSAT emissions are predicted 
to decrease by approximately 43% by 2050 due to higher 
combustion efficiencies of vehicle engines and 
electrification of the US fleet. 

Total number of receptors that 
approach or exceed the NAC: 67

52 receptors exceed 66 dB(A) between 
Coit Road and Ridge Road
15 receptors exceed 66 dB(A) between 
Airport Drive and FM 1827

No receptors modeled along existing US 
380 between Ridge Road and Airport 
Drive.

Increases in traffic volumes, including the use of the corridor by 
heavy trucks, would contribute to increased traffic noise. 
Numerous receptors, including residences, daycares, medical 
facilities, and schools, along existing US 380 would experience 
increased noise levels. 

Modeling was conducted to determine how many receptors are 
affected and if the construction of barriers would reduce noise 
impacts.  Existing sound level measurements were collected at 
noise-sensitive areas adjacent to the segments. Noise modeling 
software predicts what noise would be expected in 2050. Noise 
abatement measures are evaluated if traffic noise impacts are 
identified. TxDOT has already included below-grade roadway 
designs, which are generally considered to help with mitigating 
noise impacts to nearby neighborhoods.

An impacted receptor is a discrete or representative location of 
noise-sensitive area listed in FHWA's Noise Abatement Criteria 
(NAC) for which noise levels in the Design Year condition 
approach (1 dB(A) below), equal, or exceed the NAC [EXAMPLE - 
residence NAC B = 67 dB(A); the modeled value would be 66 
dB(A) or higher], or create a substantial increase over existing 
noise levels (>10 dB(A)).

117 impacted receptors (representing 273 dwelling 
units) out of 542 total receptors (representing 749 
dwelling units) modeled.

2 proposed barriers would benefit 29 dwelling units, 
constructed adjacent to Prestwyk and Stonebridge 
Ranch.

The shift option would result in a negligible 
difference in traffic noise as compared to Segment A, 
since the potential impact would be 4 additional 
homes.

306 impacted receptors 
(representing 638 
dwelling units) out of 339 
total receptors 
(representing 671 
dwelling units) modeled.

4 proposed barriers 
would benefit 128 
dwelling units, 
constructed adjacent to 
Prestwyk, Ladera Prosper 
South, Ladera Prosper 
North, and ManeGait.

78 impacted receptors 
(representing 954 dwelling 
units) out of 493 total 
receptors (representing 
1,634 dwelling units) 
modeled.

2 proposed barriers would 
benefit 175 dwelling units, 
constructed adjacent to 
Erwin Park (equivalent 
receptors) and Erwin Farms.

16 impacted receptors 
(representing 138 
dwelling units) out of 47 
total receptors 
(representing 169 
dwelling units) 
modeled.

no barriers 
recommended.

79 impacted receptors 
(representing 79 
dwelling units) out of 
106 total receptors 
(representing 106 
dwelling units) modeled.

no barriers 
recommended.

SCREENING/
EVALUATION CATEGORY

*All references to "with Spur 399 Extension connection" refer to impacts that would be caused should the separate Spur 399 Extension project be constructed. 

US 380 FROM COIT ROAD TO FM 1827 
CSJs: 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, AND 0135-15-002

SEGMENT B
(PROSPER - FURTHEST WEST)

COIT ROAD TO CR 161/RIDGE ROAD

SEGMENT C
(MCKINNEY FURTHEST EAST)

SH 5 TO FM 1827

SEGMENT D
(MCKINNEY - EAST)

SH 5 TO FM 1827

KEY TAKEAWAYS
SEGMENT E

(BLOOMDALE)
CR 161/RIDGE ROAD TO SH 5
COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES 
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NO-BUILD 
ALTERNATIVE 

(NO FREEWAY)
COIT ROAD TO FM 1827

SEGMENT A & SEGMENT A SHIFT*
(MCKINNEY-WEST)

COIT ROAD TO CR 161/RIDGE ROAD
*The Segment A shift provides for an alternative design near University 

Drive and future US 380 intersection to better accommodate future 
developments.  

TxDOT recently received notice of three proposed parks in the Town of 
Prosper in the vicinity of Segments A and B. The study team has requested 

information from Town of Prosper regarding these proposed parks so that we 
may evaluate their 4(f) eligibility.  

No Section 4(f), Section 6(f), 
or Chapter 26 properties 
would be impacted.
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EXEMPLARY:
Highly Meets Criteria4 3 2 1 0

GOOD: 
Mostly Meets Criteria

ADEQUATE OR 
NEUTRAL:
No Change

INADEQUATE:
Sometimes Meets 
Criteria

POOR:
Does Not 
Meet Criteria

SEGMENT 
ANALYSIS MATRIX



Induced Growth

Induced growth involves identifying what likely land use 
changes and development could occur in the study area 
as a result of the improved mobility and connectivity 
the proposed project would provide. Typically, induced 
development could be the development of gas stations, 
truck stops, hotels, or commercial centers in the vicinity 
of a new interchange. Induced growth or development 
can have both positive and negative effects – it can 
have positive effects on local tax base and employment 
growth but negative effects on congestion, traffic noise, 
and natural resources.

$131.4M
+
$23.1M
+
$979.4M
=
$1.13B Estimated Total

Although no money would be 
spent to build or improve a road, 
long-term costs would occur due 
to maintenance of the existing 
roadway system, increased 
congestion and safety 
considerations as traffic 
increases, and travel times and 
delay increases as traffic 
continues to grow in the study 
area.

$152.8M
+
$25.4M
+
$587.8M
=
$766.0M Estimated Total 

$114.2M
+
$30.0M
+
$640.0M
=
$784.2M Estimated Total

$118.9M
+
$73.0M
+
$768.7M
=
$960.6M Estimated Total 

City of McKinney 
Support a freeway alignment 

generally between future Ridge 
Road and Community Avenue 

Opposes Segment F 
(freeway constructed along the existing US 380)

Support 

Town of New Hope 

Town of Prosper 

Supports US 380 being a Controlled Access Highway 
along its current alignment within the Town limits.

Likely position would not change as a result of the 
shift option since it is not within Town limits. 

Has yet to take a formal stance on Segment A and 
has not been provided the shift option. 

Oppose 

Oppose Collin County 

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department

Public Input as reflected by the Public Meeting and 
comment period from March 22 to April 21, 2022. 
(9,075 total number of comments received) 

Supports alignment along CR 164 and 
Bloomdale Rd between future Ridge Rd 

and Community Ave with possible 
adjustments of up to 300 ft each side. 

Discourages Segments C & D and supports use of existing roadways. 

Estimated Right-of-Way Cost
+
Estimated Cost to Relocate and Accommodate 
Utilities
+
Estimated Design and Construction Cost
=
Estimated Total Project Cost
M=Million

*does not include impacts to future developments

Most of the surrounding area is planned for 
suburban residential use with a node of 
commercial development near the intersection of 
future Ridge Road and Bloomdale Road (ONE 
McKinney Comprehensive Plan). The potential for 
induced growth would most likely be limited to 
vacant lands not already in various stages of 
development (zoning, site plans, etc.); not 
restricted by floodplain regulations; and not 
dedicated for future open space by the City of 
McKinney, along with the redevelopment of 
remnant parcels along existing US 380 after 
acquisition for the proposed improvements.

Segment A would have the potential to induce 
more growth than Segment B due to the greater 
number of vacant parcels where future 
development is not planned. However, some of the 
unplanned areas along Segment A might not be 
developable due to floodplains. 

The area along existing US 380 
is designated as a 
highway-oriented district with 
most of the remaining area 
surrounding the alignment 
designated for low-density 
residential (Town of Prosper 
Future Development Plan, 
Aug-2021). Currently, most 
areas are zoned, have site plans 
approved, have building permits 
issued, or are under 
construction, limiting the 
potential for induced growth to 
the redevelopment of remnant 
parcels after acquisition for the 
proposed improvements.

Most parcels along the 
alignment are developed or in 
various stages of residential 
development, and those near 
US 75 area are planned for 
commercial and 
"Professional Campus" 
development (ONE McKinney 
Comprehensive Plan). The 
potential for induced 
development is low unless 
parcels acquired for the 
project have redevelopment 
potential.

Surrounding area is relatively 
open and development is 
scattered. Besides areas 
already developed or 
restricted from development 
by floodplains, the potential 
for induced development 
would be moderate with 
access provided by the 
proposed freeway.

Surrounding area is 
relatively open and 
development is scattered. 
The potential for induced 
development is low due to 
the presence of regulatory 
floodways where 
development is restricted, 
and floodplains where 
development is required to 
meet strict regulations, even 
with access provided by the 
freeway.

Future congestion would 
severely limit induced 
development to the 
redevelopment of parcels 
as local thoroughfare plans 
and land use policies 
change. 

Costs are generally higher on alternatives where TxDOT 
would have to acquire more and/or more expensive 
right-of-way as well as alternatives that are constructed 
on structures and bridges.  

Costs for Segment A are higher than Segment B largely 
because it is nearly a mile longer and includes more 
ramps and interchanges, though Segment B has a higher 
construction cost per mile due to more extensive bridging 
along Rutherford Branch to mitigate impacts to floodplain 
and ponds. A large portion of Segment D would be 
constructed on bridges and have complex drainage 
features because TxDOT would try and mitigate for 
impacts to the floodplains right-of-way. 

Oppose Support Oppose

Oppose Support

94.3% referenced Segments A or B, of those, 71.2% preferred Segment A to B, 27% 
preferred Segment B to A, 0.2% were opposed to both Segment A & B, 1.6% supported 

both Segment A & B.

The shift option was not previously shown publicly.

2.3% referenced Segment E, of 
those, 40.4% supported Segment E 

59.6% opposed Segment E

4% referenced Segments C or D, of those, 26.5% preferred Segment 
C to D, 41.1% preferred Segment D to C, 28.9% opposed both 

Segment C & D, 3.5% supported both Segment C & D

6.3% did not support any of the 
alternatives moving forward. This includes 

those that are opposed to all Segments 
A-E, supported Segment F only, or 
supported the No-Build Alternative.  
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SCREENING/
EVALUATION CATEGORY

*All references to "with Spur 399 Extension connection" refer to impacts that would be caused should the separate Spur 399 Extension project be constructed. 

US 380 FROM COIT ROAD TO FM 1827 
CSJs: 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, AND 0135-15-002

SEGMENT B
(PROSPER - FURTHEST WEST)

COIT ROAD TO CR 161/RIDGE ROAD

SEGMENT C
(MCKINNEY FURTHEST EAST)

SH 5 TO FM 1827

SEGMENT D
(MCKINNEY - EAST)

SH 5 TO FM 1827

KEY TAKEAWAYS
SEGMENT E

(BLOOMDALE)
CR 161/RIDGE ROAD TO SH 5
COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES 

NO-BUILD 
ALTERNATIVE 

(NO FREEWAY)
COIT ROAD TO FM 1827

SEGMENT A & SEGMENT A SHIFT*
(MCKINNEY-WEST)

COIT ROAD TO CR 161/RIDGE ROAD
*The Segment A shift provides for an alternative design near University 

Drive and future US 380 intersection to better accommodate future 
developments.  

Current Segment A
$247.8M
+
$74.7M
+
$635.3M
=
$957.8M Estimated 
Total 

Shift Option
$197.8M
+
$74.7M
+
$608.3M
=
$880.8M Estimated 
Total 

EXEMPLARY:
Highly Meets Criteria4 3 2 1 0

GOOD: 
Mostly Meets Criteria

ADEQUATE OR 
NEUTRAL:
No Change

INADEQUATE:
Sometimes Meets 
Criteria

POOR:
Does Not 
Meet Criteria

SEGMENT 
ANALYSIS MATRIX



TRAFFIC NOISE ANALYSIS

TXDOT REQUIRES THAT A NOISE 
BARRIER MEET FEASIBILITY AND 
REASONABLENESS CRITERIA IN ORDER 
TO BE BUILT. 

THESE CRITERIA ARE AS FOLLOWS:

FEASIBILITY REASONABLENESS

• Acoustical criteria
 - 5 dB(A) or greater reduction of sound at  
    more than 50% of �rst-row,  
    impacted receptors
 

• Engineering consideration
 - Topography and drainage
 - Access, safety, and maintenance

• Noise reduction design goal 
    - 7 dB(A) or more for at least one bene�ted receptor

•Cost criterion
    - Surface area of the barrier wall does not exceed 1,500 square feet per   
    bene�ted receptor

•Majority vote
- Bordering and bene�ting property owners and residents are invited to a  

noise workshop to vote for or against the proposed noise barrier. If a    
majority of the weighted votes received are “for” the barrier, TxDOT will   
construct the noise barrier.

Traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s guidelines, also approved 
by FHWA. Noise impacts were identified for all Build Alternatives. Noise abatement measures 

were considered and analyzed including traffic management, schematic design changes, 
acquisition of undeveloped property to act as a buffer, and the construction of noise barriers.

**dB(A) is an expression of the relative loudness of sounds as perceived by the human ear.
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SH 5 to FM 1827

Preferred Alternative

Coit Rd to 
CR 161/Ridge Rd

E

C

CR 161/Ridge Rd 
to SH 5

TxDOT analyzed 
1,137 receptors 

along the Preferred 
Alternative.

Results showed that 
four noise barriers were 

deemed reasonable, 
feasible and cost 

effective as a part of this 
project.

Potential relocation and/
or aesthetic modifications 
of existing noise barriers, 

such as the one by the 
Stonebridge Ranch 

neighborhood, will be 
evaluated in future noise 
workshops and the next 

phase of the project.

NOISE BARRIER ANALYSIS
Proposed Noise Barrier



NOISE BARRIER ANALYSIS

0   10  20  30  40Sound

Le
ve

l d
B(A

) Just 
audible

Library

Busy 
of�ce

Motorcycle 
at 25 ft., auto 
horn at 10 ft.

Elevated train 
at 50 ft. 
(threshold of pain)

Leaves
rustling

Typical suburban 
area background 
noise

Boeing-757 
cabin during 

�ight

COMMON SOUNDS AND CORRESPONDING 
SOUND LEVELS (DECIBELS)

90  80  70  60 

50 

100

110   120   130
Maximum levels 

in audience 
rock concerts*Noise Abatement 

Criteria (NAC) for 
residential areas 

established by FHWA

672. Stonebridge Ranch

1. Prestwyck

LOCATIONS

3. Erwin Park

4. Erwin Farms

64

51

51

67

67

67

67

69

68

66

67

EXISTING dB(A)
NAC

LEVEL* 
dB(A)

PREDICTED dB(A) 
IN 2050 IF 
PROJECT IS 

CONSTRUCTED

NOISE BARRIER 
REASONABLE AND 

FEASIBILE?

14-foot 
barrier 

proposed

16-foot 
barrier 

proposed

17-foot 
barrier 

proposed

11-foot 
barrier 

proposed

Numbers below represent the average existing 
and future dB(A) of impacted receptors.

**dB(A) is an expression of the relative loudness of sounds as perceived by the human ear.



MINOR DESIGN UPDATES 
UNDER CONSIDERATION FOR FINAL DESIGN

TxDOT is considering design updates to the plans you see on the schematic roll plots. Design updates will be 
made after this Public Hearing in consideration of public comments received and included in the FEIS. 

The information below details a change under consideration for the project’s final design.

HARDIN BLVD & FUTURE US 380 INTERCHANGE

The proposed design would elevate Hardin Blvd over the future US 380 
alignment to minimize construction impacts.

 PUBLIC HEARING SCHEMATIC PROPOSED DESIGN CHANGE



PRESTWICK HOLLOW DRIVE &      
FUTURE US 380

MINOR DESIGN UPDATES UNDER 
CONSIDERATION FOR FINAL DESIGN

TxDOT is considering design updates to the plans you see on the schematic roll plots. Design updates will be 
made after this Public Hearing in consideration of public comments received and included in the FEIS. The 

information below details a change under consideration for the project’s final design.

PUBLIC HEARING 
SCHEMATIC

PROPOSED DESIGN  
CHANGE

Because it is too close to the Coit Road interchange, the proposed design would remove the 
crossing at Prestwick Hollow Drive. The ultimate design shown is part of the proposed US 380 

Prosper/Frisco project. 

Prestwick Hollow Drive would be accessible only by the eastbound frontage road. Westbound 
traffic would need to make a u-turn at Coit Road, approximately 0.36 miles west of Prestwick 
Hollow Drive. Those wanting to travel west from Prestwick Hollow Drive would need to drive 
0.65 miles east then make a u-turn at future Independence Parkway. Prestwyck residents 

could take Prestwick Hollow Drive to Coit Road, then turn onto the east or westbound frontage 
roads at the grade-seperated interchange.



PUBLIC HEARING SCHEMATIC PROPOSED DESIGN CHANGE

CUSTER ROAD & FUTURE US 380 INTERCHANGE
The proposed design would change the previously proposed diverging diamond interchange (DDI) to a traditional interchange 

design to minimize ROW impacts and improve driveway access to adjacent businesses.

MINOR DESIGN UPDATES UNDER CONSIDERATION FOR FINAL DESIGN
TxDOT is considering design updates to the plans you see on the schematic roll plots. Design updates will be made after this Public Hearing in consideration

 of public comments received and included in the FEIS. The information below details a change under consideration for the project’s final design.



PUBLIC HEARING SCHEMATIC PROPOSED DESIGN CHANGE

UNIVERSITY DRIVE & FUTURE US 380 INTERCHANGE
The interchange was moved southwest to minimize impacts to future developments. 

A westbound entrance ramp from Wilmeth Road was also added.

MINOR DESIGN UPDATES UNDER CONSIDERATION FOR FINAL DESIGN
TxDOT is considering design updates to the plans you see on the schematic roll plots. Design updates will be made after this Public Hearing in consideration

 of public comments received and included in the FEIS. The information below details a change under consideration for the project’s final design.



PUBLIC HEARING SCHEMATIC PROPOSED DESIGN CHANGE

FUTURE 
WILMETH 

ROAD

FUTURE 
WILMETH 

ROAD

WILMETH ROAD & FUTURE US 380 INTERCHANGE
The proposed design would better accommodate plans for future Wilmeth Road to tie in to future US 380.

MINOR DESIGN UPDATES UNDER CONSIDERATION FOR FINAL DESIGN
TxDOT is considering design updates to the plans you see on the schematic roll plots. Design updates will be made after this Public Hearing in consideration

 of public comments received and included in the FEIS. The information below details a change under consideration for the project’s final design.



PUBLIC HEARING SCHEMATIC PROPOSED DESIGN CHANGE

CR 2933 & FUTURE US 380 INTERCHANGE
The proposed design would better accommodate plans for future developments and future CR 2933.

MINOR DESIGN UPDATES UNDER CONSIDERATION FOR FINAL DESIGN
TxDOT is considering design updates to the plans you see on the schematic roll plots. Design updates will be made after this Public Hearing in consideration

 of public comments received and included in the FEIS. The information below details a change under consideration for the project’s final design.



PUBLIC HEARING SCHEMATIC PROPOSED INTERIM DESIGN CHANGE PROPOSED FINAL DESIGN CHANGE

The proposed design incorporates a box frontage road interchange concept which accommodates the anticipated Spur 399 Extension 
project. The Spur 399 Extension Preferred Alternative was shown at the November 10, 2022 Public Hearing and can be viewed 

online at keepitmovingdallas.com/Spur399.

FM 1827 & FUTURE US 380 INTERCHANGE

MINOR DESIGN UPDATES UNDER CONSIDERATION FOR FINAL DESIGN
TxDOT is considering design updates to the plans you see on the schematic roll plots. Design updates will be made after this Public Hearing in consideration

 of public comments received and included in the FEIS. The information below details a change under consideration for the project’s final design.



543 981

547

2862

Melissa

Lowry
Crossing

Princeton

Prosper

Co
it 

Rd
.

S 
Ai

rp
or

t D
r.

Pr
es

to
n 

Rd
.

Farmersville
FRISCO

McKINNEY

S 
Ai

rp
or

t D
r.

DE
NT

ON
 C

O.

CO
LL

IN
 C

O.

CO
LL

IN
 C

O.

HU
NT

 C
O.

CO
LL

IN
 C

O.

HU
NT

 C
O.

Blue Ridge

Lavon
Lake

543 981

547

2862

5

5

380

380

75

75

380

PROPOSED PROJECT CONNECTIONS

TxDOT is required to evaluate if the US 380 Coit Road to FM 1827 Project could function on its own as an individual project. 
Therefore roll plots show the schematic design for only the Coit Road to FM 1827 Project.

 
Because of the mobility and connectivity needs in the DFW region now and in the future, TxDOT is also in the process of completing other 

projects that could connect to this project and slightly change the schematic design to provide for these connections. Changes could include 
the additional land that would be needed including for interchanges and could result in additional impacts including displacements.

CSJs 0135-11-024, 01335-02-068 and 0135-10-065:
US 380 from Teel Parkway/Championship Drive to west 
of Lakewood Drive

CSJs: 0135-02-065,  0135-03-053 and 0135-15-002:

US 380 from Coit Road to FM 1827

CSJs: 0364-04-05,. 0047-05-058 and 0047-10-002:

Spur 399 from US 75 to US 380

CSJs 0135-04-036, 0135-03-056 and 0135-16-002:

US 380 from FM 1827 to CR 560

CSJs 0135-05-028, 0135-04-038, 0135-17-002, and 

0135-03-038

US 380 from CR 560 to CR 699 (Hunt County line)

Legend

TxDOT is also preparing to widen US 380 from Airport 
Drive to CR 458. Construction will begin in 2024.



PROJECT SCHEDULE

SUMMER
2020

FALL
2020

WINTER
2020

WINTER
2021

SPRING
2021

SUMMER
2021

FALL
2021

WINTER
2021

WINTER
2022

SPRING
2022

SUMMER
2022

FALL
2022

WINTER
2022

WINTER
2023

SPRING
2023

PRE-
SCOPING

AGENCY
SCOPING

PROJECT
NOTICE OF

INTENT

PUBLIC
SCOPING

ALTERNATIVE SCREENING
AND 

EVALUATION

PUBLIC
MEETING 
Presentation 
of Reasonable

Alternatives

FINAL EIS/
ROD

RECORD OF
DECISION

PUBLIC
HEARING
Presentation 
of Preferred 
Alternative 

DATA COLLECTION, FIELD INVESTIGATIONS, AND SURVEY

SCHEMATIC DEVELOPMENT

SCHEMATIC DEVELOPMENT (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)

TECHNICAL STUDIES, 
DEVELOP DRAFT EIS INCLUDING 

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE, 
AGENCY REVIEWS

WE ARE HERE

PUBLIC AND STAKEHOLDER OUTREACH

2020 2021 2022 2023

SUMMER
2023

FALL
2023



WHERE WE’RE HEADING: 
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT

PREFERRED 
ALTERNATIVE 
FINALIZED/
ROD ISSUED 

WE ARE HERE

2 YEARS 2 TO 4 YEARS 3 TO 4 YEARS

US 380
FEASIBILITY STUDY

COLLIN COUNTY

CORRIDOR
IDENTIFIED

ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT 

STATEMENT 
AND DESIGN 
SCHEMATIC

FINAL DESIGN,
ROW ACQUISITION, 

AND UTILITIES 
COORDINATION

PHASED
CONSTRUCTION

CSJ: 0364-04-051

CONSTRUCTION CANNOT 
BEGIN UNTIL FULL FUNDING 
IS SECURED. THE PROPOSED 

EXTENSION IS NOT 
FULLY FUNDED.

COIT ROAD 
TO FM 1827

Corridor separated 
into 5 independent 
projects

1 OF 5 PROJECTS

CSJs: 0135-02-065,  
0135-03-053, 
0135-15-002

OPEN TO 
TRAFFIC 

BETWEEN
2027 

TO 2036 

READY 
TO LET
2027 

Schedule is subject to change pending coordination, 
public involvement and identi�cation of funding. 



HOW TO PROVIDE INPUT
COMMENTS MUST BE SUBMITTED BY MARCH 21, 2023

Comment Form

Fill out at the Public Hearing
or online at

keepitmovingdallas.com/
US380EIS

Email 

Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov

Mail

TxDOT Dallas District
Attn: Stephen Endres, P.E. 

4777 E US Highway 80 
Mesquite, TX 75150

Voicemail

(833) 933-0443

Stephen Endres, P.E. 
TxDOT Project Manager

Email: 
Stephen.Endres@txdot.govPROJECT CONTACT:



THANK YOU!

RIGHT-OF-WAY (ROW) INFORMATION
Construction of the Preferred Alternative will require 
the acquisition of new ROW. Displacements and 
relocations will result.

For general questions about the presentation or project, please contact TxDOT 
project manager, Stephen Endres, P.E. at 

Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov

More information is available at 
www.keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS

HAVE QUESTIONS, NEED ASSISTANCE?

FOR TAKING THE TIME TO LEARN MORE ABOUT US 380 IMPROVEMENTS 
FROM COIT ROAD TO FM 1827. 

YOUR INPUT WILL HELP SHAPE THE FUTURE OF THE PROJECT.

ALL RIGHT-OF-WAY ACQUISITION WILL BE COMPLETED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE UNIFORM 
RELOCATION ASSISTANCE AND REAL PROPERTY ACQUISITION POLICIES ACT OF 1970

ROW ACQUISITION
REQUIREMENTS OF THE UNIFORM ACT 
INCLUDE:

• a formal apprasial process to establish a
property’s fair market value.

• a negotiation process free from coercion.

• a relocation program providing fair and
consistent relocation assistance services
to displaced persons.

RELOCATION ASSISTANCE 
RELOCATION ASSISTANCE CONSISTS 
OF TWO MAJOR ELEMENTS:

• Advisory services
A determination shall be made as to the
relocation needs and preferences of each
displacee.

• Financial assistance
An explanation of relocation payments and other
assistance, the related eligibility requirements,
and the procedures for obtaining such
assistance.



 
 

760.06.TEM 

F7 Virtual Public Hearing Website 

Keepitmovingdallas.com/US380EIS
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(Dallas Planning)
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To view the DEIS please use the following links:

APPROVED US 380 DEIS

Appendix A – Project Location Map

Appendix B – Design Schematics – Segments A-B-E
Appendix B – Design Schematics – Segments C-D
Appendix C – Typical Sections
Appendix D – Part 1 – Segment Resource Specific Maps
Appendix D – Part 2 – Segment Potential Displacement Maps
Appendix E – Agency Coordination
Appendix F – Comments Received During Scoping Process
Appendix G – Comments Received from Public Hearing
Appendix H – Comments-Response Matrix
Appendix I – Traffic Data
Appendix J – Farmland Protection
Appendix K – Community Impacts
Appendix L – Cultural Resources

Appendix M – Protected Lands
Appendix N – Water Resources – Part 1
Appendix N – Water Resources – Part 2
Appendix O – Biological Resources – Part 1
Appendix O – Biological Resources – Part 2
Appendix P – Air Quality
Appendix Q – Hazardous Materials
Appendix R – Traffic Noise
Appendix S – Indirect and Cumulative Effects

https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/projects/interstate-highways
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/projects/us-highways
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/projects/state-highways
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/projects/fm-roads
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/projects/other
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/public-hearings
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/contact-us
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/bus-div/dallas-district-business-diversity
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/content/dallas-district-key-projects-planning
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/content/citymap
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/0135-02-065%20APPROVED%20US380%20MCKINNEY%20DEIS%202023-01-02.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/APPENDIX%20A%20-%20Project%20Location%20Map_0.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/APPENDIX%20B%20-%20Design%20Schematics%20-%20Segments%20A-B-E.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/APPENDIX%20B%20-%20Design%20Schematics%20-%20Segments%20C-D.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/APPENDIX%20C%20-%20Typical%20Sections_0.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/APPENDIX%20D%20-%20Part%201%20-%20Segment%20Resource%20Specific%20Maps.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/APPENDIX%20D%20-%20Part%202%20-%20Segment%20Potential%20Displacements%20Maps.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/APPENDIX%20E%20-%20Agency%20Coordination_0.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/APPENDIX%20F%20-%20Comments%20Rec%27d%20During%20Scoping%20Process.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/APPENDIX%20G%20-%20Comments%20Received%20from%20Public%20Hearing.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/APPENDIX%20H%20-%20Comments-Response%20Matrix.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/APPENDIX%20I%20-%20Traffic%20Data_0.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/APPENDIX%20J%20-%20Farmland%20Protection_0.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/APPENDIX%20K%20-%20Community%20Impacts_0.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/APPENDIX%20L%20-%20Cultural%20Resources%202.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/APPENDIX%20M%20-%20Protected%20Lands_0.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/APPENDIX%20N%20-%20Water%20Resources_Part%201.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/APPENDIX%20N%20-%20Water%20Resources_Part%202.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/APPENDIX%20O%20-%20Biological%20Resources_Part%201.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/APPENDIX%20O%20-%20Biological%20Resources_Part%202_0.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/APPENDIX%20P%20-%20Air%20Quality_0.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/APPENDIX%20Q%20-%20Hazardous%20Materials_0.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/APPENDIX%20R%20-%20Traffic%20Noise_0.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/APPENDIX%20S%20-%20Indirect%20and%20Cumulative%20Effects_0.pdf


Virtual Public Meeting for US 380 McKinney Improvements

From Coit Road to FM 1827
Collin County

CSJs 0135-02-065, 0135-03-053, 0135-15-002

The virtual meeting begins on Thursday, February 16, 2023 at 5:30 PM and will remain
available online through the comment period deadline of March 21, 2023. During this
time, please view the project materials and other information provided on this site to learn
about the project and provide your comments.

https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/01%20Welcome.pdf


 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION & SELECTION OF PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

The proposed project would provide a new location, eight-lane, controlled-access freeway with
two-lane, one-way frontage roads on each side from Coit Road and existing US 380 to the
eastern terminus at existing US 380 and FM 1827 in Collin County. The proposed project
passes through the City of McKinney, Town of Prosper, and Collin County and is near the Town
of New Hope. As part of the NEPA process, TxDOT evaluated five end-to-end alternatives for
this project including the No-Build Alternative and four Build Alternatives comprised of

https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/02%20NEPA%20Assignment.pdf


Segments A, B, C, D, and E.  After completing a very detailed evaluation, TxDOT selected the
Blue Alternative as its Preferred Alternative for the project.

https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/03%20Segment%20Map.pdf


The Blue Alternative supports the project’s purpose and need.

The typical proposed right-of-way would be approximately 420 feet wide, with the minimum
and maximum right-of-way width ranging from 330 feet to 1,582 feet, respectively. Depending
on the location, the typical freeway section would consist of four 12-foot-wide travel lanes in
each direction with two-lane (each 12 feet wide), one- way frontage roads on either side of the
mainlanes. Shared-use paths built along the frontage roads would provide bicycle and
pedestrian accommodations and support multi-modal access. The total proposed right-of-way
acreage is estimated at 662 acres.

https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/04%20Blue%20Alternative.pdf


TxDOT continues to develop minor updates to the schematic design. Those updates and why
they are being considered are shown on the exhibit boards provided in the Exhibits section
below. The schematic design roll plots include insets for each of the considered changes.

PRESENTATION

US 380 between Coit Rd. and FM 1827 in Collin CountyUS 380 between Coit Rd. and FM 1827 in Collin County

Presentation 
Script

HELPFUL INFORMATION

Glossary 
Schematic Viewing Guide 

Frequently Asked Questions

EXHIBITS

You may click on any of the project exhibits below to view them at full size

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dfpiSlbit0M
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/0135-02-065%20etc_US380_PH%20Presentation_02.07.2023.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/0135-02-065%20etc_US%20380%20EIS%20PH%20PPT%20Script_02.07.2023.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/0135-02-065%20etc_US%20380%20EIS%20Glossary_02.07.2023.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/0135-02-065%20US%20380%20EIS%20PH%20Schematic%20Viewing%20Guide_02.13.2023.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/0135-02-065%20etc_US%20380%20EIS%20FAQ_02.07.2023.pdf


https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/05%20Segment%20A.pdf


https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/06%20Segment%20E.pdf


https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/07%20Segment%20C.pdf


https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/08%20Environmental%20Constraints.pdf


https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/09%20Alternatives%20Considered%20in%20DEIS.pdf


https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/10%20Rapidly%20Developing%20Study%20Area.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/11%208-Lane%20Typical%20Section.pdf


https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/12%20Segment%20Analysis%20%28Purpose%20%26%20Need%29.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/13%20Segment%20Analysis%20%28Engineering%29.pdf


https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/14%20Segment%20Analysis%20%28Displacements%29.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/15%20Segment%20Analysis%20%28Environment%20%26%20Natural%20Resources%29.pdf


https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/16%20Segment%20Analysis%20%28Community%20Impacts%29.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/17%20Segment%20Analysis%20%28Air%20Quality%29.pdf


https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/18%20Segment%20Analysis%20%28Induced%20Growth%29.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/19%20Segment%20Analysis%20%28Traffic%20Noise%20Analysis%29.pdf


https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/20%20Noise%20Barrier%20Analysis%20Map.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/21%20Noise%20Barrier%20Analysis.pdf


https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/22%20Minor%20Design%20Updates%20%28Hardin%20Blvd%29.pdf


https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/23%20Minor%20Design%20Changes%20%28Prestwick%20Hollow%20Dr%29.pdf


https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/24%20Minor%20Design%20Updates%20%28Custer%20Rd%29.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/25%20Minor%20Design%20Updates%20%28University%20Dr%29.pdf


https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/26%20Minor%20Design%20Updates%20%28Wilmeth%20Rd%29.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/27%20Minor%20Design%20Updates%20%28CR2933%29.pdf


https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/28%20Minor%20Design%20Updates%20%28FM%201827%29.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/29%20Proposed%20Project%20Connections.pdf


SCHEMATICS

https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/30%20Project%20Schedule.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/31%20Where%20We%27re%20Heading.pdf


Schematic Plan View Roll 1 – from Coit Road to Lakewood Drive

Schematic Plan View Roll 2 – from Red Bud Drive to N Custer Road
Schematic Plan View Roll 3 – from Stonebridge Drive to W University Drive
Schematic Plan View Roll 4 – from W University Drive to Lake Forest Drive

Schematic Plan View Roll 5 – from CR 161 to Lake Forest Drive
Schematic Plan View Roll 6 – CR 164

Schematic Plan View Roll 7 – from Limousine Pkwy to Community Ave
Schematic Plan View Roll 8 – from Community Ave to SH 5

Schematic Plan View Roll 9 – from Justice Street to Laud Howell Pkwy
Schematic Plan View Roll 10 – from Laud Howell Pkwy to Bucees Blvd

Schematic Plan View Roll 11 – from SH 5 to CR 338
Schematic Plan View Roll 12 – from CR 338 to CR 332
Schematic Plan View Roll 13 – from FM 1933 to CR 330

INTERACTIVE MAP

https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/c5e891374ca34985aa3a2aa3fdb6b455/

FLYTHROUGH VIDEO

https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/0135-02-065%20etc%20US%20380%20EIS%20PH%20Roll%20Plot%20Key%20Map_02.10.2023.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/0135-02-065%20etc%20US%20380%20EIS%20PH%20Schematic%20Plan%20View%20Roll%201%20%E2%80%93%20from%20Coit%20Road%20to%20Lakewood%20Drive.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/0135-02-065%20etc%20US%20380%20EIS%20PH%20Schematic%20Plan%20View%20Roll%202%20%E2%80%93%20from%20Red%20Bud%20Drive%20to%20N%20Custer%20Road%20.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/0135-02-065%20etc%20US%20380%20EIS%20PH%20Schematic%20Plan%20View%20Roll%203%20%E2%80%93%20from%20Stonebridge%20Drive%20to%20W%20University%20Drive.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/0135-02-065%20etc%20US%20380%20EIS%20PH%20Schematic%20Plan%20View%20Roll%204%20%E2%80%93%20from%20W%20University%20Drive%20to%20Lake%20Forest%20Drive.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/0135-02-065%20etc%20US%20380%20EIS%20PH%20Schematic%20Plan%20View%20Roll%205%20%E2%80%93%20from%20CR%20161%20to%20Lake%20Forest%20Drive.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/0135-02-065%20etc%20US%20380%20EIS%20PH%20Schematic%20Plan%20View%20Roll%206%20%E2%80%93%20CR%20164.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/0135-02-065%20etc%20US%20380%20EIS%20PH%20Schematic%20Plan%20View%20Roll%207%20%E2%80%93%20from%20Limousine%20Pkwy%20to%20Community%20Ave.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/0135-02-065%20etc%20US%20380%20EIS%20PH%20Schematic%20Plan%20View%20Roll%208%20%E2%80%93%20from%20Community%20Ave%20to%20SH%205.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/0135-02-065%20etc%20US%20380%20EIS%20PH%20Schematic%20Plan%20View%20Roll%209%20%E2%80%93%20from%20Justice%20Street%20to%20Laud%20Howell%20Pkwy.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/0135-02-065%20etc%20US%20380%20EIS%20PH%20Schematic%20Plan%20View%20Roll%2010%20%E2%80%93%20from%20Laud%20Howell%20Pkwy%20to%20Bucees%20Blvd.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/0135-02-065%20etc%20US%20380%20EIS%20PH%20Schematic%20Plan%20View%20Roll%2011%20%E2%80%93%20from%20SH%205%20to%20CR%20338.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/0135-02-065%20etc%20US%20380%20EIS%20PH%20Schematic%20Plan%20View%20Roll%2012%20%E2%80%93%20from%20CR%20338%20to%20CR%20332.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/0135-02-065%20etc%20US%20380%20EIS%20PH%20Schematic%20Plan%20View%20Roll%2013%20%E2%80%93%20%20from%20FM%202933%20to%20CR%20330.pdf
https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/c5e891374ca34985aa3a2aa3fdb6b455/


US 380 Fly-Thru VideoUS 380 Fly-Thru Video

RIGHT OF WAY (ROW) INFORMATION

The total proposed ROW acreage is estimated at 662 acres. Information about the process for
state purchase of ROW and relocation assistance may be found in the following pamphlets: 

Relocation Assistance:  English

Relocation Assistance:  Spanish
State Purchase of ROW:  English
State Purchase of ROW:  Spanish

HOW TO PROVIDE COMMENTS

The deadline for providing comments is March 21, 2023.

CLICK HERE TO COMMENT NOW

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=uRYj_BgIHIo
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/Relocation%20Assistance%20-%20English_4.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/Relocation%20Assistance%20-%20Spanish_13.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/State%20Purchase%20of%20ROW%20-%20English.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/State%20Purchase%20of%20ROW%20-%20Spanish_7.pdf
https://survey123.arcgis.com/share/e08bdd37879f446c88035055b422e778
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/380%20Comment%20Slide.pdf


To leave a verbal comment call (833) 933-0443

If you prefer to print a comment form, you can do so using the following links:

English
Spanish

Vietnamese

QUESTIONS?

Contact the TxDOT project manager Stephen Endres, P.E. to ask questions about the project
at Stephen.Endres@txdot.gov or (214) 320-4469.

 

https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/0135-02-065%20etc_US%20380%20EIS%20Comment%20Card%20English_02.07.2023.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/0135-02-065%20etc_US%20380%20EIS_Comment%20Card%20Spanish_02.07.2023.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/0135-02-065%20etc_US%20380%20EIS%20PH%20Comment%20Card%20Vietnamese_02.07.2023.pdf


 

Contact Us | Related Links | About Us | TxDOT Open Records
Copyright TxDOT

https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/sites/default/files/docs/33%20Thank%20You.pdf
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/contact-us
https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/related-links
https://www.txdot.gov/inside-txdot/district/dallas.html
https://www.txdot.gov/inside-txdot/contact-us/open-records.html


 
 

760.06.TEM 

F8 Website Data 

 

  



 
 

760.06.TEM 

F9 Public Hearing Schematics  

  



 
 

760.06.TEM 

Segment A  
  



V

V

V

V

V

V

VV

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

VV

V

DENSE TREES

DENSE TREES

DENSE TREES

DENSE TREES

10156

742.575

10182

743.273

10183

743.978

10265

716.247

10266

724.713

10305

714.964

10307

714.702

10308

719.798

10309

719.935

10310

720.134

10311

720.258

10312

714.525

10304

720.231

41754

711.791

41755

711.865

41756

711.807

41757

711.773

41758

711.733

41759

711.694

41760

711.764

41761

711.740

41762

710.902

41763

711.159

41764

711.715

41765

711.758

41768

711.828

41769

711.090
41770

710.981

41771

711.729

41772

711.690 41773

711.675

41774

711.688

41775

710.933

41776

711.059 41777

710.844

41778

711.071

41779

711.644

41780

711.610

41781

711.582

41782

711.631

41783

711.676

41784

711.777

41785

711.743

41786

711.753

41787

711.716

41788

711.723

41791

711.835

41818

705.615

41819

705.697

41820

705.632

41821

705.791

41822

705.812

41823

705.679

41844

705.721

41845

705.734

41846

705.741

41847

705.717

41848

705.648

41849

705.640

41850

705.638

41854

705.736

41855

705.542

90005

705.823

90006

709.992

90007

710.217

90012

710.003

90013

710.444

90016

710.071 90017

710.542

90018

710.432

90019

710.835

90020

710.582

90021

710.597

90022

710.768

90023

710.759

90024

710.919

90025

711.259

90026

711.063

90027

711.514

90028

711.198

90029

711.668

90032

711.063

90033

711.670

90034

711.661

90035

711.727

90037

711.696

90039

711.511

90040

711.655

90041

711.642

90043

711.603

90046

711.61290049

711.025

90050

711.650

90051

711.320

90052

711.798

90054

711.589

90055

712.171

90057

712.154

90058

712.174
90060

712.267

90063

712.241

90064

712.071

90065

712.360

90070

712.355

90071

712.38190082

711.765

90083

712.379

90084

712.616

90085

713.093

90087

712.796

90112

705.931

90113

706.455

90114

707.822

90117

708.178

90118

712.816

90119

712.805

90120

712.379

90122

712.267

90123

712.244

90124

711.942

90127

711.643

90128

711.640

90129

712.307

90131

711.858 90132

712.245 90133

712.650

90134

712.933

90135

712.695

90136

712.721

90137

712.386

90138

712.370

90139

712.416

90140

712.443

90141

712.374

90142

711.818

90143

712.300

90144

712.277

90145

712.047

90146

712.047

90147

711.623

90148

711.671

90149

711.634

90150

711.628

90151

711.649

90152

711.541

90153

711.515

90154

711.343

90155

711.573

90165

710.537

90166

710.645

90167

710.825

90168

710.791

90169

710.851

90170

711.269

90171

711.452 90172

711.539

90173

711.543

90174

711.495

90175

711.417

90176

711.203

90177

710.794

90178

710.637

90179

710.815

90180

710.623

90181

710.560

90182

708.188

90183

707.886

90184

707.666

90185

712.713

90186

712.970

90187

713.159

90188

713.198

90189

712.942

90190

712.698

90191

712.644

90192

706.072

90193

712.327

90194

706.208

90195

711.693

41817

705.536

41766

702.455

?IN FULLOFWATER

41767

702.530

?IN FULLOFWATER

41789

702.056

?IN FULLOFWATER

41790

702.066

?IN FULLOFWATER

90126

711.644

90125

711.661

90121

712.378

90162

710.874

90161

711.576

90159

711.635 90156

709.079 90093

709.11490130

711.654

90011

705.230

90010

707.939

90009

707.620

90008

709.554

10156

742.575

10182

743.273

10183

743.978

10265

716.247

10266

724.713

10305

714.964

10307

714.702

10308

719.798

10309

719.935

10310

720.134

10311

720.258

10312

714.525

10304

720.231

41754

711.791

41755

711.865

41756

711.807

41757

711.773

41758

711.733

41759

711.694

41760

711.764

41761

711.740

41762

710.902

41763

711.159

41764

711.715

41765

711.758

41768

711.828

41769

711.090
41770

710.981

41771

711.729

41772

711.690 41773

711.675

41774

711.688

41775

710.933

41776

711.059 41777

710.844

41778

711.071

41779

711.644

41780

711.610

41781

711.582

41782

711.631

41783

711.676

41784

711.777

41785

711.743

41786

711.753

41787

711.716

41788

711.723

41791

711.835

41818

705.615

41819

705.697

41820

705.632

41821

705.791

41822

705.812

41823

705.679

41844

705.721

41845

705.734

41846

705.741

41847

705.717

41848

705.648

41849

705.640

41850

705.638

41854

705.736

41855

705.542

90005

705.823

90006

709.992

90007

710.217

90012

710.003

90013

710.444

90016

710.071 90017

710.542

90018

710.432

90019

710.835

90020

710.582

90021

710.597

90022

710.768

90023

710.759

90024

710.919

90025

711.259

90026

711.063

90027

711.514

90028

711.198

90029

711.668

90032

711.063

90033

711.670

90034

711.661

90035

711.727

90037

711.696

90039

711.511

90040

711.655

90041

711.642

90043

711.603

90046

711.61290049

711.025

90050

711.650

90051

711.320

90052

711.798

90054

711.589

90055

712.171

90057

712.154

90058

712.174
90060

712.267

90063

712.241

90064

712.071

90065

712.360

90070

712.355

90071

712.38190082

711.765

90083

712.379

90084

712.616

90085

713.093

90087

712.796

90112

705.931

90113

706.455

90114

707.822

90117

708.178

90118

712.816

90119

712.805

90120

712.379

90122

712.267

90123

712.244

90124

711.942

90127

711.643

90128

711.640

90129

712.307

90131

711.858 90132

712.245 90133

712.650

90134

712.933

90135

712.695

90136

712.721

90137

712.386

90138

712.370

90139

712.416

90140

712.443

90141

712.374

90142

711.818

90143

712.300

90144

712.277

90145

712.047

90146

712.047

90147

711.623

90148

711.671

90149

711.634

90150

711.628

90151

711.649

90152

711.541

90153

711.515

90154

711.343

90155

711.573

90165

710.537

90166

710.645

90167

710.825

90168

710.791

90169

710.851

90170

711.269

90171

711.452 90172

711.539

90173

711.543

90174

711.495

90175

711.417

90176

711.203

90177

710.794

90178

710.637

90179

710.815

90180

710.623

90181

710.560

90182

708.188

90183

707.886

90184

707.666

90185

712.713

90186

712.970

90187

713.159

90188

713.198

90189

712.942

90190

712.698

90192

706.072

90193

712.327

90194

706.208

90195

711.693

41817

705.536

41766

702.455

?IN FULLOFWATER

41767

702.530

?IN FULLOFWATER

41789

702.056

?IN FULLOFWATER

41790

702.066

?IN FULLOFWATER

90126

711.644

90125

711.661

90121

712.378

90162

710.874

90161

711.576

90159

711.635 90156

709.079 90093

709.11490130

711.654

90011

705.230

90010

707.939

90009

707.620

90008

709.554

21047

725.137

21053

724.137

21056

723.234 21071

722.266 21079

721.270

21081

717.067

21097

720.282 21098

719.304 21284

718.222
21286

717.285

21294

716.576 21295

715.814 21301

714.645

21302

714.203

21335

719.436 21336

719.657

21337

718.856

21338

717.551

21339

717.530

21340

717.277

21356

719.717

21357

719.227

21358

718.277

21359

717.955

21360

717.677

21361

718.104

21362

718.568

21363

718.369 21364

717.512

21365

717.688

21366

716.769

21367

715.188

21368

714.167

90327

739.154

90339

738.280

90348

738.139

90350

737.706

21332

721.042

21333

720.853

21082

717.019

21091

716.486

21092

716.040

21462

710.902

21465

713.175

21467

713.599

21468

713.959

21470

714.792

21471

714.371

21472

714.284

21473

713.056

21484

713.291

21485

709.148

80497

709.688

80498

707.062

80499

707.145

80500

711.040

80501

711.047

80502

707.086

80503

707.228

80504

709.749

80942

711.265

80943

711.263

80957

720.297

80958

720.451

80959

720.073

80960

719.308

80961

713.685 80962

714.334

80963

713.496

80964

710.917

80965

709.837

80966

710.731

80967

712.250

80968

714.574

80969

714.729

80956

719.968

44158

712.584

44160

712.623

44163

712.646

44166

712.640

44169

712.644

44173

712.682

44265

706.346

44267

706.842

44269

706.907

44271

706.030

44273

705.815

44275

705.810

44279

709.801

44280

710.199

44281

710.363

44282

710.284

44283

709.077

44284

708.604

44285

707.855

44301

705.607

44302

702.436

44303

702.201

44306

705.301

44307

705.008

44308

702.429

44309

702.05544310

702.245

44312

710.006

44313

709.562

44315

709.394 44316

709.798

44318

709.196 44319

709.654

44321

709.128 44322

709.600

44324

709.034
44325

709.516

44327

708.703

44328

709.45344331

709.452

44332

709.508

44333

709.430
44334

709.414

44339

709.465

44340

708.710

44341

709.416

44342

709.070

44343

709.505

44345

709.536

SPEED LIMIT 25

44347

709.492

44348

709.376

44349

709.418

44350

710.121

44351

709.803

44352

709.804

44369

709.329

44370

709.780

44372

709.196

44373

709.650

44375

709.037

44376

709.488

44378

708.701

44379

709.403
44383

709.438

44384

709.526

44385

709.558

44387

709.482

44390

709.512

44391

708.720

44392

709.512

44393

709.171

44394

709.672

44397

712.586

44399

712.593

44402

712.586

44407

712.479

44408

709.637

44467

709.037

44468

708.710

44471

708.528

44474

708.389
44477

708.333

44480

707.869

44483

707.671

44493

707.499

44494

707.486

44495

707.513

44496

707.534

44497

707.573

44498

707.615

44499

707.615

44500

707.587

44501

707.515

44502

707.513

44505

708.495

44566

708.791

44567

709.450

44588

726.192

44612

723.405

44613

723.92244614

724.263

44615

724.081

44616

723.886

44617

723.018

44618

721.308

44619

720.793 44620

720.671

44621

721.331

44622

720.967

44623

720.898

44624

720.921

44625

720.529

44626

720.401

44627

720.455

44628

720.557

44629

720.879

44630

721.422

44631

721.837

44632

722.576

44633

722.907

44634

723.613

44635

724.562

44636

725.191

44637

725.446

44638

725.075

44639

725.384

44640

724.961

44641

724.585

44642

724.087 44643

724.268

44644

723.612

44645

723.074

44646

721.013

44647

719.838

44648

718.800

44649

718.896

44650

719.201

44651

720.357

44652

722.093

44653

722.397

44654

722.438

44655

722.570

44658

718.014

44659

716.778

44660

716.671

44661

716.689

44663

718.89144664

720.662

44665

723.200 44666

723.362

44668

724.373

44670

724.431 44672

724.329

44721

722.983

44722

723.592

44723

723.602

44724

723.659

44727

724.148

44728

724.07144729

724.113

44730

723.647

44731

724.135

44732

724.585

44733

724.568

44734

724.567

44737

725.132

44738

725.11344739

725.107

44740

724.633

44741

725.022

44742

725.458

44743

725.462

44744

725.487

44662

716.984

44657

719.475

44656

721.133

44582

705.259

44581

705.204

44389

708.668

THROAT

44382

708.596

THROAT

44337

708.619

THROAT

44338

708.624

THROAT

44300

705.123

44304

701.973

44311

703.806

44305

705.605

44277

705.870

44504

707.779

44503

707.33044506

708.563

44509

709.168

44507

708.86344508

708.977

V

V

V

V

V

ONLY ONLY
ONLY

ONLY

ONLY
ONLY

ONLY ONLY

ONLY

ONLY

ONLY ONLY

ONLY ONLY

ONLY

ONL
Y

ONL
Y

ONL
Y

8.5'

53.5'30.5'

 

10+00

 

 

15+00

 

 

20+00

25+00

 1
0
+
0
0

 

1
5

+
0
0

1
0

+
0
0

3330+00 3335+00 3340+00

 

2295+00

 

2300+00

2305+00

 2310+00

2315+00

2320+00
2325+00

 

2330+00 2335+00

  

2340+00

 

1325+00 1330+00 1335+00 1340+00

1325+00 1330+00 1335+00 1340+00 

1325+00 1330+00 1335+00 1340+00

 

10+00

 

  

15+00

 

20+00

15+00

 

10+00

 

 

 

 

 

3295+00

 

3300+00

 

3305+00

3310+00

3325+003320+00

3315+00

     PRELIMINARYSCHEMATIC PREPARED BY:

DATE

P.E. NUMBERNAME

JOSHUA RYAN ROBERTSON 115996

FIRM REGISTRATION NUMBER F-845

BURNS & MCDONNELL

TECHNICAL REVIEW.

RESULTING FROM PUBLIC INPUT AND

CHANGE BASED ON FURTHER DEVELOPMENTS

CONSTRUCTION PURPOSES AND SUBJECT TO

NOT INTENDED FOR PERMIT, BIDDING, OR 

HORZ SCALE

0 0

VERT SCALE

200 2050 100 5 10

CEASON CLEMENS, P.E., DISTRICT ENGINEER

DALLAS DISTRICT

DALLAS, TX. 75240

SUITE 700

13737 NOEL RD

R

N

LOCATION MAP

NOT TO SCALE

PROSPER

McKINNEY

FAIRVIEW

HOPE

NEW

KEY MAP

NOT TO SCALE

ROLL 1 ROLL 2 ROLL 3

R
O

L
L
 
4

ROLL 5
R

O
L
L
 
1
0

ROLL 11

R
O

L
L
 
1
2

ROLL 13

8

ROLL

SEGMENT A

SEGMENT E

S
E

G
M

E
N

T
 

C

FRISCO

2%20 MPHURBAN MINOR COLLECTOR TURNAROUNDS

2%20 MPH VARIES MINOR SIDE ST

2%30 MPH VARIES CROSS STREET

2%45 MPH  URBAN COLLECTORFRONTAGE RD     

6%45 MPH  URBAN FREEWAYCOLLECTOR DISTR

6%40 MPH  URBAN FREEWAYDIRECT CONNECTOR

6%45 MPH URBAN FREEWAY RAMPS

6%60 MPH      URBAN FREEWAY US 380 MAINLANES

eMAXDESIGN SPEED  FUNCTIONAL CLASS.  ROADWAY

| FR 380A WB STA 3297+97.31

CSJ 0135-02-065

BEGIN PROJECT

[ US380A STA 1473+80.51

BEGIN CSJ 0135-15-002

END CSJ 0135-02-065

[ US380C STA 2110+32.50

BEGIN CSJ 0135-03-053

END CSJ 0135-15-002

[ US380C STA 2128+25.00

END CSJ 0135-03-053

END PROJECT

ROLL 6
ROLL 7

R
O

L
L
 
9

SEGMENT C LENGTH: 4.21 MILES

SEGMENT E LENGTH: 5.61 MILES

SEGMENT A LENGTH: 5.47 MILES

FROM SH5 (NEW EXT OF SP399) TO FM 1827

CSJ 0135-03-053

(E OF MCKINNEY)

TO JCT US 380/E UNIVERSITY DR 

(W OF MCKINNEY)

FROM JCT US 380/W UNIVERSITY DR 

CSJ 0135-15-002

FROM COIT RD TO JCT US 380/UNIV DR

CSJ 0135-02-065
 

COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS

US 380

PUBLIC HEARING DESIGN SCHEMATIC

JANUARY 2023
1/6/2023

2
/
1
7
/
2
0
2
3

1
:
1
0
0

P
l
o
t
t
e
d
 
o
n
:
 

S
c
a
l
e
:

P
e
n
 

T
a
b
l
e
:

1
2
3
9
1
2
 
-
 

U
S
 
3
8
0
 

E
I

S
 

P
e
n
t
a
b
l
e
.
t
b
l

D
e
s
i
g
n
 

F
i
l
e
n
a

m
e
:
 

     PRELIMINARYSCHEMATIC PREPARED BY:

DATE

P.E. NUMBERNAME

JOSHUA RYAN ROBERTSON 115996

FIRM REGISTRATION NUMBER F-845

BURNS & MCDONNELL

TECHNICAL REVIEW.

RESULTING FROM PUBLIC INPUT AND

CHANGE BASED ON FURTHER DEVELOPMENTS

CONSTRUCTION PURPOSES AND SUBJECT TO

NOT INTENDED FOR PERMIT, BIDDING, OR 

HORZ SCALE

0 0

VERT SCALE

200 2050 100 5 10

2023 by Texas Department of Transportation; all rights reserved 2023 by Texas Department of Transportation; all rights reserved 

E
X
I

S
T
I

N
G
 

G
R

A
D

E

P
R

O
P

O
S

E
D
 

G
R

A
D

E

CEASON CLEMENS, P.E., DISTRICT ENGINEER

DALLAS DISTRICT

DALLAS, TX. 75240

SUITE 700

13737 NOEL RD

R

N

LOCATION MAP

NOT TO SCALE

PROSPER

McKINNEY

FAIRVIEW

HOPE

NEW

KEY MAP

NOT TO SCALE

ROLL 1 ROLL 2 ROLL 3

R
O

L
L
 
4

ROLL 5
R

O
L
L
 
1
0

.
.
.
\

U
S
3
8
0
-

B
M

C
D
-

S
C

H
-

P
P
-

A
0
1
-

P
H
.
d
g
n

2
/
1
7
/
2
0
2
3

1
:
1
0
0

P
l
o
t
t
e
d
 
o
n
:
 

S
c
a
l
e
:

P
e
n
 

T
a
b
l
e
:

D
e
s
i
g
n
 

F
i
l
e
n
a

m
e
:
 .
.
.
\

U
S
3
8
0
-

B
M

C
D
-

S
C

H
-

P
P
-

A
0
1
-

P
H
.
d
g
n

1
2
3
9
1
2
 
-
 

U
S
 
3
8
0
 

E
I

S
 

P
e
n
t
a
b
l
e
.
t
b
l

ROLL 11

R
O

L
L
 
1
2

ROLL 13

8

ROLL

EXISTING ELECTRIC

CL_US380A_1

EXISTING ROW

EXISTING PROPERTY LINES

EXISTING 100 YR FLOODPLAIN

EXISTING FLOODWAY

PROPOSED CENTERLINE/BASELINE

PROPOSED ROW

PROPOSED ROW (BY OTHERS)

PROPOSED TRAFFIC BARRIER

PROPOSED BRIDGE BENTS

PROPOSED RETAINING WALL

EXISTING LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED BRIDGE

PROPOSED MAINLANES

PROPOSED RAMPS

PROPOSED FRONTAGE ROADS

PROPOSED SHARED USE PATH OR SIDEWALK 

HORIZONTAL ALIGNMENT CURVE NAME

PAVEMENT TO BE REMOVED

PARCEL ID NUMBER

DIRECT BUILDING DISPLACEMENT

PROPOSED DRAINAGE CULVERT

EXISTING DRAINAGE CULVERT

120

LEGEND:

INDUCED BUILDING DISPLACEMENT

1

2

TYPICAL SECTIONS LEGEND:

EXISTING STREAMS

ULTIMATE/FUTURE IMPROVEMENTS (BY OTHERS)

DIRECTION OF FLOW

PROPOSED CROSS STREETS AND DRIVEWAYS

WATER

WWL

ELEC

TELE

EXISTING WATER

EXISTING SANITARY SEWER

EXISTING GAS

EXISTING COMMUNICATIONS

PROPOSED UTILITY EASEMENT (BY OTHERS)

SEGMENT A

SEGMENT E

S
E

G
M

E
N

T
 

C

ADEQUATE CLEAR ZONE PROVIDED)

(CTR NOT REQUIRED WHEN

CTR: CONCRETE TRAFFIC RAIL

 CONCRETE TRAFFIC BARRIERCTB:

NOTES:

EXISTING LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED BRIDGE

PROPOSED MAINLANES

PROPOSED RAMPS

PROPOSED FRONTAGE ROADS

PROPOSED CROSS STREETS

PROPOSED SHARED USE PATH (SUP) OR SIDEWALK 

EXISTING ROADWAY TO REMAIN

EXISTING ROADWAY AND UTILITY EASEMENTS

PROPOSED TRANSITION/INTERIM PAVEMENT

FRISCO

TURN BAY LENGTH

MEDIAN

SEPARATOR (A)
TAPER (D)

STORAGE (B) DECELERATION (C)

TOTAL LENGTH

2%20 MPHURBAN MINOR COLLECTOR TURNAROUNDS

2%20 MPH VARIES MINOR SIDE ST

2%30 MPH VARIES CROSS STREET

2%45 MPH  URBAN COLLECTORFRONTAGE RD     

6%45 MPH  URBAN FREEWAYCOLLECTOR DISTR

6%40 MPH  URBAN FREEWAYDIRECT CONNECTOR

6%45 MPH URBAN FREEWAY RAMPS

6%60 MPH      URBAN FREEWAY US 380 MAINLANES

eMAXDESIGN SPEED  FUNCTIONAL CLASS.  ROADWAY

| FR 380A WB STA 3297+97.31

CSJ 0135-02-065

BEGIN PROJECT

[ US380A STA 1473+80.51

BEGIN CSJ 0135-15-002

END CSJ 0135-02-065

[ US380C STA 2110+32.50

BEGIN CSJ 0135-03-053

END CSJ 0135-15-002

[ US380C STA 2128+25.00

END CSJ 0135-03-053

END PROJECT

EXISTING WETLANDS/PONDS

GAS

FUTURE ROADWAY CONNECTION BY OTHERS

ROLL 6
ROLL 7

R
O

L
L
 
9

SEGMENT C LENGTH: 4.21 MILES

SEGMENT E LENGTH: 5.61 MILES

SEGMENT A LENGTH: 5.47 MILES

FROM SH5 (NEW EXT OF SP399) TO FM 1827

CSJ 0135-03-053

(E OF MCKINNEY)

TO JCT US 380/E UNIVERSITY DR 

(W OF MCKINNEY)

FROM JCT US 380/W UNIVERSITY DR 

CSJ 0135-15-002

FROM COIT RD TO JCT US 380/UNIV DR

CSJ 0135-02-065

PROPOSED NOISE BARRIER

EXISTING NOISE BARRIER

 

COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS

US 380

PUBLIC HEARING DESIGN SCHEMATIC

JANUARY 2023
1/6/2023

CHANGES TO THE WATER FEATURES DEPICTED.

ANALYSES AND FIELD DELINEATIONS MAY RESULT IN 

APPLICABLE USACE REGULATORY GUIDANCE. ADDITIONAL 

DELINEATIONS CONDUCTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH 

SURVEY AND TOPOGRAPHIC DATA) AND FIELD 

INTERPRETATION (USING AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHY, SOIL 

OF NATIONAL WETLAND INVENTORY (NWI), PHOTO 

SWALES, ETC.) SHOWN ORIGINATE FROM A COMBINATION 

WATER FEATURES (E.G. WETLANDS, STREAMS, PONDS, 

SHOWN SHOULD NOT BE CONSIDERED AS FINAL.

INSTALLATION OF TRAFFIC SIGNALS. SIGNAL LOCATIONS 

INTERSECTIONS ARE CONSTRUCTED TO JUSTIFY THE 

WARRANT ANALYSIS WILL BE REQUIRED AFTER 

AS PER TMUTCD REQUIREMENTS, A TRAFFIC SIGNAL 

11/13/2021.

TP&P AND APPOVED BY THE DALLAS DISTRICT ON 

ON TRAFFIC COUNTS AND GROWTH RATES REVIEWED BY 

TRAFFIC VOLUMES ON THE TRAFFIC DIAGRAM ARE BASED 

INTERSECTION DUE TO THE DIFFERENCES IN SKEW.

DESIGN VEHICLE. CORNER RADII VARY PER 

TURNAROUNDS WERE DESIGNED TO ACCOMMODATE A WB-67 

RESIDENTIAL STREETS.

STREETS.  A CITY BUS WAS USED ON SIDE STREETS AND 

TURNING MOVEMENTS ON ARTERIAL AND COLLECTOR

WB-67 DESIGN VEHICLE WAS USED IN EVALUATION OF 

PHASE OF THE PROJECT.

NOT SHOWN AND WILL BE DEVELOPED DURING THE PS&E 

CONVENTIONAL ROADWAY SIGNAGE (SMALL SIGNS) ARE 

TYPE II (5.75")UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE.

CURBS ON THE FRONTAGE ROADS AND CROSS STREETS ARE 

ACQUISITION PROCESS.

PROPERTY TO BE DETERMINED DURING THE ROW 

ACTUAL DAMAGES TO THE BUILDING AND 

STRUCTURE BUT FUNCTIONALLY IMPAIRS ITS OPERATION. 

PHYSICALLY INTERSECT THE EXISTING BUILDING 

DISPLACEMENTS IF THE PROPOSED ROW DOES NOT 

BUILDINGS ARE CONSIDERED AS POTENTIAL INDUCED 

INTERSECTS THE EXISTING BUILDING STRUCTURE. 

DISPLACEMENTS IF THE PROPOSED ROW PHYSICALLY 

BUILDINGS ARE CONSIDERED AS POTENTIAL DIRECT 

AND/OR IS LOCATED WITHIN ACCESS DENIAL LIMITS.

GOVERNMENT THAT THE DRIVEWAY IS A SAFETY ISSUE 

DETERMINED IN COORDINATION WITH THE LOCAL 

EXISTING DRIVEWAY ACCESS WILL REMAIN UNLESS IT IS 

TYPICAL SECTIONS.

PS&E. SIDEWALKS AND SHARED USE PATHS ARE SHOWN ON 

DIAGRAMMATIC ONLY AND WILL BE DESIGNED DURING 

CURB RAMPS, SIDEWALKS AND SHARED USE PATHS ARE 

COLLIN COUNTY APPRAISAL DISTRICT (OCTOBER, 2022)

PROPERTY LINES SHOWN ON SCHEMATIC OBTAINED FROM 

WERE DOWNLOADED FROM COLLIN COUNTY'S WEBSITE.

APPROXIMATE 100 YEAR FLOODPLAIN LIMITS (2011) 

NOTED OTHERWISE ON EACH SCHEMATIC ROLL.

MINOR CROSS STREET CORNER RADII ARE 25' UNLESS 

TABLES.

UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE IN THE SUPERLEVATION 

HIGH SPEED MAINLANES HAVE A NORMAL CROWN OF `2.5% 

LOW SPEED ROADWAYS HAVE A NORMAL CROWN OF `2% AND 

 

LESS THAN 10' WIDE ARE DUE TO TRANSITIONS.

TRAVEL LANE WIDTHS SHOWN IN THE TYPICAL SECTIONS 

NOTED OTHERWISE).

FACE OF CURB, RAIL, BARRIER, OR WALL (UNLESS 

DIMENSIONS ARE TO THE EDGE OF PAVEMENT OR NOMINAL 

DESIGN MANUAL FOR REFERENCE. 

SEE CHAPTER 2, SECTION 4 OF THE TXDOT ROADWAY 

USING A MAXIMUM SUPERELEVATION RATE OF 6%.

ALL SUPERELEVATION RATES WERE CALCULATED BASED ON 

OF BOTH THE EB AND WB MAINLANES.

SUPERELEVATION AXIS OF ROTATION IS ABOUT THE PGL 

COORDINATION WITH THE LOCAL GOVERNMENTS.

DETERMINED IN THE PS&E DEVELOPMENT PHASE IN 

FINAL LOCATION OF MEDIAN OPENINGS WILL BE 

AND RECORD PLANS.

(2020-2021), AERIAL SURVEYS DATED DECEMBER 2020, 

SCHEMATICS ARE BASED ON PARTIAL FIELD SURVEY 

EXISTING FEATURES WERE PARTIALLY SURVEYED.  
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GENERAL NOTES:                      
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DELTA DEGREE TANGENT LENGTH RADIUSCURVE NAME

HORIZONTAL CURVE DATA

PC STATION PT STATION PI STATION PI NORTHING (Y) PI EASTING (X)ALIGNMENT

FR_380A_EB_1

FR_380A_EB_2

6° 58' 22.27"

6° 56' 55.31"

1° 36' 1.59"

0° 36' 41.61"

218.11'

568.81'

435.68'

1136.23'

3580'

9369'

2300+11.08

2311+29.91

2304+46.76

2322+66.14

2302+29.19

2316+98.72

7131552.17 2499173.58

FR_380A_WB_1

FR_380A_WB_2

6° 58' 19.61"

6° 45' 41.43"

1° 44' 10.45"

1° 54' 35.49"

201.03'

177.22'

401.57'

354.03'

3300'

3000'

3300+11.08

3314+23.29

3304+12.64

3317+77.32

3302+12.11

3316+00.51

7131832.01

7132012.39

2499154.11

2500531.24

RP_COIT_EBEN_2

RP_COIT_EBEN_3

RP_COIT_EBEN_4

8° 36' 49.12"

3° 29' 38.84"

3° 18' 27.61"

5° 27' 24.27"

0° 43' 30.95"

0° 57' 17.75"

79.08'

240.96'

173.24'

157.85'

481.77'

346.38'

1050'

7900'

6000'

11+58.88

15+15.11

19+96.89

13+16.73

19+96.89

23+43.26

12+37.95

17+56.07

21+70.12

7131793.13

7131797.78

7131826.74

2502083.11

2502601.51

2503014.70

RP_COIT_EBEN_1 8° 40' 10.47" 5° 27' 24.27" 79.59' 158.88' 1050' 10+00.00 11+58.88 10+79.59 7131767.96 2501926.46

RP_COIT_WBEX_1

RP_COIT_WBEX_2

RP_COIT_WBEX_3

RP_COIT_WBEX_4

9° 31' 58.68"

9° 31' 58.68"

2° 59' 42.48"

2° 59' 42.48"

5° 27' 24.27"

5° 27' 24.27"

0° 43' 30.95"

0° 16' 38.86"

87.55'

87.55'

206.53'

539.86'

174.70'

174.70'

412.97'

1079.48'

1050'

1050'

7900'

20650'

10+00.00

11+74.70

15+78.47

19+91.44

11+74.70

13+49.40

19+91.44

30+70.92

10+87.55

12+62.25

17+85.00

25+31.30

7132020.23

7131993.34

7131999.74

7131969.86

2501827.00

2502000.03

2502523.14

2503268.93

FR_380A_EB_3

FR_380A_EB_4

4° 15' 0.52"

4° 15' 0.52"

2° 51' 53.24"

2° 51' 53.24"

74.21'

74.21'

148.36'

148.36'

2000'

2000'

2338+26.94

2339+75.30

2339+75.30

2341+23.66

2339+01.16

2340+49.52

7131762.88 2502834.94

2502982.86

31° 46' 26.87" 9° 36' 48.19" 169.63' 330.52' 596' 10+00.00 13+30.52 11+69.63 7131406.36 2500672.34

29° 53' 8.10" 14° 19' 26.20" 106.75' 208.64' 400' 10+00.00 12+08.64 11+06.75 7132137.47 2502048.07

CL_PRSTWK_1

CL_LAKEWOOD_1

7131743.10

7131775.20

2500631.20

10+00.00FR_380A_EB_TR_1

FR_380A_EB_TR_2

18° 56' 55.19"

25° 17' 22.43" 4° 46' 28.73" 269.22' 529.66' 1200' 13+96.86 19+26.52 16+66.08

12+00.2613+96.861200'200.26'4° 46' 28.73"

7131580.17 2499387.31

7131723.94 2498940.39396.86'

(45 MPH)

FR_380A_EB

(45 MPH)

FR_380A_WB

(45 MPH)

RP_COIT_EBEN

(45 MPH)

RP_COIT_WBEX

(45 MPH)

FR_380A_EB_TR

(20 MPH)

CL_LAKEWOOD

(30 MPH)

CL_PRSTWK

OWNERPARCEL ADDRESS

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

NADG/SHOP PROSPER LP

NADG/SHOP PROSPER LP

UNITED SUPERMARKETS LLC

NADG/SHOP PROSPER LP

NADG/SHOP PROSPER LP

RELIABLE TEP PARTNERS LLC

FROSTFIRE PROSPER LLC

55 PROSPER LP

55 PROSPER LP

H-E-B LP

DSF PRESTWICK LP

PRESTWICK HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION INC

MOLLY ANN & WESLEY RICHARDS

PAMELA K GAIME

MAHAL BIKRAM J & RAVINDER KAUR

SHUNG YAN & KAM FONG LAM

SWAMINATHAN JAYARAMAN

MELISSA M CANTRELL & ASHLEY M WYNN

DAVID W COOPER 

REDETZKE TIMOTHY BERNEAL

AMMAR AL ERADHEE & GHALEB RAFAN 

MICHAEL GAINES & PAMELA RANKINE

JULIO ANTONIO & BRENDA ZUNIGA HOLGUIN

PATRICK MCGUIRE 

XU HUANG 

BECKY KAY & JAMES MCNATT 

SATTER KEVIN M

PARCEL 1707 HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION

SVR REALTY MANAGEMENT LLC

KHASHAYAR SAKHAEE

PETER BUHAY

FRANCES VAN TASSELL

RICHARD D ETUX THOMPSON

MAHMOOD R ESMAILI

FORTUNE, GERSHYWN

LE GORDON BIUS & CATHERINE FAMILY TRUST

GORDON & CATHERINE BIUS

& JDS GRAT PROSPER 2021 LLC

DNE GRAT PROSPER 2021 LLC 
2451 E UNIVERSITY DR PROSPER, TX 75078

3131 MCKINNEY AVE STE L10 DALLAS

3131 MCKINNEY AVE STE L10 DALLAS

7830 ORLANDO AVE LUBBOCK

3131 MCKINNEY AVE STE L10 DALLAS

3131 MCKINNEY AVE STE L10 DALLAS

2504 LOFTSMOOR LN PLANO

2504 LOFTSMOOR LN PLANO

3794 W HIGHWAY 67 UNIT C GLEN ROSE

3794 W HIGHWAY 67 UNIT C GLEN ROSE

646 S FLORES ST SAN ANTONIO, TX

4303 W LOVERS LN DALLAS, TX

1512 CRESCENT DR CARROLTON, TX

1913 ELITE RD  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

11828 HAMPTONBROOK DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

11824 HAMPTONBROOK DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

11820 HAMPTONBROOK DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

11816 HAMPTONBROOK DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

11812 HAMPTONBROOK DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

11808 HAMPTONBROOK DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

11804 HAMPTONBROOK DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

11800 HAMPTONBROOK DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

11736 HAMPTONBROOK DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

11732 HAMPTONBROOK DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

11728 HAMPTONBROOK DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

11724 HAMPTONBROOK DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

11720 HAMPTONBROOK DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

11716 HAMPTONBROOK DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

1221 N INTERSTATE 35E STE 112 CARROLTON, TX

16435 W RED OAK CIR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

16485 W RED OAK CIR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

13905 RED OAK CIR N MCKINNEY, TX 75071

13955 RED OAK CIR N MCKINNEY, TX 75071

14005 RED OAK CIR N MCKINNEY, TX 75071

14055 RED OAK CIR N MCKINNEY, TX 75071

14105 N RED OAK CIR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

14155 N RED OAK CIR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

CVS PHARMACY

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

COMMON AREA

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

COMMON AREA

PROPERTY OWNERS

OCCUPANT

PLOT

VACANT RESIDENTIAL

PLOT

VACANT RESIDENTIAL

PLOT

VACANT RESIDENTIAL

RESERVOIR

VACANT LAND W/

CHAIN NAME CROSS SLOPESTATION

SUPERELEVATION

CL_US380A_EB

2.00%13+17.00

13+67.00 2.50%
RP_COIT_EBEN

2.00%15+00.00

15+50.00 2.50%
RP_COIT_WBEX

CL_US380A_WB

2.50%1336+50.00

1470+80.00 2.50%

00

1336+00.00

1472+56.00

2.50%

2.50%

SUPERELEVATION SIGN CONVENTION

|/PGL

+

-

WESTBOUND ALIGNMENTS

|/PGL

+

-

EASTBOUND ALIGNMENTS

PROPOSED TAPERS

LOCATION TYPE BASELINE BEGIN TAPER TAPER RATEEND TAPER

LANE DROP

LANE ADDITION (2)

2

1

11.00

22.38

RT

RT

RT

LT

FR 380B WB

BL US380A EB

3332+72.52

1339+03.01

3338+22.52

1346+71.06

22.00

24.00

50:1

32:1

TURN BAY LENGTHS

LOCATION TAPER LENGTH DECEL LENGTH STORAGE LENGTH TOTAL LENGTH

100'

100'
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100'
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TRAFFIC LEGEND:

YEAR 2060 ADTXX,XXX

YEAR 2050 ADTXX,XXX

YEAR 2030 ADTXX,XXX
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CHANGES TO THE WATER FEATURES DEPICTED.

ANALYSES AND FIELD DELINEATIONS MAY RESULT IN 

APPLICABLE USACE REGULATORY GUIDANCE. ADDITIONAL 

DELINEATIONS CONDUCTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH 

SURVEY AND TOPOGRAPHIC DATA) AND FIELD 

INTERPRETATION (USING AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHY, SOIL 

OF NATIONAL WETLAND INVENTORY (NWI), PHOTO 

SWALES, ETC.) SHOWN ORIGINATE FROM A COMBINATION 

WATER FEATURES (E.G. WETLANDS, STREAMS, PONDS, 

SHOWN SHOULD NOT BE CONSIDERED AS FINAL.

INSTALLATION OF TRAFFIC SIGNALS. SIGNAL LOCATIONS 

INTERSECTIONS ARE CONSTRUCTED TO JUSTIFY THE 

WARRANT ANALYSIS WILL BE REQUIRED AFTER 

AS PER TMUTCD REQUIREMENTS, A TRAFFIC SIGNAL 

11/13/2021.

TP&P AND APPOVED BY THE DALLAS DISTRICT ON 

ON TRAFFIC COUNTS AND GROWTH RATES REVIEWED BY 

TRAFFIC VOLUMES ON THE TRAFFIC DIAGRAM ARE BASED 

INTERSECTION DUE TO THE DIFFERENCES IN SKEW.

DESIGN VEHICLE. CORNER RADII VARY PER 

TURNAROUNDS WERE DESIGNED TO ACCOMMODATE A WB-67 

RESIDENTIAL STREETS.

STREETS.  A CITY BUS WAS USED ON SIDE STREETS AND 

TURNING MOVEMENTS ON ARTERIAL AND COLLECTOR

WB-67 DESIGN VEHICLE WAS USED IN EVALUATION OF 

PHASE OF THE PROJECT.

NOT SHOWN AND WILL BE DEVELOPED DURING THE PS&E 

CONVENTIONAL ROADWAY SIGNAGE (SMALL SIGNS) ARE 

TYPE II (5.75")UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE.

CURBS ON THE FRONTAGE ROADS AND CROSS STREETS ARE 

ACQUISITION PROCESS.

PROPERTY TO BE DETERMINED DURING THE ROW 

ACTUAL DAMAGES TO THE BUILDING AND 

STRUCTURE BUT FUNCTIONALLY IMPAIRS ITS OPERATION. 

PHYSICALLY INTERSECT THE EXISTING BUILDING 

DISPLACEMENTS IF THE PROPOSED ROW DOES NOT 

BUILDINGS ARE CONSIDERED AS POTENTIAL INDUCED 

INTERSECTS THE EXISTING BUILDING STRUCTURE. 

DISPLACEMENTS IF THE PROPOSED ROW PHYSICALLY 

BUILDINGS ARE CONSIDERED AS POTENTIAL DIRECT 

AND/OR IS LOCATED WITHIN ACCESS DENIAL LIMITS.

GOVERNMENT THAT THE DRIVEWAY IS A SAFETY ISSUE 

DETERMINED IN COORDINATION WITH THE LOCAL 

EXISTING DRIVEWAY ACCESS WILL REMAIN UNLESS IT IS 

TYPICAL SECTIONS.

PS&E. SIDEWALKS AND SHARED USE PATHS ARE SHOWN ON 

DIAGRAMMATIC ONLY AND WILL BE DESIGNED DURING 

CURB RAMPS, SIDEWALKS AND SHARED USE PATHS ARE 

COLLIN COUNTY APPRAISAL DISTRICT (OCTOBER, 2022)

PROPERTY LINES SHOWN ON SCHEMATIC OBTAINED FROM 

WERE DOWNLOADED FROM COLLIN COUNTY'S WEBSITE.

APPROXIMATE 100 YEAR FLOODPLAIN LIMITS (2011) 

NOTED OTHERWISE ON EACH SCHEMATIC ROLL.

MINOR CROSS STREET CORNER RADII ARE 25' UNLESS 

TABLES.

UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE IN THE SUPERLEVATION 

HIGH SPEED MAINLANES HAVE A NORMAL CROWN OF `2.5% 

LOW SPEED ROADWAYS HAVE A NORMAL CROWN OF `2% AND 

 

LESS THAN 10' WIDE ARE DUE TO TRANSITIONS.

TRAVEL LANE WIDTHS SHOWN IN THE TYPICAL SECTIONS 

NOTED OTHERWISE).

FACE OF CURB, RAIL, BARRIER, OR WALL (UNLESS 

DIMENSIONS ARE TO THE EDGE OF PAVEMENT OR NOMINAL 

DESIGN MANUAL FOR REFERENCE. 

SEE CHAPTER 2, SECTION 4 OF THE TXDOT ROADWAY 

USING A MAXIMUM SUPERELEVATION RATE OF 6%.

ALL SUPERELEVATION RATES WERE CALCULATED BASED ON 

OF BOTH THE EB AND WB MAINLANES.

SUPERELEVATION AXIS OF ROTATION IS ABOUT THE PGL 

COORDINATION WITH THE LOCAL GOVERNMENTS.

DETERMINED IN THE PS&E DEVELOPMENT PHASE IN 

FINAL LOCATION OF MEDIAN OPENINGS WILL BE 

AND RECORD PLANS.

(2020-2021), AERIAL SURVEYS DATED DECEMBER 2020, 

SCHEMATICS ARE BASED ON PARTIAL FIELD SURVEY 

EXISTING FEATURES WERE PARTIALLY SURVEYED.  
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GENERAL NOTES:                      

PROJECT BY OTHERS

[ US380A

CTR2
2CTR

2'

AUX LANE LANE LANE LANE LANE LANE LANE LANE AUX SHLD

2.5% 2.5%PGLPGL

SHLDSHLD

WB MAINLANES

12' 12' 12' 12'

SHLD

EB MAINLANES

15' 12'12'12'12'15'4'
2'-

74'-90' 74'-86'

2
CTR

2
CTR

| US380A_WB | US380A_EB

 14'
10'-

12'
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SEE PLANS FOR BRIDGE LIMITS

 10'12'
0'-

PROPOSED US 380 BRIDGE

[ US380A
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W

EB MAINLANES

SUP

2'

P
R
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10'

VARIES 113'-168'

WB MAINLANES

VARIES 127'-164'

VARIES 303'-385'

SUP

31'-38'

10'

2'

2'

WBFR

LANE LANE

5'

2.0%1.5%

PGL

4:1 MAX

6:1 USUAL

PGL
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SHLD AUX LANE LANE LANE SHLD SHLD LANE LANE LANE LANE SHLD

PGL
2.5%

PGL

2.0%

4:1 MAX

6:1 USUAL

5'

EBFR

LANE LANE AUX

PROPOSED US 380 - 325'-385' ROW

1.5%
 

2'

10'-17' 12'-48'

VARIES

VARIES

CTB1

AUX AUX

11' 11'

AUX

11'11'

AUXAUX

12' 12' 12'

26'-59' 74'-86' 74'-86' 26'-59'

VARIES

VARIES VARIES

31'-71'

2'-47'

VARIES

15'11'
0'-

11'
0'-

11'
0'-

11'
0'-

11'
0'-

11'
0'-

| US380A_WB | US380A_EB | FR 380A_EB| FR 380A_WB

AUX

5'-59'

2'

15' 12' 12' 12' 12' 0'-12'10'10'0'-12' 12'

LANE

STA 1414+92.32 TO STA 1459+54.95

8 ML, 2 LN FR

PROPOSED US 380

MIRROR FOR EB

SEE PLAN FOR BRIDGE LIMITS

1 LANE BRIDGED RAMP

RAMP
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 8' 14'
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26'
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LANE

PGL
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2CTR
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7'

2.0% 2.0%1.5% 1.5%

LANELANELANELANE

7'11'12'11'

PROPOSED INDEPENDENCE PKWY
SOUTH APPROACH AT US380

[ INDP

SHLDSHLD

[ US380A
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WB MAINLANES

SUP

VARIES 342'-373'

2'2'
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EB MAINLANES

SUP

2' 2'

LANE LANE LANE

WBFR

LANE LANE LANE LANE

EBFR

LANE LANE

5'

2.0%1.5%
2.5% 2.5%

PGL

PGL PGL

PGL

5'

VARIES 42'-61'

2.0%

4:1 MAX

6:1 USUAL
4:1 MAX

6:1 USUAL

LANE LANE

PROPOSED US 380 - 342'-373' ROW

1.5%

CTB1

12'12'12'10'11'11'

AUX AUX

2'

8'-42'

11' 11'

AUX AUX

26'-59' 74'-86' 50'-86' 26'-59'

10' 15' 12' 12' 10'

10'-47'

10' 14'-41'

VARIES

140' VARIES 127'-156'

VAR

AUXAUX AUX AUX

27'11'
0'-

11'
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0'-

12'
0'-

12'
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12'
0'-

11'
0'-

11'
0'-

11'
0'-

| US380A_WB | US380A_EB | FR 380A_EB| FR 380A_WB

VARIES 31'-40'

14'

STA 1336+50.00 TO STA 1386+83.99

7 ML, 2-3 LN FR

1.5%
 

2'

8'-14' 10'-28'

VARIES

VARIES

CTB1

PROPOSED US 380 - 368'-422' ROW
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SUP
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10'

VARIES 142'-171'

WB MAINLANES

VARIES 140'-180'

VARIES 368'-422'

SUP

31'-47'

10'

2'

2'

WBFR

LANE LANE

5'

2.0%1.5%
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4:1 MAX

6:1 USUAL
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2.5%

SHLD AUX LANE LANE LANE SHLD SHLD LANE LANE LANE LANE SHLD
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2.5%

PGL

2.0%

4:1 MAX

6:1 USUAL

5'

EBFR

LANE LANE AUX

11' 11'

AUX

11'11'

AUX

0'-12' 12' 12' 12'

26'-35' 62'-74' 74'-76' 26'-59'

VARIES

VARIES VARIES AUX

25'-45'

10'42'-70'

VARIES

15'11'
0'-

11'
0'-

11'
0'-

11'
0'-

| US380A_WB | US380A_EB | FR 380A_EB| FR 380A_WB

AUX

47'-58'

2'

15' 12' 12' 12' 12' 0'-12'10'

STA 1386+83.99 TO STA 1414+92.32

8 ML, 2-3 LN FR
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PROPOSED N CUSTER RD (FM 2478)

[ FM 2478

SOUTH APPROACH AT US380
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SOUTH APPROACH AT US380
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FUTURE N CUSTER RD (FM 2478) BY OTHERS
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21' 6' 14' 12' 11'
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16' 11' 12' 14' 6' 21'3' 3'

74'-95'

[ US380
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VARVAR
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VARVAR

VARIES 160'-206'

NORTH APPROACH AT US380
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EXISTING CR 852
NORTH APPROACH AT US380
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FUTURE EXISTING N CUSTER RD (FM 2478)
NORTH APPROACH AT US380
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[ FM 2478

NORTH APPROACH AT US380

10'-23'
VARIES

2'2' 2'

5'-32'
VARIES

VARIES 148'-225'

LANE LANE

12'
0'-

12' 12' 12' 12'
0'-

12'12'12'

2'

12'
5'-

10'
5'-

10'

VARIES 70'-122'VARIES 78'-101'

14'
0'-

10'0'-30'

VARIES VARVAR VAR

DELTA DEGREE TANGENT LENGTH RADIUSCURVE NAME

HORIZONTAL CURVE DATA

PC STATION PT STATION PI STATION PI NORTHING (Y) PI EASTING (X)ALIGNMENT

CL_US380A_1

CL_US380A_2

5° 53' 48.06"

7° 39' 50.36"

0° 21' 29.16"

0° 15' 16.73"

824.06'

1507.07'

1646.66'

3009.64'

16000'

22500'

7131984.87

7132252.69

2509731.87

2512047.56

1399+77.73

1416+24.40

1416+24.40

1446+34.04

1408+01.79

1431+31.46

BL_US380A_EB_1

BL_US380A_EB_2

5° 53' 48.06" 0° 21' 25.94" 16040' 1399+77.88 1416+28.66 1408+04.00826.12' 1650.78' 2509734.427131944.90

7° 39' 50.36" 0° 15' 18.37" 22460' 1416+28.66 1446+32.95 1431+33.051504.39' 3004.29' 2512049.497132212.65

BL_US380A_WB_1

BL_US380A_WB_2

5° 53' 48.06"

7° 39' 50.36"

0° 21' 32.39"

0° 15' 15.11"

15960'

22540'

1399+77.58

1416+20.13

1416+20.13

1446+35.12

1407+99.58

1431+29.88

822.00'

1509.75'

1642.55'

3014.99'

2509729.32

2512045.63

7132024.84

7132292.74

FR_380A_EB_10

FR_380A_EB_11

FR_380A_EB_6

FR_380A_EB_5

FR_380A_EB_7

FR_380A_EB_8

FR_380A_EB_9

1° 58' 40.99"

1° 59' 29.50"

1° 9' 27.23"

1° 9' 27.23"

4° 17' 40.80"

2° 41' 17.43"

3° 30' 24.93"

2° 51' 53.24"

2° 51' 53.24"

2° 51' 53.24"

1° 8' 45.30"

1° 54' 35.49"

1° 18' 7.84"

1° 13' 8.61"

34.53'

34.76'

20.20'

50.51'

112.49'

103.24'

143.88'

69.05'

69.52'

40.41'

101.02'

224.87'

206.44'

287.67'

2000'

2000'

2000'

5000'

3000'

4400'

4700'

2361+58.86

2362+27.91

2380+30.96

2390+89.65

2401+27.88

2411+47.51

2413+53.95

2362+27.91

2362+97.42

2380+71.36

2391+90.67

2403+52.75

2413+53.95

2416+41.63

2361+93.39

2362+62.67

2380+51.16

2391+40.16

2402+40.37

2412+50.75

2414+97.83

7131794.44

7131792.67

7131809.14

7131797.16

7131807.29

7131892.24

7131924.54

2505126.71

2505195.98

2508073.34

2510180.41

2510425.41

FR_380A_WB_3

FR_380A_WB_4

FR_380A_WB_6

FR_380A_WB_5

7° 45' 46.48"

6° 59' 44.43"

5° 59' 57.62"

3° 17' 10.76"

1° 54' 35.49"

5° 43' 46.48"

1° 54' 35.49"

1° 54' 35.49"

203.54'

61.12'

157.21'

86.06'

406.47'

122.10'

314.12'

172.07'

3000'

1000'

3000'

3000'

3392+85.96

3396+92.42

3408+26.51

3411+40.64

3396+92.42

3398+14.52

3411+40.64

3413+12.71

3394+89.50

3397+53.54

3409+83.72

3412+26.70

7132108.84

7132179.31

7132210.93

2508420.06

2508681.84

2509911.76

2510152.97

RP_COIT_WBEX_4 2° 59' 42.48" 0° 16' 38.86" 539.86' 1079.48' 20650' 19+91.44 30+70.92 25+31.30 7131969.86 2503268.93

RP_2478_EBEX_1

RP_2478_EBEX_2

RP_2478_EBEX_3

RP_2478_EBEX_4

3° 37' 17.92"

3° 21' 13.79"

7° 12' 2.94"

7° 17' 44.35"

1° 14' 44.02"

0° 43' 30.95"

5° 27' 24.27"

5° 27' 24.27"

145.43'

231.28'

66.07'

66.94'

290.76'

462.43'

131.96'

133.70'

4600'

7900'

1050'

1050'

10+00.00

12+90.76

20+66.28

21+98.24

12+90.76

17+53.19

21+98.24

23+31.94

11+45.43

15+22.04

21+32.35

22+65.18

7131848.66

7131829.46

7131834.07

7131818.40

2504807.67

2505183.90

2505794.31

2505926.39

RP_INDP_EBEN_1

RP_INDP_EBEN_2

RP_INDP_EBEN_3

RP_INDP_EBEN_4

8° 59' 20.41"

9° 4' 23.24"

3° 48' 29.06"

3° 33' 3.81"

5° 27' 24.27"

5° 27' 24.27"

0° 43' 30.95"

1° 14' 44.02"

82.54'

83.31'

262.63'

142.59'

164.73'

166.27'

525.06'

285.10'

1050'

1050'

7900'

4600'

10+00.00

11+64.73

18+32.14

23+57.20

11+64.73

13+31.01

23+57.20

26+42.30

10+82.54

12+48.04

20+94.77

24+99.79

7131826.87

7131854.29

7131860.85

7131890.89

2506846.89

2507010.45

2507857.50

2508261.61

RP_2478_WBEN_1

RP_2478_WBEN_2

RP_2478_WBEN_3

RP_2478_WBEN_4

3° 41' 45.99"

3° 41' 45.99"

7° 42' 47.40"

7° 42' 47.40"

1° 14' 44.02"

0° 43' 30.95"

5° 27' 24.27"

5° 27' 24.27"

148.42'

254.90'

70.78'

70.78'

296.74'

509.62'

141.35'

141.35'

4600'

7900'

1050'

1050'

10+00.00

12+96.74

20+61.33

22+02.69

12+96.74

18+06.37

22+02.69

23+44.04

11+48.42

15+51.64

21+32.12

22+73.47

7131998.29

7132029.21

7132036.31

7132057.02

2504612.84

2505014.98

2505595.58

2505735.63

RP_INDP_WBEX_1

RP_INDP_WBEX_2

RP_INDP_WBEX_3

RP_INDP_WBEX_4

7132147.80

2506984.40

2509173.50

CD_2478_WB_7

CD_2478_WB_6

CD_2478_WB_5

CD_2478_WB_2

CD_2478_WB_1

CD_2478_EB_9

CD_2478_EB_8

CD_2478_EB_5

CD_2478_EB_2

CD_2478_EB_10

CD_2478_EB_1

7° 12' 30.08"

7° 46' 19.40"

3° 1' 46.49"

7° 43' 21.48"

8° 8' 3.90"

6° 5' 31.98"

5° 20' 58.10"

3° 28' 33.60"

6° 0' 0.05"

6° 5' 31.98"

7° 19' 50.01"

5° 27' 24.27"

1° 13' 8.61"

0° 17' 11.32"

5° 27' 24.27"

5° 27' 24.27"

5° 27' 24.27"

5° 27' 24.27"

0° 43' 30.95"

1° 13' 8.61"

5° 27' 24.27"

5° 27' 24.27"

66.14'

319.26'

528.88'

70.87'

74.66'

55.88'

49.05'

239.71'

246.32'

55.88'

67.26'

132.10'

637.55'

1057.52'

141.52'

149.07'

111.65'

98.03'

479.27'

492.18'

111.65'

134.34'

1050'

4700'

20000'

1050'

1050'

1050'

1050'

7900'

4700'

1050'

1050'

35+20.41

28+82.87

18+25.35

11+49.07

10+00.00

35+78.84

34+80.81

22+37.67

11+34.34

36+90.49

10+00.00

36+52.51

35+20.41

28+82.87

12+90.60

11+49.07

36+90.49

35+78.84

27+16.94

16+26.52

38+02.13

11+34.34

35+86.55

32+02.13

23+54.23

12+19.94

10+74.66

36+34.72

35+29.86

24+77.38

13+80.66

37+46.36

10+67.26

7132219.47

7132143.37

7132089.86

7132078.22

7132096.30

7131942.88

7131945.03

7131868.36

7131854.95

7131942.88

7131818.36

2510530.48

2510152.67

2509306.22

2508171.77

2508027.37

2510436.75

2510331.84

2509282.01

2508184.92

2510436.75

2507873.48

5° 27' 24.27"

1° 13' 8.61"

0° 43' 30.95"

1° 14' 44.02"

4° 56' 28.85"

4° 54' 42.86"

3° 28' 38.63"

3° 30' 24.61"

10+00.00

10+90.55

19+31.44

24+10.91

10+90.55

14+93.48

24+10.91

26+92.46

10+45.31

12+92.14

21+71.25

25+51.73

7132068.73

7132050.47

7132060.77

7132042.13

2506693.01

2506939.23

2507818.52

2508198.69

1050'

4700'

7900'

4600'

45.31' 90.55'

201.59' 402.93'

239.81' 479.47'

140.82' 281.55'

(60 MPH)

CL_US380A

(60 MPH)

BL_US380A_EB

(60 MPH)

BL_US380A_WB

(45 MPH)

FR_380A_EB

(45 MPH)

FR_380A_WB

(45 MPH)

RP_2478_EBEX

(45 MPH)

RP_INDP_EBEN

(45 MPH)

RP_COIT_WBEX

(45 MPH)

RP_2478_WBEN

(45 MPH)

RP_INDP_WBEX

(45 MPH)

CD_2478_EB

(45 MPH)

CD_2478_WB

OWNERPARCEL ADDRESS
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55 PROSPER LP

FORTUNE, GERSHYWN

ROESCHLEY, KEITH & MARCIE

R L SMITH

STORY LIVING TRUST

STORY FAMILY TRUST U/T/A

J B PHIPPS

FERGUSON ENTERPRISES INC

UH STORAGE (DE) LP

WATTS INVESTMENTS LLC

AGARITA HOLDINGS LLC

BOTTOM LINE CONSULTANTS INC

UBP INVESTMENTS LLC

PROSPER HOLLOW LP

DD BROOKHOLLOW LLC

104 PROSPER LP

PROSPER DETENTION LLC

KROGER TEXAS LP

KROGER TEXAS LP

BRIDGESTONE RETAIL OPERATIONS LLC

POP HOLDINGS LP

ROSEBRIAR PROSPER PLAZA LP

LOWE'S HOME CENTERS LLC

ROSEBRIAR PROSPER PLAZA LP

WS RESIDENTIAL INVESTMENTS LLC

FIREBRAND PROPERTIES LP

ROSEBRIAR PROSPER PLAZA LP

WAL-MART REAL ESTATES BUSINESS TRUST

MURPHY OIL USA INC

HAYCO REALITY LTD

WACHOVIA BANK NATIONAL ASSOC.

TEXAS BROTHERS LLC

WYE TOWN FARM LLC

TCG CUSTER/380 INVESTORS LLC

CUSTER & SKINNER 380 LLC

BENCHMARK TRUST

EWING IRRIGATION PRODUCTS INC

AHV BFRG HIDDEN LAKES OWNER LLC

KEN & KEVIN HOLDING LLC

PAUL B BRACKEEN

RICHARD L & NANCY A MADDOX

WYMORE GROVE PARTNERSHIP

SSGT 2280 N CUSTER RD LLC

BRADAM JERRY W & C A REAVIS

RANKIN FAMILY LP

CBC PROPERTY HOLDINGS LP

CBC PROPERTY HOLDINGS LP

BOMAC MCKINNEY INVESTMENTS LLC

FRANK & SHARON BAKER

MATTHEW T MCDONALD 

S A PAUL ENTERPRISE INC

380 CENTURY STAR LLC

380 CENTURY STAR LLC

S A PAUL ENTERPRISE INC

PRIME URBAN FLEX MCKINNEY LLC

ENTERTAINMENT PROPERTIES 360 LLC

3794 W HIGHWAY 67 UNIT C GLEN ROSE

14155 N RED OAK CIR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

14205 RED OAK CIR N MCKINNEY, TX 75071

16990 REDBUD DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

10753 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

10753 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

1865 PRIVATE ROAD 5312  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

10071 W UNIVERSITY DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

10061 W UNIVERSITY DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

10041 W UNIVERSITY DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

10011 W UNIVERSITY DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

9983 W UNIVERSITY DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

826 MANGO CT COPPELL, TX

4001 E UNIVERSITY DR  PROSPER, TX 75078

5850 GRANITE PKWY STE 100 PLANO, TX

4201 E UNIVERSITY DR  PROSPER, TX 75078

751 FREEPORT PKWY COPPELL, TX

4161 E UNIVERSITY DR  PROSPER, TX 75078

4211 E UNIVERSITY DR  PROSPER, TX 75078

4235 E UNIVERSITY DR  PROSPER, TX 75078

4261 E UNIVERSITY DR  PROSPER, TX 75078

4301 E UNIVERSITY DR  PROSPER, TX 75078

4325 E UNIVERSITY DR  PROSPER, TX 75078

170 WESTCOTT ST HOUSTON, TX 77007-7003

4355 E UNIVERSITY DR  PROSPER, TX 75078

4385 E UNIVERSITY DR  PROSPER, TX 75078

1721 N CUSTER RD  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

9091 W UNIVERSITY DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

9053 W UNIVERSITY DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

9021 W UNIVERSITY DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

1841 N CUSTER RD  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

1850 N CUSTER RD  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

8995 W UNIVERSITY DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

8885 W UNIVERSITY DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

4009 OLD DENTON RD STE 114-238 CARROLTON, TX

8960 W UNIVERSITY DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

8850 W UNIVERSITY DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

8734 W UNIVERSITY DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

2112 N CUSTER RD  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

2138 N CUSTER RD  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

2280 N CUSTER RD  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

2159 COUNTY ROAD 852  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

8720 W UNIVERSITY DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

8710 W UNIVERSITY DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

8700 W UNIVERSITY DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

8650 W UNIVERSITY DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

PO BOX 289 CHATTAROY, WA 99003-0289

2124 COUNTY ROAD 852  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

6383 FRANCIS LN FRISCO, TX 75035-7364

538 HAGGARD ST STE 412 PLANO, TX 75074-5564

538 HAGGARD ST STE 412 PLANO, TX 75074-5564

6383 FRANCIS LN FRISCO, TX 75035-7364

8400 W UNIVERSITY DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

8505 W UNIVERSITY DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

150 PAULARINO DR D250 COSTA MESA, CA 92626

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

U-HAUL SELF STORAGE

SUNSTATE RENTALS

CALIBER COLLISION

FARM

DFW STONE SUPPLY

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND W/ LAKE

FIRESTONE

PROSPER PLAZA

LOWES HOME CENTER

PROSPER PLAZA

BURGER KING

TACO BUENO

WAL-MART SUPER CENTER

WAL-MART FUEL CENTER

WHATABURGER

WELLS FARGO BANK

PARKING LOT

FABULOUS CAR WASH

7-ELEVEN

VACANT LAND

EWING IRRIGATION

VACANT LAND

FORMER VALERO

CALIBER COLLISION

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

WALNUT GROVE

WALNUT GROVE

WALNUT GROVE

WALNUT GROVE

WALNUT GROVE

VACANT LAND

WALNUT GROVE SHOPS

WALNUT GROVE SHOPS

WALNUT GROVE SHOPS

WALNUT GROVE SHOPS

MCKINNEY, TX 75071

1951 UNIVERSITY BUSINESS DR STE 119 

& TEXAS COLLISION

REBAR SUPPLY 

VACANT LAND

PROSPER PLAZA

PROSPER PLAZA

PROSPER PLAZA

PROPERTY OWNERS

OCCUPANT

PLAZA

UNIVERSITY BUSINESS

PLOT

VACANT RESIDENTIAL

RESORT

WOODLAND PARK PET

NEXTEL

FERGUSON ENTERPRISES/

INC.

CHAPMAN CONSTRUCTION

KITCHEN

POPEYES LOUISIANA

EMERGENCY ROOM

MEDICAL CITY

STORAGE

SMART STOP SELF

OILCHANGE

VALVOLINE INSTANT

SALES

BRACKEEN TRAILER

CHAIN NAME CROSS SLOPESTATION

SUPERELEVATION

CL_US380A_EB

CL_US380A_WB

2.50%20+00.00

20+50.00 2.00%

2.00%13+50.00

14+00.00 2.50%

RP_2478_EBEX

RP_INDP_EBEN

20+60.00 2.00%
RP_2478_WBEN

2.50%20+10.00

15+50.00 2.50%
RP_INDP_WBEX

15+00.00 2.00%

2.50%1336+50.00

1470+80.00 2.50%

1336+00.00

1472+56.00 2.50%

2.50%

SUPERELEVATION SIGN CONVENTION

|/PGL

+

-

WESTBOUND ALIGNMENTS

|/PGL

+

-

EASTBOUND ALIGNMENTS

PROPOSED TAPERS

LOCATION TYPE BASELINE BEGIN TAPER TAPER RATEEND TAPER

3

2

1

RAMP ACCELERATION

RAMP ACCELERATION

LANE ADDITION (2)

BL US380A WB

BL US380A EB

BL US380A EB

1350+17.81

1401+57.47

1339+03.01

24.00

36.00

22.38

LT

RT

RT

1353+17.35

1407+57.42

1346+71.06

36.00

24.00

24.00

LT

LT

LT

25:1

50:1

32:1

TURN BAY LENGTHS

LOCATION

L3

TAPER LENGTH DECEL LENGTH STORAGE LENGTH TOTAL LENGTH

150' 340'

L4

L5

L6

R5

R8

R9 275'

730'

533'

686'

305'

1061'

465'

840'

375'

390'

193'

346'

30'

596'

125'

465'

30'

R6

R7

R10

N/A THRU LANE BECOMES TURN LANE

EXTENSION OF R5

EXTENSION OF R5

N/A THRU LANE BECOMES TURN LANE

150'

150'

150'

150'

150'

340'

340'

340'

340'

ROADWAY CURVE NAME

HORIZONTAL CURVE SHOULDER DATA

15 10
BL_US380A_EB

BL_US380A_EB_1

BL_US380A_EB_2

BL_US380A_WB
BL_US380A_WB_2

BL_US380A_WB_1

15 10

10

10

INSIDE SHOULDER WIDTH (FT) OUTSIDE SHOULDER WIDTH (FT)

16-27

15-16
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HW   = 711.87'
50

50
HW   = 727.04'

HW   = 727.20'
100

] = 712.68'

1-7'X3' SBC

STA 1345+08.00
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5.5' TYPICAL BRIDGE DEPTH

TX-54 GIRDERS

5.5' TYPICAL BRIDGE DEPTH

TX-54 GIRDERS

] = 704.94'

1-9'X5' SBC

STA 1360+68.00

[ US380A

PROP CULVERT A-5

] = 719.70'

2-5'X5' MBC

STA 1379+49.00

[ US380A

PROP CULVERT A-6
HW   = 706.10'

50

HW   = 706.55'
100

EXISTING CULVERT TO BE EXTENDED

] = 700.64'

3-8' X 5' MBC

STA 1387+66.29

[ US380A

PROPOSED CULVERT A-7

50HW   = 707.09'

HW   = 707.28'
100
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TRAFFIC LEGEND:

YEAR 2060 ADTXX,XXX

YEAR 2050 ADTXX,XXX

YEAR 2030 ADTXX,XXX

WB US 380 FR

MAINLANES
WB US 380

EB US 380 FR

MAINLANES
EB US 380
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PROJECTED FUTURE TRAFFIC VOLUME DIAGRAM
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PROPOSED COSS

[ US380A STA 1359+61

PROPOSED COSS

[ US380A STA 1376+00

EXIT XX

University Dr

2 MILE

EXIT ONLY

EXITXX

FM

2478

Custer Rd

Stonebridge Dr

EXITXX

EXIT ONLY

PkwyIndependence

EXITXX

EXIT ONLY

PkwyIndependence

PROPOSED COSS

[ US380A STA 1393+00

PROPOSED COSS

[ US380A STA 1416+00

PkwyIndependence

PROPOSED COSS

STA 2388+70

| FR US380A-EB

PROPOSED COSS

| FR US380A-WB STA 3433+00

EXITXX

Stonebridge Dr

PROP ROW PROP ROW
PROP ROW

PROP ROW

EXIST ROW

EXIST ROW

PROP ROWEXIST ROWR5

R6

R9

R11

L3

L4

| US380A-EB | US380A-EB

| US380A-EB

BL_US380A_WB_1

BL_US380A_EB_2

CL_US380A_2

BL_US380A_WB_2

BL_US380A_EB_1

[ US380A

[ US380A

[ US380A

CL_US380A_1

| US380A-WB

| US380A-WB

| US380A-WB

PROP ROW

WATERWORKS

FERGUSON 

SELF STORAGE

UHAUL 
RENTALS

SUNSTATE 
CONSTRUCTION INC

CHAPMAN 

BODY SHOP

HERBS PAINT &

PLAZA

BUSINESS

UNIVERSITY 

BRIDGESTONE

KITCHEN

LOUISIANA 

POPEYES STARBUCKS

KING

BURGER BUENO

TACO

WHATABURGER
FUEL CENTER

MURPHY ER STONEBRIDGE

MEDICAL CITY 

EXXON

SUPPLY

REBAR

IMPROVEMENT

LOWE'S HOME

COLLISION

CALIBER

BARBECUE PIT

DICKEY'S 

CAR WASH

FABULOUS 

SUPPLY

LANDSCAPE 

IRRIGATION & 

EWING 

STORAGE

MINI

BRACKEEN

AT&T STORE

| RP 2478-WBEN

| RP 2478-EBEX

| RP INDP-EBEN

R
E

D
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D
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R
D

SUPERCENTER

WALMART

STORAGE

SELF

SMARTSTOP

7 ELEVEN

| RP INDP-WBEX

BUSINESS

BUSINESS
BUSINESS

BUSINESS

R7

PROP ROW

PROP ROW

| CD 2478-EB

| CD 2478-WB

RP_2478_EBEX_1

RP_2478_EBEX_2

RP_2478_EBEX_3

RP_2478_EBEX_4

RP_INDP_EBEN_1

RP_INDP_EBEN_2

RP_INDP_EBEN_3

RP_INDP_EBEN_4

RP_INDP_WBEX_4

BUSINESS

BUSINESS

[ FM 2478

1-7'X 3' SBC

[ US380A, STA 1345+08.00

PROPOSED CULVERT A-3

2-5'X 5' MBC

[ US380A, STA 1379+49.00

PROPOSED CULVERT A-6

| RP COIT-WBEX

TO BE REMOVED

EXIST 1-7'X 3' SBC

TO BE REMOVED

EXIST 1-9'X 5' SBC

TO BE REMOVED

EXIST 2-5'X 5' MBC

TO BE REMOVED

AND HEADWALL

EXIST 2-36" RCP

| FR 380A-WB

| FR 380A-WB

| FR 380A-WB

| FR 380A-EB

| FR 380A-EB

| FR 380A-EB

FR_380A_WB_3

FR_380A_WB_4

FR_380A_WB_5

FR_380A_WB_6

FR_380A_EB_6

FR_380A_EB_5

FR_380A_EB_7

FR_380A_EB_8

FR_380A_EB_9

FR_380A_EB_10
FR_380A_EB_11

C
R
 
8
5
2

| FR 380A-WB
STA 3357+68.00

| FR 380A-WB 

END BRIDGE

[ US380A STA 1356+60.00

END BRIDGE

STA 3354+13.00

| FR 380A-WB 

END BRIDGE

[ US380A STA 1402+23.00

BEGIN BRIDGES

[ US380A STA 1404+93.00

END BRIDGES

STA 1351+30.00

[ US380A 

BEGIN BRIDGE
BUSINESS

BUSINESSESBUSINESSES

CD_2478_WB_1

CD_2478_WB_2

CD_2478_WB_5

CD_2478_WB_6

CD_2478_WB_7

| CD 2478-EB

CD_2478_EB_1

CD_2478_EB_2

CD_2478_EB_5

CD_2478_EB_8

CD_2478_EB_9P
R

O
P
 
R

O
W

EXIST ROW

[ INDP

BUSINESS

OIL CHANGE

INSTANT

VALVOLINE

R8

R10

L5

MATCH EXISTING PAVEMENT

[ REDBUD STA 10+08.78

BEGIN CONSTRUCTION

REDBUD DR

MATCH EXISTING PAVEMENT

[ FM2478 STA 334+00.24

BEGIN CONSTRUCTION

CUSTER RD (FM 2478)

MATCH EXISTING PAVEMENT

[ CR852 STA 11+12.25

END CONSTRUCTION

CR 852

R = 150'

R = 118'

R = 286'

R = 298'

R=100'

R=338'

R=160'

R=320'

R = 298'

R=60'

R = 300'

R = 60'

R=400'

R=70'

R = 96'

20' RT

STA 2389+47.35,

| FR 380A-EB

BEGIN RET. WALL

18' RT

| FR 380A-EB STA 2397+92.43

BEGIN RET. WALL

RP_INDP_WBEX_3

RP_INDP_WBEX_1

RP_INDP_WBEX_2

RP_2478_WBEN_4

RP_2478_WBEN_3

RP_2478_WBEN_2

RP_2478_WBEN_1

RP_COIT_WBEX_4

20' RT

| FR 380A-EB STA 2391+51.98

BEGIN RET. WALL

18' RT

| FR 380A-EB STA 2400+95.40

END RET. WALL

L6

31' RT

| FR 380A-EB STA 2344+02.79

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

31' RT

| FR 380A-EB STA 2345+27.68

END PROP RET. WALL

32' RT

| FR 380A-EB STA 2354+66.55

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

32' RT

| FR 380A-EB STA 2356+72.02

END PROP RET. WALL

22' RT

| FR 380A-EB STA 2359+64.80,

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

22' RT

| FR 380A-EB STA 2361+88.17,

END PROP RET. WALL

20' RT

| FR 380A-EB STA 2373+56.56,

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

20' RT

| FR 380A-EB STA 2374+64.51

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

20' RT

| FR 380A-EB STA 2376+24.08,

BEGIN RET. WALL

20' RT

| FR 380A-EB STA 2379+51.78,

END RET. WALL

20' RT

STA 2386+40.88,

| FR 380A-EB

BEGIN RET. WALL

20' RT

STA 2389+11.13

| FR 380A-EB

END RET. WALL

20' RT

| FR 380A-EB STA 2391+12.19,

END RET. WALL

136' RT

STA 2404+30.52,

| FR 380A-EB

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

20' RT

| FR 380A-EB STA 2408+37.64,

END PROP RET. WALL

19' LT

| FR 380A-WB STA 3354+08.61

END PROP RET. WALL

19' LT

| FR 380A-WB STA 3357+68.00

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

87' RT

[ US380A STA 1351+30.00

END PROP RET. WALL

87' LT

[ US380A STA 1351+29.94,

END PROP RET. WALL

32' LT

| FR 380A-WB STA 3397+63.07,

END PROP RET. WALL

20' LT

| FR 380A-WB STA 3416+00.47

END PROP RET. WALL

23' LT

STA 3421+83.49,

| FR 380A-WB

RET. WALL

END PROP

87' RT

[ US380A STA 1356+60.00

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

75' LT

[ US380A STA 1367+35.22

END PROP RET. WALL

75' RT

[ US380A STA 1406+40.59

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 1414+80.04, 75' RT

[ US380A 

END PROP RET. WALL

111' LT

[ US380A STA 1364+26.03

END PROP RET. WALL

110' RT

[ US380A STA 1365+15.12

END PROP RET. WALL

120' LT

[ US380A STA 1397+15.00

END PROP RET. WALL

118' RT

[ US380A STA 1404+89.35

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

113' RT

[ US380A STA 1409+54.77

END PROP RET. WALL

[ INDP STA 12+06.02

| FR 380A-EB STA 2352+95.05=

[ FM2478 STA 343+09.30

| FR 380A-WB STA 3403+48.83=

[ FM2478 STA 341+29.88

[ US380A STA 1403+48.77=

20' RT

| FR 380A-EB STA 2374+19.37

END PROP RET. WALL

108' RT

STA 1384+34.64,

[ US380A 

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

120' RT

[ US380A STA 1395+65.10

BEGIN RET. WALL

119' RT 

[ US380A STA 1402+21.18

END PROP RET. WALL

30' RT

STA 2394+10.25

| FR 380A-EB 

END RET. WALL

87' LT

[ US380A STA 1356+59.71

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

75' LT

[ US380A STA 1362+50.00

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

1-9'X 5' SBC

[ US380A, STA 1360+68.00

PROPOSED CULVERT A-5

109' LT

| FR 380A-WB STA 3402+56.71,

END PROP RET. WALL

121' LT

[ US380A STA 1402+24.93

END PROP RET. WALL

86' LT

[ US380A STA 1402+24.74

END PROP RET. WALL

121' LT

[ US380A STA 1404+96.91

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

31' LT

STA 3417+53.73

| FR 380A-WB

BRGIN PROP RET. WALL

CITY OF MCKINNEY FUTURE PLANNED PROJECT

FUTURE INDEPENDENCE PKWY

MATCH PAVEMENT UNDER CONSTRUCTION

[ FM2478 STA 351+67.00

END CONSTRUCTION

CUSTER RD (FM 2478)

P
R
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W

P
R
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P
 

R
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W

20' RT

| FR 380A-EB STA 2375+79.13,

END PROP RET. WALL

[ INDP STA 13+37.22

[ US380A STA 1352+97.92=

[ INDP STA 14+77.23

| FR 380A-WB STA 3352+97.54=

BANK

FARGO 

WELLS 

STA 1406+56.42, 84' LT

[ US380A

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 3411+19.52, 26' LT

| FR 380A-WB

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 1410+86.04, 120' LT

[ US380A

END PROP RET. WALL

[ FM2478 STA 339+62.55

| FR 380A-EB STA 2403+47.53=
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CSJ 2351-01-017

TXDOT PROJECT IN CONSTRUCTION

N CUSTER RD (FM 2478)

R=298'

PROP ROW

MATCH FUTURE PAVEMENT

[ INDP STA 10+00.00

BEGIN CONSTRUCTION

INDEPENDENCE PKWY

EXIST NTMWD 48" WATERLINE
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TO BE REMOVED

EXIST CULVERT 3-8'X5' MBC

3-8'X5' MBC

[ US380A, STA 1389+13.22

PROPOSED CULVERT A-7

TO REMAIN IN-PLACE

EXIST CULVERT 6-7'X5' MBC

380

380



V V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

UNDER CONSTRUCTION

DENSE TREES

DENSE TREES

DENSE TREES

DENSE TREES

DENSE TREES

DENSE TREES

DENSE TREES

DENSE TREES

DENSE TREES

DENSE TREES

10924665.784 WNG1

10926670.406 WNG1

10927670.449 WNG1

10928670.424 WNG2

10929665.317 WNG2

11026664.622 RCP1
30IN

11069677.743 BOC1

11070677.688 BOC111073677.648 BOC1

11081677.573 BOC2

11084677.581

11085677.638

11086677.614

11087677.647

11088677.670

11089677.606

11092677.606 BOC3

11093677.634 BOC3

11128692.436 BOC4

11137690.435 BOC4

11138689.331 BOC4

11143688.412 BOC4

11144686.681 BOC4

12IN

12IN

12IN

11177686.831 BOC5

11180686.010 BOC5

11183685.193 BOC5

11186684.335 BOC5

11187683.823 BOC6

11188683.795 BOC6
11189683.834

11190683.849

11191684.080

11192684.020

11193684.205

11194684.197

11195684.314

11196684.318

11202688.689 BOC5

11209692.100 BOC7

11210690.114 BOC7

11223692.084 BOC7

11224693.495 BOC7

11225693.527

11226693.524

11227693.758

11228693.724

11229693.939

11230693.933

11231694.100

11232694.085

11233694.045 BOC8

11234695.539 BOC8

11276687.583 BOC9

11280680.000 WDFN1

11281677.519 WDFN1

11289689.287 BOC9

11290690.933 BOC9

11292692.778 BOC9

11334664.976

11335663.571

11337662.548

11338660.373

11339660.644

11340659.370

11341659.299

11345659.331

11409659.718

11410660.138

11411660.641

11412661.387

11413662.386

11414663.695

11415665.058

20150619.184 BOC1

20151619.131

20156613.681 FLM1

20157613.887 FLM1

20163619.248 BOC1

20164619.194

20165619.234

20166619.494 BOC1

20167619.459

20169619.531

20170619.519

20171619.563

20172619.573

20178615.387 FLM1

20179615.532 FLM1

20185619.522

20186619.892 BOC1

20187619.901

20196620.246 BOC1

20197620.250

20198620.234

20199620.304 BOC1

20201620.303

20204620.503 BOC1

20214615.388 WFN1

20219620.708 BOC1

20222615.367 WFN1

20225615.388 WFN1

20227615.397 FLM2

20230615.103 FLM2

20231615.208 FLM2

20234615.115 FLM2 20236615.065 FLM2

20238614.972 WFN1

20240614.671 FLM2

20243614.207 WFN1

20244614.009 FLM2

20247614.041 WFN1

20248613.962 FLM2

20251613.870 WFN1

20254613.626 WFN1

20256613.879 FLM2

20291618.820

THROAT1

20292618.701

THROAT1

20293618.722

THROAT2

20294618.604

THROAT2

20295618.620

THROAT3

20296618.645

THROAT3

20297622.007 BOC2

20298622.152 BOC2

20299622.399 BOC2

20303621.556 GUT1 20304621.474 GUT1

20305621.465 GUT1

20306621.494 GUT220307621.515 GUT2

20308621.735 GUT2

20309622.030 GUT2

20310
20311624.520

20333621.227 GUT3

20334621.484 GUT3

20335621.531 BOC3

20336621.553 BOC3
20337621.447

20339621.282

20343620.790

20344620.725

20347621.104

20348621.449

20350621.470 BOC4

20351621.429 GUT4

20352621.070 GUT4

20353621.549 BOC420354621.570 BOC4

20355622.037 BOC4

20356622.418 BOC4

20357621.078 GUT4

20358621.529 GUT4

20359621.936 GUT4

20406626.716

20408625.809

20409624.926

20411624.183

20412623.179

20451620.384 BOC6

20452619.991 GUT6

20453619.766 GUT6

20454620.501 BOC6

20455620.493

20456620.505

20457620.537

20458620.616

20459620.627

20460620.603

20461620.608

20462620.613

20463619.709

THROAT5

20464619.678

THROAT5

20465619.739

THROAT6

20466619.672

THROAT6

20467619.733

THROAT7

20468619.810

THROAT7

20469620.595

20478620.617 BOC7

20479619.831 GUT720480620.444

20528620.827 BOC7

20529620.428 GUT720530620.849

20531621.072

20532620.737 GUT7

20533621.143 BOC7

20538621.557 BOC7

20539621.153 GUT7

20540621.538

20543621.792 BOC7

20544621.800

20545621.348 GUT7

20546621.618 GUT7

20547622.009 BOC7

20548621.917

20580621.157 WNG3

20581621.069 WNG3

20582621.027 WNG3

20583613.753 WNG3

20584613.485 WNG3

20585613.164 WNG3

10963665.856

ROCK

10964669.334

ROCK

10965669.740

ROCK

10966668.032

ROCK

10967666.775

ROCK

11083677.565 BOC2

20290611.055

24IN

20289610.950

24IN

40693619.014

6IN PVC

40678616.271

2IN PVC

40677616.318

2IN PVC

40658609.865

2IN PVC

40654609.772

40656609.752

2IN PVC

40657609.747

2IN PVC

20177615.285 FLM1

20614678.676

20621681.698 BOC1

20622681.723 BOC1

20631677.755

20632677.030

20640681.524 BOC1

20645676.827

20646676.834

20647677.111

20648676.779

20654677.717

20661681.719 BOC1

20662678.869

20670681.606 BOC1

20671681.509 BOC1

20680680.037

20693681.556 BOC2

20694681.593 BOC2

20705669.626

20706669.668

20711676.728 RIP1

20712672.904 RIP1

20713671.233 RIP1

20714670.665 RIP1

20715670.168 RIP1

20716671.494 RIP1

20717674.451 RIP1

20718677.798 RIP1

20732681.501 BOC2

20735681.480 BOC2

20753681.443 BOC2

20754681.399

20755681.435

20756681.416

20757681.397

20758681.366

20759681.347

21103695.923 BOC1

21108697.889 BOC1

21115700.201

21116699.919 BOC1

21117699.955

21118700.002

21120700.120

21123700.134

21124700.332

21128700.309

21130700.465

21131700.412

21139694.755

21140694.906

CAUTION GAS PIPELINE

21141700.426 BOC2

21142701.351 BOC2

21162702.471 BOC2

21176693.793

41669695.612 RIP1

41670694.926 RIP1 41671694.650 RIP1

41672694.665 RIP1

41710698.996 RIP2
41711699.123 RIP2

41712698.243 RIP2

41713697.050 RIP2

41714697.928 RIP2

41715698.181 RIP2 41716698.115 RIP2

41717697.511 RIP241718696.431 RIP2

41719697.739 RIP2

41673694.712 RIP1

620.384 BOC6

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

UNDER CONSTRUCTION

DENSE TREES

DENSE TREES

DENSE TREES

DENSE TREES

DENSE TREES

DENSE TREES

ONL
Y

3.5'

 

10+00 15+00

 

20
+0

0

 

 

 

 

0+00

  

5+00

10+00

 

15+00

 

 1
0
+
0
0

1
5
+
0
0

 

2
0
+
0
0

25+00

 1
0
+
0
0

1
5

+
0
0

 

2
0

+
0
0

2
5

+
0
0

 

 

10+00

15
+0

0

2
0
+
0
0

2
5
+
0
0

 

10+00

15+00

 

20+00

 

 

2
5
+
0
0

 

 

10+00

 

 

 

15+00

20+00

 

 

3425+00

3430+00

3435+00

3440+00

3445+00

3450+00

3455+00

3460+00

3465+00

3470+00

3475+00

348
0+00

34
85

+0
0

3
4
9
0
+
0
0

3
4
9
5
+
0
0

 

1
0

+
0
0

 

 

 

1
0

+
0
0

 

 

1
0

+
0
0

 

 

1
0

+
0
0

 

15+00

20+00

25+00

 

 

 

1
0

+
0
0

 

2425+00

2430+00

2435+00

 

2440+00

 

2445+00

 

2450+00

 

 

 

2455+00

 

2460+00

2465+00

2470+00

 

 

2475+00 2480+00

24
85

+0
0

24
90

+0
0

2
4
9
5
+
0
0

2
5
0
0
+
0
0

1425+00

1430+00

1435+00

1440+00

1445+00

1450+00

1455+00

1460+00

1465+00

1470+00

1475+00

1480
+00

14
85

+0
0

14
90

+0
0

1
4
9
5
+
0
0

1
5
0
0
+
0
0

1425+00

1430+00

1435+00

1440+00

1445+00

1450+00

1455+00

1460+00

1465+00

1470+00

1475+00

1480
+00

14
85

+0
0

14
90

+0
0

1
4
9
5
+
0
0

1425+00

1430+00

1435+00

1440+00

1445+00

 

1450+00  

1455+00

1460+00

1465+00

1470+00  

1475+00

1480
+00

14
85

+0
0

14
90

+0
0

1
4
9
5
+
0
0

1
5
0
0
+
0
0

     PRELIMINARYSCHEMATIC PREPARED BY:

DATE

P.E. NUMBERNAME

JOSHUA RYAN ROBERTSON 115996

FIRM REGISTRATION NUMBER F-845

BURNS & MCDONNELL

TECHNICAL REVIEW.

RESULTING FROM PUBLIC INPUT AND

CHANGE BASED ON FURTHER DEVELOPMENTS

CONSTRUCTION PURPOSES AND SUBJECT TO

NOT INTENDED FOR PERMIT, BIDDING, OR 

HORZ SCALE

0 0

VERT SCALE

200 2050 100 5 10

CEASON CLEMENS, P.E., DISTRICT ENGINEER

DALLAS DISTRICT

DALLAS, TX. 75240

SUITE 700

13737 NOEL RD

R

N

LOCATION MAP

NOT TO SCALE

PROSPER

McKINNEY

FAIRVIEW

HOPE

NEW

KEY MAP

NOT TO SCALE

ROLL 1 ROLL 2 ROLL 3

R
O

L
L
 
4

ROLL 5
R

O
L
L
 
1
0

ROLL 11

R
O

L
L
 
1
2

ROLL 13

8

ROLL

SEGMENT A

SEGMENT E

S
E

G
M

E
N

T
 

C

FRISCO

2%20 MPHURBAN MINOR COLLECTOR TURNAROUNDS

2%20 MPH VARIES MINOR SIDE ST

2%30 MPH VARIES CROSS STREET

2%45 MPH  URBAN COLLECTORFRONTAGE RD     

6%45 MPH  URBAN FREEWAYCOLLECTOR DISTR

6%40 MPH  URBAN FREEWAYDIRECT CONNECTOR

6%45 MPH URBAN FREEWAY RAMPS

6%60 MPH      URBAN FREEWAY US 380 MAINLANES

eMAXDESIGN SPEED  FUNCTIONAL CLASS.  ROADWAY

| FR 380A WB STA 3297+97.31

CSJ 0135-02-065

BEGIN PROJECT

[ US380A STA 1473+80.51

BEGIN CSJ 0135-15-002

END CSJ 0135-02-065

[ US380C STA 2110+32.50

BEGIN CSJ 0135-03-053

END CSJ 0135-15-002

[ US380C STA 2128+25.00

END CSJ 0135-03-053

END PROJECT

ROLL 6
ROLL 7

R
O

L
L
 
9

SEGMENT C LENGTH: 4.21 MILES

SEGMENT E LENGTH: 5.61 MILES

SEGMENT A LENGTH: 5.47 MILES

FROM SH5 (NEW EXT OF SP399) TO FM 1827

CSJ 0135-03-053

(E OF MCKINNEY)

TO JCT US 380/E UNIVERSITY DR 

(W OF MCKINNEY)

FROM JCT US 380/W UNIVERSITY DR 

CSJ 0135-15-002

FROM COIT RD TO JCT US 380/UNIV DR

CSJ 0135-02-065
 

COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS

US 380

PUBLIC HEARING DESIGN SCHEMATIC

JANUARY 2023
1/6/2023

2
/
1
7
/
2
0
2
3

1
:
1
0
0

P
l
o
t
t
e
d
 
o
n
:
 

S
c
a
l
e
:

P
e
n
 

T
a
b
l
e
:

1
2
3
9
1
2
 
-
 

U
S
 
3
8
0
 

E
I

S
 

P
e
n
t
a
b
l
e
.
t
b
l

D
e
s
i
g
n
 

F
i
l
e
n
a

m
e
:
 

     PRELIMINARYSCHEMATIC PREPARED BY:

DATE

P.E. NUMBERNAME

JOSHUA RYAN ROBERTSON 115996

FIRM REGISTRATION NUMBER F-845

BURNS & MCDONNELL

TECHNICAL REVIEW.

RESULTING FROM PUBLIC INPUT AND

CHANGE BASED ON FURTHER DEVELOPMENTS

CONSTRUCTION PURPOSES AND SUBJECT TO

NOT INTENDED FOR PERMIT, BIDDING, OR 

HORZ SCALE

0 0

VERT SCALE

200 2050 100 5 10

2023 by Texas Department of Transportation; all rights reserved 2023 by Texas Department of Transportation; all rights reserved 

E
X
I

S
T
I

N
G
 

G
R

A
D

E

P
R

O
P

O
S

E
D
 

G
R

A
D

E

CEASON CLEMENS, P.E., DISTRICT ENGINEER

DALLAS DISTRICT

DALLAS, TX. 75240

SUITE 700

13737 NOEL RD

R

N

LOCATION MAP

NOT TO SCALE

PROSPER

McKINNEY

FAIRVIEW

HOPE

NEW

KEY MAP

NOT TO SCALE

ROLL 1 ROLL 2 ROLL 3

R
O

L
L
 
4

ROLL 5
R

O
L
L
 
1
0

.
.
.
\

U
S
3
8
0
-

B
M

C
D
-

S
C

H
-

P
P
-

A
0
3
-

P
H
.
d
g
n

2
/
1
7
/
2
0
2
3

1
:
1
0
0

P
l
o
t
t
e
d
 
o
n
:
 

S
c
a
l
e
:

P
e
n
 

T
a
b
l
e
:

D
e
s
i
g
n
 

F
i
l
e
n
a

m
e
:
 .
.
.
\

U
S
3
8
0
-

B
M

C
D
-

S
C

H
-

P
P
-

A
0
3
-

P
H
.
d
g
n

1
2
3
9
1
2
 
-
 

U
S
 
3
8
0
 

E
I

S
 

P
e
n
t
a
b
l
e
.
t
b
l

ROLL 11

R
O

L
L
 
1
2

ROLL 13

8

ROLL

EXISTING ELECTRIC

CL_US380A_1

EXISTING ROW

EXISTING PROPERTY LINES

EXISTING 100 YR FLOODPLAIN

EXISTING FLOODWAY

PROPOSED CENTERLINE/BASELINE

PROPOSED ROW

PROPOSED ROW (BY OTHERS)

PROPOSED TRAFFIC BARRIER

PROPOSED BRIDGE BENTS

PROPOSED RETAINING WALL

EXISTING LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED BRIDGE

PROPOSED MAINLANES

PROPOSED RAMPS

PROPOSED FRONTAGE ROADS

PROPOSED SHARED USE PATH OR SIDEWALK 

HORIZONTAL ALIGNMENT CURVE NAME

PAVEMENT TO BE REMOVED

PARCEL ID NUMBER

DIRECT BUILDING DISPLACEMENT

PROPOSED DRAINAGE CULVERT

EXISTING DRAINAGE CULVERT

120

LEGEND:

INDUCED BUILDING DISPLACEMENT

1

2

TYPICAL SECTIONS LEGEND:

EXISTING STREAMS

ULTIMATE/FUTURE IMPROVEMENTS (BY OTHERS)

DIRECTION OF FLOW

PROPOSED CROSS STREETS AND DRIVEWAYS

WATER

WWL

ELEC

TELE

EXISTING WATER

EXISTING SANITARY SEWER

EXISTING GAS

EXISTING COMMUNICATIONS

PROPOSED UTILITY EASEMENT (BY OTHERS)

SEGMENT A

SEGMENT E

S
E

G
M

E
N

T
 

C

ADEQUATE CLEAR ZONE PROVIDED)

(CTR NOT REQUIRED WHEN

CTR: CONCRETE TRAFFIC RAIL

 CONCRETE TRAFFIC BARRIERCTB:

NOTES:

EXISTING LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED BRIDGE

PROPOSED MAINLANES

PROPOSED RAMPS

PROPOSED FRONTAGE ROADS

PROPOSED CROSS STREETS

PROPOSED SHARED USE PATH (SUP) OR SIDEWALK 

EXISTING ROADWAY TO REMAIN

EXISTING ROADWAY AND UTILITY EASEMENTS

PROPOSED TRANSITION/INTERIM PAVEMENT

FRISCO

TURN BAY LENGTH

MEDIAN

SEPARATOR (A)
TAPER (D)

STORAGE (B) DECELERATION (C)

TOTAL LENGTH

2%20 MPHURBAN MINOR COLLECTOR TURNAROUNDS

2%20 MPH VARIES MINOR SIDE ST

2%30 MPH VARIES CROSS STREET

2%45 MPH  URBAN COLLECTORFRONTAGE RD     

6%45 MPH  URBAN FREEWAYCOLLECTOR DISTR

6%40 MPH  URBAN FREEWAYDIRECT CONNECTOR

6%45 MPH URBAN FREEWAY RAMPS

6%60 MPH      URBAN FREEWAY US 380 MAINLANES

eMAXDESIGN SPEED  FUNCTIONAL CLASS.  ROADWAY

| FR 380A WB STA 3297+97.31

CSJ 0135-02-065

BEGIN PROJECT

[ US380A STA 1473+80.51

BEGIN CSJ 0135-15-002

END CSJ 0135-02-065

[ US380C STA 2110+32.50

BEGIN CSJ 0135-03-053

END CSJ 0135-15-002

[ US380C STA 2128+25.00

END CSJ 0135-03-053

END PROJECT

EXISTING WETLANDS/PONDS

GAS

FUTURE ROADWAY CONNECTION BY OTHERS

ROLL 6
ROLL 7

R
O

L
L
 
9

SEGMENT C LENGTH: 4.21 MILES

SEGMENT E LENGTH: 5.61 MILES

SEGMENT A LENGTH: 5.47 MILES

FROM SH5 (NEW EXT OF SP399) TO FM 1827

CSJ 0135-03-053

(E OF MCKINNEY)

TO JCT US 380/E UNIVERSITY DR 

(W OF MCKINNEY)

FROM JCT US 380/W UNIVERSITY DR 

CSJ 0135-15-002

FROM COIT RD TO JCT US 380/UNIV DR

CSJ 0135-02-065

PROPOSED NOISE BARRIER

EXISTING NOISE BARRIER

 

COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS

US 380

PUBLIC HEARING DESIGN SCHEMATIC

JANUARY 2023
1/6/2023

CHANGES TO THE WATER FEATURES DEPICTED.

ANALYSES AND FIELD DELINEATIONS MAY RESULT IN 

APPLICABLE USACE REGULATORY GUIDANCE. ADDITIONAL 

DELINEATIONS CONDUCTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH 

SURVEY AND TOPOGRAPHIC DATA) AND FIELD 

INTERPRETATION (USING AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHY, SOIL 

OF NATIONAL WETLAND INVENTORY (NWI), PHOTO 

SWALES, ETC.) SHOWN ORIGINATE FROM A COMBINATION 

WATER FEATURES (E.G. WETLANDS, STREAMS, PONDS, 

SHOWN SHOULD NOT BE CONSIDERED AS FINAL.

INSTALLATION OF TRAFFIC SIGNALS. SIGNAL LOCATIONS 

INTERSECTIONS ARE CONSTRUCTED TO JUSTIFY THE 

WARRANT ANALYSIS WILL BE REQUIRED AFTER 

AS PER TMUTCD REQUIREMENTS, A TRAFFIC SIGNAL 

11/13/2021.

TP&P AND APPOVED BY THE DALLAS DISTRICT ON 

ON TRAFFIC COUNTS AND GROWTH RATES REVIEWED BY 

TRAFFIC VOLUMES ON THE TRAFFIC DIAGRAM ARE BASED 

INTERSECTION DUE TO THE DIFFERENCES IN SKEW.

DESIGN VEHICLE. CORNER RADII VARY PER 

TURNAROUNDS WERE DESIGNED TO ACCOMMODATE A WB-67 

RESIDENTIAL STREETS.

STREETS.  A CITY BUS WAS USED ON SIDE STREETS AND 

TURNING MOVEMENTS ON ARTERIAL AND COLLECTOR

WB-67 DESIGN VEHICLE WAS USED IN EVALUATION OF 

PHASE OF THE PROJECT.

NOT SHOWN AND WILL BE DEVELOPED DURING THE PS&E 

CONVENTIONAL ROADWAY SIGNAGE (SMALL SIGNS) ARE 

TYPE II (5.75")UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE.

CURBS ON THE FRONTAGE ROADS AND CROSS STREETS ARE 

ACQUISITION PROCESS.

PROPERTY TO BE DETERMINED DURING THE ROW 

ACTUAL DAMAGES TO THE BUILDING AND 

STRUCTURE BUT FUNCTIONALLY IMPAIRS ITS OPERATION. 

PHYSICALLY INTERSECT THE EXISTING BUILDING 

DISPLACEMENTS IF THE PROPOSED ROW DOES NOT 

BUILDINGS ARE CONSIDERED AS POTENTIAL INDUCED 

INTERSECTS THE EXISTING BUILDING STRUCTURE. 

DISPLACEMENTS IF THE PROPOSED ROW PHYSICALLY 

BUILDINGS ARE CONSIDERED AS POTENTIAL DIRECT 

AND/OR IS LOCATED WITHIN ACCESS DENIAL LIMITS.

GOVERNMENT THAT THE DRIVEWAY IS A SAFETY ISSUE 

DETERMINED IN COORDINATION WITH THE LOCAL 

EXISTING DRIVEWAY ACCESS WILL REMAIN UNLESS IT IS 

TYPICAL SECTIONS.

PS&E. SIDEWALKS AND SHARED USE PATHS ARE SHOWN ON 

DIAGRAMMATIC ONLY AND WILL BE DESIGNED DURING 

CURB RAMPS, SIDEWALKS AND SHARED USE PATHS ARE 

COLLIN COUNTY APPRAISAL DISTRICT (OCTOBER, 2022)

PROPERTY LINES SHOWN ON SCHEMATIC OBTAINED FROM 

WERE DOWNLOADED FROM COLLIN COUNTY'S WEBSITE.

APPROXIMATE 100 YEAR FLOODPLAIN LIMITS (2011) 

NOTED OTHERWISE ON EACH SCHEMATIC ROLL.

MINOR CROSS STREET CORNER RADII ARE 25' UNLESS 

TABLES.

UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE IN THE SUPERLEVATION 

HIGH SPEED MAINLANES HAVE A NORMAL CROWN OF `2.5% 

LOW SPEED ROADWAYS HAVE A NORMAL CROWN OF `2% AND 

 

LESS THAN 10' WIDE ARE DUE TO TRANSITIONS.

TRAVEL LANE WIDTHS SHOWN IN THE TYPICAL SECTIONS 

NOTED OTHERWISE).

FACE OF CURB, RAIL, BARRIER, OR WALL (UNLESS 

DIMENSIONS ARE TO THE EDGE OF PAVEMENT OR NOMINAL 

DESIGN MANUAL FOR REFERENCE. 

SEE CHAPTER 2, SECTION 4 OF THE TXDOT ROADWAY 

USING A MAXIMUM SUPERELEVATION RATE OF 6%.

ALL SUPERELEVATION RATES WERE CALCULATED BASED ON 

OF BOTH THE EB AND WB MAINLANES.

SUPERELEVATION AXIS OF ROTATION IS ABOUT THE PGL 

COORDINATION WITH THE LOCAL GOVERNMENTS.

DETERMINED IN THE PS&E DEVELOPMENT PHASE IN 

FINAL LOCATION OF MEDIAN OPENINGS WILL BE 

AND RECORD PLANS.

(2020-2021), AERIAL SURVEYS DATED DECEMBER 2020, 

SCHEMATICS ARE BASED ON PARTIAL FIELD SURVEY 

EXISTING FEATURES WERE PARTIALLY SURVEYED.  
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DELTA DEGREE TANGENT LENGTH RADIUSCURVE NAME

HORIZONTAL CURVE DATA

PC STATION PT STATION PI STATION PI NORTHING (Y) PI EASTING (X)ALIGNMENT

CL_US380A_2

CL_US380A_3

CL_US380A_4

7° 39' 50.36"

4° 23' 24.97"

94° 40' 2.15"

0° 15' 16.73"

0° 12' 16.66"

2° 25' 40.03"

1507.07'

1073.27'

2560.52'

3009.64'

2145.49'

3899.32'

22500'

28000'

2360'

7132252.69

7132193.46

7132404.13

2512047.56

2515228.33

2518856.01

1416+24.40

1452+35.02

1473+80.51

1446+34.04

1473+80.51

1512+79.83

1431+31.46

1463+08.29

1499+41.03

BL_US380A_EB_2

BL_US380A_EB_3

BL_US380A_EB_4

7° 39' 50.36"

4° 23' 24.97"

94° 40' 02.15"

0° 15' 18.37"

0° 12' 15.61"

2° 23' 14.37"

22460'

28040'

2400'

1416+28.66

1452+33.93

1473+82.48

1446+32.95

1473+82.48

1513+47.90

1431+33.05

1463+08.73

1499+86.40

1504.39'

1074.80'

2603.92'

3004.29'

2148.56'

3965.41'

2512049.49

2515229.12

2518901.65

7132212.65

7132153.44

7132366.71

BL_US380A_WB_2

BL_US380A_WB_3

BL_US380A_WB_4

7° 39' 50.36"

4° 23' 24.97"

94° 40' 02.15"

0° 15' 15.11"

0° 12' 17.71"

2° 28' 10.72"

22540'

27960'

2320'

1416+20.13

1452+36.10

1473+78.53

1446+35.12

1473+78.53

1512+11.76

1431+29.88

1463+07.84

1498+95.65

1509.75'

1071.74'

2517.12'

3014.99'

2142.43'

3833.23'

2512045.63

2515227.54

2518810.36

7132292.74

7132233.49

7132441.54

FR_380A_EB_12

FR_380A_EB_13

FR_380A_EB_14

FR_380A_EB_15

FR_380A_EB_16

FR_380A_EB_17

2° 50' 17.96"

2° 27' 18.04"

1° 41' 22.56"

2° 29' 37.59"

2° 37' 22.55"

97° 43' 11.12"

0° 46' 49.61"

1° 54' 35.49"

1° 54' 35.49"

0° 12' 14.06"

1° 19' 56.86"

2° 23' 14.37"

181.88'

64.28'

44.24'

611.60'

98.44'

2747.29'

363.68'

128.54'

88.47'

1223.00'

196.85'

4093.28'

7341'

3000'

3000'

28099'

4300'

2400'

2437+27.86

2449+42.50

2453+54.97

2459+51.24

2471+74.23

2473+71.08

2440+91.54

2450+71.04

2454+43.44

2471+74.23

2473+71.08

2514+64.36

2439+09.74

2450+06.78

2453+99.21

2465+62.83

2472+72.68

2501+18.37

7132092.94

7132115.25

7132106.42

7132114.55

7132163.86

2512831.52

2513928.41

2514320.76

2515484.36

2516193.49

2519039.19

FR_380A_WB_10

FR_380A_WB_11

FR_380A_WB_7

FR_380A_WB_8

FR_380A_WB_9

4° 35' 32.70"

4° 15' 26.90"

3° 48' 43.83"

3° 43' 42.79"

95° 7' 8.86"

0° 15' 11.06"

1° 25' 56.62"

0° 34' 22.65"

0° 12' 19.59"

2° 23' 14.37"

907.82'

148.68'

332.80'

907.77'

2624.61'

1814.66'

297.23'

665.35'

1814.89'

3984.34'

22640'

4000'

10000'

27889'

2400'

3425+62.17

3443+76.82

3446+74.05

3453+39.40

3471+54.29

3443+76.82

3446+74.05

3453+39.40

3471+54.29

3511+38.63

3434+69.98

3445+25.51

3450+06.85

3462+47.17

3497+78.91

7132374.47

7132366.88

7132327.69

7132309.14

2512390.33

2513926.68

2515167.11

2518695.05

RP_2478_EBEN_1

RP_2478_EBEN_2

RP_2478_EBEN_3

11° 5' 40.65"

10° 46' 58.26"

3° 38' 20.92"

5° 27' 24.27"

5° 27' 24.27"

1° 14' 44.02"

101.98'

99.10'

146.13'

203.32'

197.61'

292.17'

1050'

1050'

4600'

0+00.00

2+03.32

12+48.32

2+03.32

4+00.93

15+40.48

1+01.98

3+02.42

13+94.45

7132014.65

7132067.03

7132149.25

2511440.93

2511635.06

2512724.58

RP_UNIV_EBEX_1

RP_UNIV_EBEX_2

42° 21' 30.29" 7° 6' 31.17" 312.29' 595.87' 806' 16+74.18 22+70.05 19+86.47 7132508.46 2517720.29

RP_2478_WBEX_1

RP_2478_WBEX_2

RP_2478_WBEX_3

RP_2478_WBEX_4

7° 23' 15.35"

6° 19' 15.66"

5° 22' 48.84"

2° 43' 17.43"

5° 27' 24.27"

5° 27' 24.27"

0° 43' 30.95"

1° 14' 44.02"

67.79'

57.98'

371.19'

109.27'

135.38'

115.84'

741.83'

218.50'

1050'

1050'

7900'

4600'

10+00.00

11+35.38

16+54.00

23+95.83

11+35.38

12+51.22

23+95.83

26+14.33

10+67.79

11+93.36

20+25.19

25+05.10

7132283.79

7132276.75

7132321.95

7132302.95

2511410.37

2511535.94

2512366.65

2512846.73

RP_UNIV_WBEN_1

RP_UNIV_WBEN_2

RP_UNIV_WBEN_3

27° 18' 46.15"

11° 34' 3.26"

4° 35' 43.03"

2° 51' 53.24"

5° 27' 24.27"

5° 27' 24.27"

485.94'

106.35'

42.13'

953.40'

211.99'

84.21'

2000'

1050'

1050'

10+00.00

20+57.65

22+69.63

19+53.40

22+69.63

23+53.85

14+85.94

21+64.00

23+11.76

7132352.19

7132704.93

7132804.28

2516678.24

2517278.85

2517389.21

RP_WILM_EBEX_1 39° 17' 25.55" 2° 9' 43.58" 945.98' 1817.23' 2650' 10+00.00 28+17.23 19+45.98 7132843.82 2518072.22

46° 28' 23.76" 6° 30' 39.18" 377.83' 713.78' 880' 10+00.00 17+13.78 13+77.83 7131392.84 2512655.84

44° 2' 38.92" 4° 28' 34.44" 517.73' 983.96' 1280' 18+91.52 28+75.47 24+09.25 7131942.32 2518525.63

2513446.80

7132150.40

7132486.10

13° 43' 10.13" 5° 27' 24.27" 126.32' 251.42' 1050' 23+34.47 25+85.90 24+60.79 7132272.42 2518164.50

CL_UNIVW_1

(60 MPH)

CL_US380A

(60 MPH)

BL_US380A_EB

(60 MPH)

BL_US380A_WB

(45 MPH)

FR_380A_EB

(45 MPH)

FR_380A_WB

(45 MPH)

RP_2478_EBEN

(45 MPH)

RP_UNIV_EBEX

(45 MPH)

RP_WILM_EBEX

(30 MPH)

CL_UNIVW

CL_STONE_1
(30 MPH)

CL_STONE

(45 MPH)

RP_2478_WBEX

(45 MPH)

RP_UNIV_WBEN

CL_ACCESS1_1

CL_ACCESS1_2 92° 16' 42.97"

67° 2' 0.84"

136° 25' 6.68"

77° 25' 36.22"

43.70'

49.01'

67.64'

86.58'

42'

74'

25+24.04

10+00.00

25+91.68

10+86.58

25+67.74

10+49.01

7131959.05

7132143.81

2518249.56

2516730.58

(20 MPH)

CL_ACCESS1

OWNERPARCEL ADDRESS
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PRIME URBAN FLEX MCKINNEY LLC

URBAN GARAGES MCKINNEY LLC

PRIME URBAN FLEX MCKINNEY LLC

ALAN A & YASMIN S HASHEM

ENTERTAINMENT PROPERTIES 360 LLC

STORY FAMILY TRUST U/T/A

TURNER FAMILY LIMITED P/S

TURNER FAMILY LIMITED P/S

TURNER FAMILY LIMITED P/S

M380 LAND INVESTORS LLC

M380 LAND INVESTORS LLC

M380 LAND INVESTORS LLC

SMART GUYS REALTY LLC

SMART GUYS REALTY LLC

CITY OF MCKINNEY

SMART GUYS REALTY LLC

7600 WEST UNIVERSITY

7600 WEST UNIVERSITY

CITY OF MCKINNEY

VICTORY AT STONEBRIDGE LLC

BAYU LLC

CST USA STORES LLC

 AARON COLE & CHELSEY SUE

MICHAEL H & TINA DECKER 

BRYAN PHILLIP & MARY CATHERINE ATCHISON

RANDALL T ROBERTSON 

MARK O & JEAN L WESTBROOK

ANDREWS PAULETTE

GREEN JARED

RICE REVOCABLE LIVING TRUST

LYMAN STEPHEN L & LISA D LYMAN

BRANDON LEE & LAUREN ELIZABETH BOWMAN

THE HOCKING TRUST

LARRY & LAZARA T LLODRA 

SYBILE A SHEPPARD-DEYELL 

WALLER LARESA

BENJAMIN W & STEPHANIE VANNATTER 

STEVEN W & DARLYA A OEHLER

JEFFREY & CRISTINA BORING

SLC MCKINNEY PARTNERS LP

ERIKA L & ROBERTO P FARIAS

LINDA A PULLEY 

CHRISTIAN ROSAS

ROBERT C & MAUREEN E MACAULAY 

ELIZABETH L MURPHY 

KATHY CRUME 

CYNTHIA A BROCK & ELIZABETH D NUGENT

JAMES & ROSA JONES 

BRUCE & CASEY WITHERS 

SPENCER LANEY 

TUCKER HILL #1A HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION

HARVARD PARK LLC

HUNTER 38042 LP

NREA RETREAT DST

NICHOLAS W & STEPHANIE N HEILIG 

SAUCEDO JEANETTE A

FARAH MANZAR & JUNAID AHMED 

JUDE & CHERYL CHERILUS 

WARREN JACK III & ELIZABETH WARREN

TAPAN T & SUSMITA T SHAH

D'SOUZA STEPHEN FRANKLIN & LYDIA JOAN

SHILU NI

JOYCE STEWART HILL

STATE OF TEXAS

MCKINNEY HEALTHCARE INVESTMENTS LLC

HUNTER 38042 LP

HUNTER 38042 LP

CROW-BILLINGSLEY MCK 380 LTD

CROW-BILLINGSLEY MCK 380 LTD

CROW-BILLINGSLEY MCK 380 LTD

CROW-BILLINGSLEY MCK 380 LTD

CROW-BILLINGSLEY MCK 380 LTD

CROW-BILLINGSLEY MCK 380 LTD

CROW-BILLINGSLEY MCK 380 LTD

SLC MCKINNEY PARTNERS LP

SLC MCKINNEY PARTNERS LP

STONERIDGE RANCH COMMUNITY ASSOC. INC

JACK WHITSELL & LINDA WHITSELL PRITCHARD

JACK WHITSELL & LINDA WHITSELL PRITCHARD

JACK WHITSELL & LINDA WHITSELL PRITCHARD

STONEBRIDGE RANCH COMMUNITY ASSOC. INC

STONEBRIDGE RANCH COMMUNITY ASSOC. INC

STONEBRIDGE RANCH COMMUNITY ASSOC. INC

STONEBRIDGE RANCH COMMUNITY ASSOC. INC

- LE JACK & SUZY SUMRALL LIVING TRUST

JACK FRANKLIN & SUZY ADCOCK SUMRALL

& DIVYA MATTEPALLY

NADIPELLI MADHU MOHAN RAO 

8400 W UNIVERSITY DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

2111 COUNTY ROAD 856  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

2099 COUNTY ROAD 856  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

8505 W UNIVERSITY DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

8301 W UNIVERSITY DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

6201 VIRGINIA PKWY MCKINNEY, TX 75071-5505

1722 ROUTH ST STE 770 DALLAS, TX 75201-2588

1722 ROUTH ST STE 770 DALLAS, TX 75201-2588

1722 ROUTH ST STE 770 DALLAS, TX 75201-2588

1019 SPRINGWOOD DR LEWISVILLE, TX 75067-4342

8074 W UNIVERSITY DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

1019 SPRINGWOOD DR LEWISVILLE, TX 75067-4342

7818 W UNIVERSITY DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

7818 W UNIVERSITY DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

PO BOX 517 MCKINNEY. TX 75070-8013

9570 IVY BRIDGE LN FRISCO, TX 75035-1289

7600 W UNIVERSITY DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

7600 W UNIVERSITY DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

PO BOX 517 MCKINNEY. TX 75070-8013

6125 LUTHER LN STE 583 DALLAS, TX 75225-6202

8031 W UNIVERSITY DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75070

8001 W UNIVERSITY DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75070

6201 VIRGINIA PKWY MCKINNEY, TX 75071-5505

1921 LA CIMA DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

7824 HARVEST HILL LN  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

7820 HARVEST HILL LN  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

7816 HARVEST HILL LN MCKINNEY, TX 75071

7812 HARVEST HILL LN MCKINNEY, TX 75071

7808 HARVEST HILL LN MCKINNEY, TX 75071

7804 HARVEST HILL LN  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

7800 HARVEST HILL LN MCKINNEY, TX 75071

7724 HARVEST HILL LN MCKINNEY, TX 75071

7720 HARVEST HILL LN MCKINNEY, TX 75071

7716 HARVEST HILL LN  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

7712 HARVEST HILL LN MCKINNEY, TX 75071

7708 HARVEST HILL LN MCKINNEY, TX 75071

7704 HARVEST HILL LN MCKINNEY, TX 75071

7700 HARVEST HILL LN MCKINNEY, TX 75071

1916 WOODWAY DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

1917 CAMBERTON DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

7416 PROVINCE ST MCKINNEY, TX 75071

7412 PROVINCE ST MCKINNEY, TX 75071

7408 PROVINCE ST MCKINNEY, TX 75071

7404 PROVINCE ST MCKINNEY, TX 75071

7400 PROVINCE ST MCKINNEY, TX 75071

7316 PROVINCE ST MCKINNEY, TX 75071

7312 PROVINCE ST MCKINNEY, TX 75071

7308 PROVINCE ST MCKINNEY, TX 75071

7304 PROVINCE ST MCKINNEY, TX 75071

7300 PROVINCE ST MCKINNEY, TX 75071

1916 VAN LANDINGHAM DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

6201 VIRGINIA PKWY MCKINNEY, TX 75071-5505

7200 W UNIVERSITY DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

1920 GRASSMERE LN  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

1811 FREEDOM DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

6836 REVERE DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

6832 REVERE DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

6828 REVERE DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

6824 REVERE DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

6820 REVERE DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

6816 REVERE DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

6812 REVERE DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

6808 REVERE DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

6804 REVERE DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

6800 REVERE DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

6201 VIRGINIA PKWY MCKINNEY, TX 75071-5505

PO BOX 133067 DALLAS, TX 75313-3067

6601 W UNIVERSITY DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

1722 ROUTH ST STE 770 DALLAS, TX 75201-2588

1722 ROUTH ST STE 770 DALLAS, TX 75201-2588

1722 ROUTH ST STE 770 DALLAS, TX 75201-2588

1722 ROUTH ST STE 770 DALLAS, TX 75201-2588

1722 ROUTH ST STE 770 DALLAS, TX 75201-2588

1722 ROUTH ST STE 770 DALLAS, TX 75201-2588

1722 ROUTH ST STE 770 DALLAS, TX 75201-2588

3990 HILLSBORO PIKE STE400 NASHVILLE, TN 37215

3990 HILLSBORO PIKE STE400 NASHVILLE, TN 37215

3890 W NORTHWEST HWY STE 100 DALLAS, TX 75220

3890 W NORTHWEST HWY STE 100 DALLAS, TX 75220

1800 PRESTON PARK BLVD STE 101 PLANO, TX 75093

3890 W NORTHWEST HWY STE 100 CLIFTON, TX 75220

3990 HILLSBORO PIKE STE400 NASHVILLE, TN 37215

12700 PARK CENTRAL DR STE1400 DALLAS, TX 75251

12700 PARK CENTRAL DR STE1400 DALLAS, TX 75251

12700 PARK CENTRAL DR STE1400 DALLAS, TX 75251

FRISCO, TX 75034

6136 FRISCO SQUARE BLVD STE 400 

WALNUT GROVE

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

RESIDENTIAL

PARK

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

RESIDENTIAL

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

RESIDENTIAL

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND
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[ US380A

TACO SHOP

FUZZY'S

AT STONEBRIDGE

VICTORY SHOPS

CIRCLE K

HILL OFFICE

TUCKER 

CENTER

MEDICAL 

HORIZON

| RP 2478-WBEX

| RP 2478-EBEN

| RP UNIV-WBEN

| RP UNIV-EBEX

| RP WILM-EBEX

N
 

S
T

O
N

E
B

R
ID

G
E
 

D
R

HIL
L 

LNWATCH 

ROCKLEDGE DR

HARVEST HILL LN

W
O
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D

W
A

Y
 

D
R

C
A

M
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R
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O

N
 

D
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C
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N
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E
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D
R

PROVINCE ST

TREMONT BLVD

WESCOTT 

ARDMORE ST

S
T
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T

E
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B
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H
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D
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ST
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CY 
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BALD EAGLE DR D
R

F
R
E
E
D

O
M
 

HOME

SHELTER

W
 

U
N
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E
R
S
IT

Y
 

D
R

PROP 
ROW

MAINTENANCE FACILITY

RP_2478_EBEN_2

RP_2478_EBEN_3

PROP ROW

RP_UNIV_WBEN_2

P
R

O
P
 

R
O

W

P
R

O
P
 
R

O
W

RP_UNIV_WBEN_3

RP_WILM_EBEX_1

1-6'X 3' SBC

[ US380A, STA 1467+56.00

ON ELEVATED STRUCTURE

PROPOSED CULVERT A-11

TO BE REMOVED

EXIST 2-4'X 5' MBC

1-10'X 4' SBC

[ US380A, STA 1460+81.00

ON ELEVATED STRUCTURE

PROPOSED CULVERT A-10

TO BE REMOVED

EXIST 1-6'X 3' SBC

| FR 380A-EB

| FR 380A-EB

| FR 380A-EB

| FR 380A-WB

| FR 380A-WB

| FR 380A-WB

FR_380A_WB_8

FR_380A_WB_9

FR_380A_WB_10

FR_380A_WB_11

FR_380A_EB_12

FR_380A_EB_13
FR_380A_EB_14

FR_380A_EB_15

FR_380A_EB_16

FR_380A_EB_17

[ US380A STA 1433+26.00

BEGIN BRIDGE

[ US380A STA 1438+81.00

 END BRIDGE

[ US380A STA 1487+90.00

BEGIN BRIDGE

| FR 380A-WB STA 3490+45.00

BEGIN BRIDGE

STA 18+05.00

| RP UNIV-EBEX 

END BRIDGEEXIST SOUND WALL

[ UNIVW

E
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E
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R
O

W

E
X
I

S
T
 

R
O

W
E

X
I

S
T
 

R
O

W

E
X
I

S
T
 

R
O

W

E
X
I

S
T
 

R
O

W

E
X
I

S
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R
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W

C
R
 
8
5
6

FR_380A_WB_7

STA 3433+50.50

| FR 380A-WB

BEGIN BRIDGE

STA 3436+00.50

| FR 380A-WB

END BRIDGE

EXIST ROW

SHED

SHED

BARN

MATCH EXISTING PAVEMENT

[ CR856 STA 11+35.00

END CONSTRUCTION

CR 856

MATCH EXISTING PAVEMENT

[ STONE STA 21+66.37

BEGIN CONSTRUCTION

END WIDENING

N STONEBRIDGE DR

[ STONE STA 14+37.07

BEGIN WIDENING

N STONEBRIDGE DR

MATCH EXISTING PAVEMENT

[ TREMONT STA 12+93.79

END CONSTRUCTION

TREMONT BLVD

MATCH EXISTING PAVEMENT

[ GRASSMREN STA 11+15.07

END CONSTRUCTION

GRASSMERE LN

MATCH EXISTING PAVEMENT

[ GRASSMRES STA 10+98.36

BEGIN CONSTRUCTION

GRASSMERE LN

R=65'

R=400'

R=60'

R=60'

R=70'

R=200'

R=50'

R=50'R=50'

R=50'

R=60'

R=400'

R=400'

R=70'

[ STONE

RP_2478_WBEX_3

STA 2432+23.16, 30' RT

| FR 380A-EB 

BEGIN RET. WALL

RP_UNIV_WBEN_1

RP_2478_WBEX_2

RP_2478_WBEX_4

27' LT

| FR 380A-WB STA 3466+00.66,

BEGIN RET. WALL

STA 3439+21.79, 31' LT

| FR 380A-WB 

BEGIN RET. WALL

STA 3429+66.95, 20' LT

| FR 380A-WB 

END RET. WALL

[ ACCESS1 

| RP UNIV-EBEX STA 14+60.00

BEGIN BRIDGE

CL_STONE_1

L9

20' RT

| FR 380A-EB STA 2450+84.55,

BEGIN RET. WALLSTA 2435+98.49, 30' RT

| FR 380A-EB

END PROP RET. WALL

20' RT

STA 2476+12.83,

| FR 380A-EB

END RET. WALL

20' RT

| FR 380A-EB STA 2478+90.25,

BEGIN RET. WALL

STA 3433+60.94, 18' LT

| FR 380A-WB 

END RET. WALL

| FR 380A-WB STA 3430+14.25, 20' LT

BEGIN RET. WALL

20' LT

| FR 380A-WB STA 3445+40.05,

END RET. WALL

20' LT

| FR 380A-WB STA 3445+84.11,

BEGIN RET. WALL

20' LT

| FR 380A-WB STA 3446+36.14,

END RET. WALL

20' LT

| FR 380A-WB STA 3446+78.82,

BEGIN RET. WALL

20' LT

| FR 380A-WB STA 3447+57.89,

END RET. WALL

20' LT

| FR 380A-WB STA 3450+11.62,

BEGIN RET. WALL

20' LT

| FR 380A-WB STA 3453+17.61,

END RET. WALL

20' LT

| FR 380A-WB STA 3454+99.90,

BEGIN RET. WALL

20' LT

| FR 380A-WB STA 3457+20.15,

BEGIN RET. WALL

20' LT

| FR 380A-WB STA 3464+67.70,

END RET. WALL

31' LT

| FR 380A-WB STA 3471+91.94,

BEGIN RET. WALL

20' LT

| FR 380A-WB STA 3477+10.05,

END RET. WALL

20' LT

| FR 380A-WB STA 3478+50.40,

BEGIN RET. WALL

18' LT

| FR 380A-WB STA 3490+45.08,

END RET. WALL

75' RT

[ US380A STA 1427+40.28,

BEGIN RET. WALL

STA 1438+81.00, 87' LT

[ US380A

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

80' RT

[ US380A STA 1480+20.38,

BEGIN RET. WALL

1482+85.45, 76' RT

[ US380A STA

BEGIN RET. WALL

111' LT

STA 1428+83.03

[ US380A

BEGIN RET. WALL

119' RT

[ US380A STA 1428+38.77,

BEGIN RET. WALL

STA 1433+38.22, 100' LT

[ US380A 

END RET. WALL

151' LT

[ US380A STA 1482+24.94,

END RET. WALL

101' RT

[ US380A STA 1478+24.85,

END RET. WALL

75' RT

[ US380A STA 1431+06.90,

END RET. WALL

[ STONE STA 25+40.90

| FR 380A-EB STA 2437+11.86=

RP_UNIV_EBEX_1

[ STONE STA 26+84.70

[ US380A STA 1437+09.19=

[ UNIVW STA 12+04.44
[ US380A STA 1489+53.47=

[ UNIVW STA 10+00.00
| FR 380A-WB STA 3488+37.00=

[ STONE STA 28+24.71

| FR 380A-WB STA 3437+03.82= EXIST ROW

L8

CITY OF MCKINNEY FUTURE PLANNED PROJECT

FUTURE N. STONEBRIDGE DR

5-6'X 6' MBC

[ UNIVW, STA 23+60.15

PROPOSED CULVERT A-12

REMOVE EXIST 5-6'X6' MBC

RP_2478_EBEN_1 107' RT

STA 1433+25.99,

[ US380A

END RET. WALL

L7

STA 2443+03.64, 20' RT

| FR 380A-EB

BEGIN RET. WALL

STA 2470+94.38, 17' RT

| FR 380A-EB

END RET. WALL

20' RT

STA 2474+33.05,

| FR 380A-EB

BEGIN RET. WALL

RP_UNIV_EBEX_2

77' RT

STA 1487+89.98,

[ US380A

END RET. WALL

R17

L11

14' LT

STA 3470+80.28,

| FR 380A-WB

END RET. WALL

20' LT

| FR 380A-WB STA 3456+24.68,

END RET. WALL

75' RT

[ STONE STA 24+25.36,

BEGIN RET. WALL

RP_2478_WBEX_1

STA 1429+17.65, 75' LT

[ US380A

END PROP RET. WALL

77' LT

[ US380A STA 1484+85.66,

BEGIN RET. WALL

77' LT

[ US380A STA 1487+89.97,

END RET. WALL

116' RT

STA 1482+76.66,

[ US380A

END RET. WALL

L
N

G
R

A
S
S

M
E

R
E

[ US380A STA 1473+80.51

BEGIN CSJ 0135-15-002

END CSJ 0135-02-065

| FR 380A-WB STA 3425+10.80, 20' LT

BEGIN RET. WALL

STA 2494+00.00

| FR 380A-EB 

BEGIN BRIDGE

PROP NOISE BARRIER

PROP NOISE BARRIER

PROP NOISE BARRIER

36" WATERLINE
MCKINNEY
EXISTING CITY OF

30"-66" WATERLINE

OF MCKINNEY

EXIST CITY

36" WATERLINE

EXISTING CITY OF MCKINNEY

PUMP STATION

MCKINNEY UNIVERSITY

D
R

L
A
 

C
IM

A

STA 2446+02.31, 20' RT

| FR 380A-EB

END RET. WALL

[ US380A STA 1438+81.00, 87' RT

BEGIN RET. WALL

32' RT

| FR 380A-EB STA 2440+38.82,

END RET. WALL

TO BE REMOVED

EXIST 3-5'X 5' MBC

3-5'X 5' MBC

STA 1442+99.00

[ US380A

PROPOSED CULVERT A-9

SOUND WALL

EXISTING

96

99

98

122 123
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128 129 130
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133 135
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137 138 139
140 142 143

144
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134
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103 104 105 106
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169

172

171

168

165

166

174

151
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169
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173

149 

C
R
E
E
K
 
T
R
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. 

13

W
IL

S
O

N
 

TO REMAIN IN-PLACE

EXIST CULVERT 4-10'X9' MBC

[ UNIVW

CL_UNIVW_1

EXIST ROW

EXIST ROW

MATCH EXISTING PAVEMENT

[ UNIVW STA 28+75.47

END CONSTRUCTION

W UNIVERSITY DR

STA 27+05.84, 66' LT

[ UNIVW

BEGIN RET. WALL

DR

W UNIVERSITY

380

380
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STA = 1535+00.00

EL = 681.65

+2.
24% -1.68%

L = 1,000.00

K = 255

ex = -4.90'

STA = 1562+00.00

EL = 636.25

-1.68% +2.
69%

L = 800.00

K = 183

ex = 4.37'

STA = 1582+00.00

EL = 690.10

+2.
69% -1.20%

L = 1,000.00

K = 257

ex = -4.86'
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[ US380A

EXIST GROUND @ 

[ US380A

PROP PGL @ 

U
T

U
R

N

U
T

U
R

N

U
T

U
R

N

U
T

U
R

N

100
HW   = 649.69'

50
HW   = 648.44'
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C
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I
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V
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R
T
 

C
L

R

PROP BLOOMDALE RD WEST

[ BLOOMW STA 195+44.87

[ US380A STA 1574+36.79
[ CR124 STA 22+04.08

[ US380A STA 1535+38.43

PROP CR 124/ FUTURE WILMETH

5.5' TYPICAL BRIDGE DEPTH

TX-54 GIRDERS

5.5' TYPICAL BRIDGE DEPTH

TX-54 GIRDERS

] = 641.15'

1-5'X3' SBC

STA 1541+93.00

[ US380A

PROP CULVERT A-14

50
HW   = 628.47'

HW   = 629.22'
100

DELTA DEGREE TANGENT LENGTH RADIUSCURVE NAME

HORIZONTAL CURVE DATA

PC STATION PT STATION PI STATION PI NORTHING (Y) PI EASTING (X)ALIGNMENT

CL_US380A_4

CL_US380A_5

94° 40' 2.15"

102° 52' 31.42"

2° 25' 40.03"

1° 37' 56.49"

2560.52'

4402.84'

3899.32'

6302.26'

2360'

3510'

7132404.13

7143135.07

2518856.01

2517349.64

1473+80.51

1551+52.63

1512+79.83

1614+54.88

1499+41.03

1595+55.46

BL_US380A_EB_4

BL_US380A_EB_5 102° 52' 31.42" 1° 39' 04.23" 3470' 1552+20.69 1614+51.13 1595+73.364352.66' 6230.43' 2517396.237143090.94

94° 40' 02.15" 2° 23' 14.37" 2400' 1473+82.48 1513+47.90 1499+86.402603.92' 3965.41' 2518901.657132366.71

BL_US380A_WB_4

BL_US380A_WB_5

94° 40' 02.15"

102° 52' 31.42"

2° 28' 10.72"

1° 36' 50.28"

2320'

3550'

1473+78.53

1550+84.55

1512+11.76

1614+58.63

1498+95.65

1595+37.57

2517.12'

4453.01'

3833.23'

6374.08'

2518810.36

2517303.05

7132441.54

7143179.20

FR_380A_EB_18

FR_380A_EB_19

29° 18' 36.13"

73° 33' 55.28"

1° 36' 33.96"

1° 43' 14.14"

930.96'

2489.59'

1821.14'

4275.58'

3560'

3330'

2553+34.61

2571+55.75

2571+55.75

2614+31.33

2562+65.57

2596+45.34

7139639.06

7142825.54

2517989.85

2519233.44

FR_380A_WB_11

FR_380A_WB_12

FR_380A_WB_13

95° 7' 8.86"

39° 9' 58.87"

9° 18' 12.15"

2° 23' 14.37"

1° 33' 58.73"

1° 54' 35.49"

2624.61'

1301.35'

244.10'

3984.34'

2500.54'

487.12'

2400'

3658'

3000'

3471+54.29

3548+43.78

3573+44.33

3511+38.63

3573+44.33

3578+31.45

3497+78.91

3561+45.13

3575+88.42

7140043.12

7141365.37

2518695.05

2517634.22

2518434.24

RP_WILM_EBEX_2 13° 45' 43.21" 5° 27' 24.27" 126.71' 252.20' 1050' 29+84.87 32+37.07 31+11.58 7133969.53 2518593.00

RP_UNIV_EBEN_1

RP_UNIV_EBEN_2

RP_UNIV_EBEN_3

RP_UNIV_EBEN_4

7° 22' 37.97"

5° 10' 59.80"

1° 34' 21.34"

3° 45' 59.55"

5° 27' 24.27"

5° 27' 24.27"

0° 43' 30.95"

1° 14' 44.02"

67.69'

47.53'

108.42'

151.25'

135.19'

94.99'

216.83'

302.40'

1050'

1050'

7900'

4600'

10+00.00

11+35.19

16+26.65

18+43.48

11+35.19

12+30.18

18+43.48

21+45.88

10+67.69

11+82.72

17+35.07

19+94.73

7135034.72

7135145.82

7135689.53

7135943.76

2518617.00

2518586.46

2518488.79

2518435.87

RP_RIDG_EBEX_1

RP_RIDG_EBEX_2

RP_RIDG_EBEX_3

RP_RIDG_EBEX_4

3° 46' 24.80"

3° 23' 13.89"

4° 55' 26.82"

5° 16' 1.86"

1° 14' 44.02"

0° 43' 30.95"

1° 13' 8.61"

5° 27' 24.27"

151.53'

233.58'

202.09'

48.30'

302.96'

467.03'

403.93'

96.53'

4600'

7900'

4700'

1050'

10+00.00

13+02.96

19+93.45

23+97.38

13+02.96

17+69.99

23+97.38

24+93.91

11+51.53

15+36.54

21+95.54

24+45.68

7137460.00

7137844.08

7138497.42

7138747.53

2518223.03

2518194.71

2518107.48

2518095.77

RP_WILM_WBEN_1

RP_WILM_WBEN_2

RP_WILM_WBEN_3

RP_WILM_WBEN_4

3° 46' 54.50"

3° 36' 11.09"

6° 16' 23.07"

6° 27' 6.48"

1° 14' 44.02"

0° 43' 30.95"

1° 13' 8.61"

5° 27' 24.27"

151.87'

248.48'

257.55'

59.18'

303.62'

496.80'

514.58'

118.24'

4600'

7900'

4700'

1050'

10+00.00

13+03.62

19+36.94

24+51.52

13+03.62

18+00.42

24+51.52

25+69.76

11+51.87

15+52.10

21+94.49

25+10.70

7135340.91

7135732.84

7136368.86

7136675.58

2518367.01

2518285.33

2518194.02

2518115.02

RP_RIDG_WBEN_1

RP_RIDG_WBEN_2

RP_RIDG_WBEN_3

RP_RIDG_WBEN_4

3° 32' 42.95"

3° 31' 52.05"

8° 58' 3.88"

11° 51' 2.44"

1° 14' 44.02"

0° 43' 30.95"

5° 27' 24.27"

5° 27' 24.27"

142.36'

243.51'

82.34'

108.98'

284.63'

486.88'

164.34'

217.17'

4600'

7900'

1050'

1050'

10+00.00

12+84.63

21+08.61

22+72.96

12+84.63

17+71.51

22+72.96

24+90.13

11+42.36

15+28.15

21+90.95

23+81.93

7137611.93

7137990.02

7138646.52

7138829.50

2518048.21

2517971.04

2517878.72

2517822.87

RP_WILM_WBEX_1

RP_WILM_WBEX_2

8° 25' 6.99"

17° 22' 40.35"

5° 27' 24.27"

2° 29' 28.04"

77.28'

351.49'

154.28'

697.59'

1050'

2300'

10+00.00

16+87.90

11+54.28

23+85.49

10+77.28

20+39.39

7139860.87

7140781.61

2517847.24

2518127.25

FR_380A_WB_14 14° 15' 20.02" 1° 16' 23.66" 562.72' 1119.63' 4500' 3578+31.45 3589+51.08 3583+94.17 7141979.08

40° 36' 34.31" 2° 51' 53.24" 740.01' 1417.54' 2000' 192+58.74 206+76.28 199+98.75 7140674.36 2518713.63

2518958.00

7132486.10

CL_BLOOMW_3

RP_UNIV_WBEX_1

RP_UNIV_WBEX_2

RP_UNIV_WBEX_3

RP_UNIV_WBEX_4

RP_UNIV_WBEX_5

4° 35' 43.03"

11° 34' 3.26"

13° 41' 47.56"

3° 11' 2.12"

3° 50' 8.46"

5° 27' 24.27"

5° 27' 24.27"

2° 12' 13.26"

0° 43' 30.95"

1° 14' 44.02" 4600

10+00.00

10+84.21

12+96.20

22+31.02

26+70.02

10+84.21

12+96.20

19+17.73

26+70.02

29+77.97

10+42.13

11+90.57

16+08.45

24+50.58

28+24.05

7134234.88

7134376.15

7134792.19

7135630.36

7136002.97

2518317.04

2518362.74

2518409.09

2518301.14

2518274.07

1050'

1050'

2600'

7900'

42.13'

106.35'

312.25'

219.56'

154.03'

84.21'

211.99'

439'

621.53'

307.95'

(60 MPH)

CL_US380A

(60 MPH)

BL_US380A_EB

(60 MPH)

BL_US380A_WB

(45 MPH)

FR_380A_EB

(45 MPH)

FR_380A_WB

(45 MPH)

RP_WILM_EBEX

(45 MPH)

RP_UNIV_EBEN

(45 MPH)

RP_RIDG_EBEX

(45 MPH)

RP_WILM_EBEN

(45 MPH)

RP_UNIV_WBEX

(45 MPH)

RP_RIDG_WBEN

(45 MPH)

RP_WILM_WBEX

(30 MPH)

CL_BLOOMW

OWNERPARCEL ADDRESS

176

177

178

179

180

181

182

183

184

185

186

187

188

189

190

191

192

193

194

195

196

197

198

199

200

SLC MCKINNEY PARTNERS LP

HIXON FAMILY PARTNERSHIP LTD

HIXON FAMILY PARTNERSHIP LTD

NORTH DALLAS HONEY COMPANY LP

DAVIS LARRY R & ANNA L

LARRY M MALONE 

UNIVERSITY BUISNESS PARK PHASE II LIMITED

BASEBALL GROUP OF TEXAS LP

BASEBALL NATION LLC

KENNETH G & MARSHA J KNUTH 

JAMES WILLIAM WIGGINS

WILMETH RIDGE CROSSING LLC

TRACY J & RHONDA D HOPKINS

MICHAEL HCISCO

QZ RANCH TRUST

BERND & VALERIA A FITZAU

LACEY ELLEN SCALF FLINT LOUGHRIDGE JR

FLINT & REGINA LOUGHRIDGE 

TODD L & LAURAS GARRETT

BILLINGSLEY 380 NORTH LTD

WILLIAM MARK DAVID

RIDGE MCKINNEY REALTY LLC

TERRY & SUSAN HENDERSON 

& JOHN EVERETT REVOCABLE TRUST

GIDNEY SHANNON KAYE 

& DEBORAH KAY CISCO

THE REV TRUST OF MICHAEL HENRY 

PO BOX 172 MELISSA, TX 75454-0172

PO BOX 172 MELISSA, TX 75454-0172

2910 NATURE NATE FARMS  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

2921 NATURE NATE FARMS  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

6557 COUNTY ROAD 124  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

1722 ROUTH ST STE 770 DALLAS, TX 75201-2588

7105 WINSTANLEY LN MCKINNEY, TX 75071-4610

6161 COUNTY ROAD 124  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

6161 COUNTY ROAD 124  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

6071 COUNTY ROAD 161  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

6400 COUNTY ROAD 124  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

6077 COUNTY ROAD 161  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

6235 COUNTY ROAD 161  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

6327 COUNTY ROAD 161 MCKINNEY, TX 75071

6327 COUNTY ROAD 161 MCKINNEY, TX 75071

6423 COUNTY ROAD 161  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

6551 COUNTY ROAD 161  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

6665 COUNTY ROAD 161 MCKINNEY, TX 75071

6665 COUNTY ROAD 161  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

6677 COUNTY ROAD 161  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

1722 ROUTH ST STE 770 DALLAS, TX 75201-2588

6795 COUNTY ROAD 123  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

6919 COUNTY ROAD 123  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

2600 ELDORADO PKWY STE 115 MCKINNEY, TX 75070

3990 HILLSBORO PIKE STE400 NASHVILLE, TN 37215 VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

NATURE NATES

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

FROZEN ROPES

TRIPLE CREEK ACADEMY

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

VACANT LAND W/ POND

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

VACANT LAND

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

RESIDENTIAL

PROPERTY OWNERS

OCCUPANT

173

174

175

CROW-BILLINGSLEY MCK 380 LTD

SLC MCKINNEY PARTNERS LP

SLC MCKINNEY PARTNERS LP

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND
TX 75201-2588

ONE ARTS PLAZA 1722 ROUTH ST STE 770 DALLAS,

TN 37215-3162

3990 HILLSBORO PIKE STE 400 NASHVILLE,

TN 37215-3162

3990 HILLSBORO PIKE STE 400 NASHVILLE,

CHAIN NAME CROSS SLOPESTATION

SUPERELEVATION

CL_US380A_EB

CL_US380A_WB

27+74.00

29+84.00

-5.80%

2.00%
RP_WILM_EBEX

14+00.00

14+50.00

2.00%

2.50%
RP_UNIV_EBEN

18+50.00 2.00%
RP_RIDG_EBEX

18+00.00 2.50%

15+20.00 4.90%
RP_WILM_EBEN

14+30.00 2.00%

20+50.00 2.50%
RP_UNIV_WBEX

20+00.00 2.00%

20+50.00 2.00%
RP_RIDG_WBEN

20+00.00 2.50%

17+50.00 -4.90%
RP_WILM_WBEX

15+50.00 2.00%

1512+72.00

1516+51.00

1551+34.00

1552+43.00

-5.90%

2.50%

2.50%

4.90%

1511+81.00

1513+35.00

1548+18.00

1551+52.00

5.90%

2.50%

2.50%

-4.90%

SUPERELEVATION SIGN CONVENTION

|/PGL

+

-

WESTBOUND ALIGNMENTS

|/PGL

+

-

EASTBOUND ALIGNMENTS

TURN BAY LENGTHS

LOCATION TAPER LENGTH DECEL LENGTH STORAGE LENGTH TOTAL LENGTH

R20

R19

R18

L15

L14

L13

L12

150'

150'

150'

165'

150'

150'

150'

340'

340'

340'

340'

340'

340'

340'

407'

224'

306'

365'

350'

345'

350'

747'

564'

646'

705'

690'

685'

690'

ROADWAY CURVE NAME

HORIZONTAL CURVE SHOULDER DATA

BL_US380A_EB
BL_US380A_EB_4 15 10

BL_US380A_WB_4 15
BL_US380A_WB

BL_US380A_EB_5

BL_US380A_WB_5 15

15

10

INSIDE SHOULDER WIDTH (FT) OUTSIDE SHOULDER WIDTH (FT)

10-12

10-14
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3500+00

3505+00 3510+00

3515
+00
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+00

3525
+00

3530
+00

3535
+00

3540
+00

3545
+00
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3
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FRISCO

2%20 MPHURBAN MINOR COLLECTOR TURNAROUNDS

2%20 MPH VARIES MINOR SIDE ST

2%30 MPH VARIES CROSS STREET

2%45 MPH  URBAN COLLECTORFRONTAGE RD     

6%45 MPH  URBAN FREEWAYCOLLECTOR DISTR

6%40 MPH  URBAN FREEWAYDIRECT CONNECTOR

6%45 MPH URBAN FREEWAY RAMPS

6%60 MPH      URBAN FREEWAY US 380 MAINLANES

eMAXDESIGN SPEED  FUNCTIONAL CLASS.  ROADWAY

| FR 380A WB STA 3297+97.31

CSJ 0135-02-065

BEGIN PROJECT

[ US380A STA 1473+80.51

BEGIN CSJ 0135-15-002

END CSJ 0135-02-065

[ US380C STA 2110+32.50

BEGIN CSJ 0135-03-053

END CSJ 0135-15-002

[ US380C STA 2128+25.00

END CSJ 0135-03-053

END PROJECT

ROLL 6
ROLL 7

R
O

L
L
 
9

SEGMENT C LENGTH: 4.21 MILES

SEGMENT E LENGTH: 5.61 MILES

SEGMENT A LENGTH: 5.47 MILES

FROM SH5 (NEW EXT OF SP399) TO FM 1827

CSJ 0135-03-053

(E OF MCKINNEY)

TO JCT US 380/E UNIVERSITY DR 

(W OF MCKINNEY)

FROM JCT US 380/W UNIVERSITY DR 

CSJ 0135-15-002

FROM COIT RD TO JCT US 380/UNIV DR

CSJ 0135-02-065
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ROLL

EXISTING ELECTRIC

CL_US380A_1

EXISTING ROW

EXISTING PROPERTY LINES

EXISTING 100 YR FLOODPLAIN

EXISTING FLOODWAY

PROPOSED CENTERLINE/BASELINE

PROPOSED ROW

PROPOSED ROW (BY OTHERS)

PROPOSED TRAFFIC BARRIER

PROPOSED BRIDGE BENTS

PROPOSED RETAINING WALL

EXISTING LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED BRIDGE

PROPOSED MAINLANES

PROPOSED RAMPS

PROPOSED FRONTAGE ROADS

PROPOSED SHARED USE PATH OR SIDEWALK 

HORIZONTAL ALIGNMENT CURVE NAME

PAVEMENT TO BE REMOVED

PARCEL ID NUMBER

DIRECT BUILDING DISPLACEMENT

PROPOSED DRAINAGE CULVERT

EXISTING DRAINAGE CULVERT

120

LEGEND:

INDUCED BUILDING DISPLACEMENT

1

2

TYPICAL SECTIONS LEGEND:

EXISTING STREAMS

ULTIMATE/FUTURE IMPROVEMENTS (BY OTHERS)

DIRECTION OF FLOW

PROPOSED CROSS STREETS AND DRIVEWAYS

WATER

WWL

ELEC

TELE

EXISTING WATER

EXISTING SANITARY SEWER

EXISTING GAS

EXISTING COMMUNICATIONS

PROPOSED UTILITY EASEMENT (BY OTHERS)

SEGMENT A

SEGMENT E

S
E

G
M

E
N

T
 

C

ADEQUATE CLEAR ZONE PROVIDED)

(CTR NOT REQUIRED WHEN

CTR: CONCRETE TRAFFIC RAIL

 CONCRETE TRAFFIC BARRIERCTB:

NOTES:

EXISTING LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED BRIDGE

PROPOSED MAINLANES

PROPOSED RAMPS

PROPOSED FRONTAGE ROADS

PROPOSED CROSS STREETS

PROPOSED SHARED USE PATH (SUP) OR SIDEWALK 

EXISTING ROADWAY TO REMAIN

EXISTING ROADWAY AND UTILITY EASEMENTS

PROPOSED TRANSITION/INTERIM PAVEMENT

FRISCO

TURN BAY LENGTH

MEDIAN

SEPARATOR (A)
TAPER (D)

STORAGE (B) DECELERATION (C)

TOTAL LENGTH

2%20 MPHURBAN MINOR COLLECTOR TURNAROUNDS

2%20 MPH VARIES MINOR SIDE ST

2%30 MPH VARIES CROSS STREET

2%45 MPH  URBAN COLLECTORFRONTAGE RD     

6%45 MPH  URBAN FREEWAYCOLLECTOR DISTR

6%40 MPH  URBAN FREEWAYDIRECT CONNECTOR

6%45 MPH URBAN FREEWAY RAMPS

6%60 MPH      URBAN FREEWAY US 380 MAINLANES

eMAXDESIGN SPEED  FUNCTIONAL CLASS.  ROADWAY

| FR 380A WB STA 3297+97.31

CSJ 0135-02-065

BEGIN PROJECT

[ US380A STA 1473+80.51

BEGIN CSJ 0135-15-002

END CSJ 0135-02-065

[ US380C STA 2110+32.50

BEGIN CSJ 0135-03-053

END CSJ 0135-15-002

[ US380C STA 2128+25.00

END CSJ 0135-03-053

END PROJECT

EXISTING WETLANDS/PONDS

GAS

FUTURE ROADWAY CONNECTION BY OTHERS

ROLL 6
ROLL 7

R
O

L
L
 
9

SEGMENT C LENGTH: 4.21 MILES

SEGMENT E LENGTH: 5.61 MILES

SEGMENT A LENGTH: 5.47 MILES

FROM SH5 (NEW EXT OF SP399) TO FM 1827

CSJ 0135-03-053

(E OF MCKINNEY)

TO JCT US 380/E UNIVERSITY DR 

(W OF MCKINNEY)

FROM JCT US 380/W UNIVERSITY DR 

CSJ 0135-15-002

FROM COIT RD TO JCT US 380/UNIV DR

CSJ 0135-02-065

PROPOSED NOISE BARRIER

EXISTING NOISE BARRIER

 

COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS

US 380

PUBLIC HEARING DESIGN SCHEMATIC

JANUARY 2023
1/6/2023

CHANGES TO THE WATER FEATURES DEPICTED.

ANALYSES AND FIELD DELINEATIONS MAY RESULT IN 

APPLICABLE USACE REGULATORY GUIDANCE. ADDITIONAL 

DELINEATIONS CONDUCTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH 

SURVEY AND TOPOGRAPHIC DATA) AND FIELD 

INTERPRETATION (USING AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHY, SOIL 

OF NATIONAL WETLAND INVENTORY (NWI), PHOTO 

SWALES, ETC.) SHOWN ORIGINATE FROM A COMBINATION 

WATER FEATURES (E.G. WETLANDS, STREAMS, PONDS, 

SHOWN SHOULD NOT BE CONSIDERED AS FINAL.

INSTALLATION OF TRAFFIC SIGNALS. SIGNAL LOCATIONS 

INTERSECTIONS ARE CONSTRUCTED TO JUSTIFY THE 

WARRANT ANALYSIS WILL BE REQUIRED AFTER 

AS PER TMUTCD REQUIREMENTS, A TRAFFIC SIGNAL 

11/13/2021.

TP&P AND APPOVED BY THE DALLAS DISTRICT ON 

ON TRAFFIC COUNTS AND GROWTH RATES REVIEWED BY 

TRAFFIC VOLUMES ON THE TRAFFIC DIAGRAM ARE BASED 

INTERSECTION DUE TO THE DIFFERENCES IN SKEW.

DESIGN VEHICLE. CORNER RADII VARY PER 

TURNAROUNDS WERE DESIGNED TO ACCOMMODATE A WB-67 

RESIDENTIAL STREETS.

STREETS.  A CITY BUS WAS USED ON SIDE STREETS AND 

TURNING MOVEMENTS ON ARTERIAL AND COLLECTOR

WB-67 DESIGN VEHICLE WAS USED IN EVALUATION OF 

PHASE OF THE PROJECT.

NOT SHOWN AND WILL BE DEVELOPED DURING THE PS&E 

CONVENTIONAL ROADWAY SIGNAGE (SMALL SIGNS) ARE 

TYPE II (5.75")UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE.

CURBS ON THE FRONTAGE ROADS AND CROSS STREETS ARE 

ACQUISITION PROCESS.

PROPERTY TO BE DETERMINED DURING THE ROW 

ACTUAL DAMAGES TO THE BUILDING AND 

STRUCTURE BUT FUNCTIONALLY IMPAIRS ITS OPERATION. 

PHYSICALLY INTERSECT THE EXISTING BUILDING 

DISPLACEMENTS IF THE PROPOSED ROW DOES NOT 

BUILDINGS ARE CONSIDERED AS POTENTIAL INDUCED 

INTERSECTS THE EXISTING BUILDING STRUCTURE. 

DISPLACEMENTS IF THE PROPOSED ROW PHYSICALLY 

BUILDINGS ARE CONSIDERED AS POTENTIAL DIRECT 

AND/OR IS LOCATED WITHIN ACCESS DENIAL LIMITS.

GOVERNMENT THAT THE DRIVEWAY IS A SAFETY ISSUE 

DETERMINED IN COORDINATION WITH THE LOCAL 

EXISTING DRIVEWAY ACCESS WILL REMAIN UNLESS IT IS 

TYPICAL SECTIONS.

PS&E. SIDEWALKS AND SHARED USE PATHS ARE SHOWN ON 

DIAGRAMMATIC ONLY AND WILL BE DESIGNED DURING 

CURB RAMPS, SIDEWALKS AND SHARED USE PATHS ARE 

COLLIN COUNTY APPRAISAL DISTRICT (OCTOBER, 2022)

PROPERTY LINES SHOWN ON SCHEMATIC OBTAINED FROM 

WERE DOWNLOADED FROM COLLIN COUNTY'S WEBSITE.

APPROXIMATE 100 YEAR FLOODPLAIN LIMITS (2011) 

NOTED OTHERWISE ON EACH SCHEMATIC ROLL.

MINOR CROSS STREET CORNER RADII ARE 25' UNLESS 

TABLES.

UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE IN THE SUPERLEVATION 

HIGH SPEED MAINLANES HAVE A NORMAL CROWN OF `2.5% 

LOW SPEED ROADWAYS HAVE A NORMAL CROWN OF `2% AND 

 

LESS THAN 10' WIDE ARE DUE TO TRANSITIONS.

TRAVEL LANE WIDTHS SHOWN IN THE TYPICAL SECTIONS 

NOTED OTHERWISE).

FACE OF CURB, RAIL, BARRIER, OR WALL (UNLESS 

DIMENSIONS ARE TO THE EDGE OF PAVEMENT OR NOMINAL 

DESIGN MANUAL FOR REFERENCE. 

SEE CHAPTER 2, SECTION 4 OF THE TXDOT ROADWAY 

USING A MAXIMUM SUPERELEVATION RATE OF 6%.

ALL SUPERELEVATION RATES WERE CALCULATED BASED ON 

OF BOTH THE EB AND WB MAINLANES.

SUPERELEVATION AXIS OF ROTATION IS ABOUT THE PGL 

COORDINATION WITH THE LOCAL GOVERNMENTS.

DETERMINED IN THE PS&E DEVELOPMENT PHASE IN 

FINAL LOCATION OF MEDIAN OPENINGS WILL BE 

AND RECORD PLANS.

(2020-2021), AERIAL SURVEYS DATED DECEMBER 2020, 

SCHEMATICS ARE BASED ON PARTIAL FIELD SURVEY 

EXISTING FEATURES WERE PARTIALLY SURVEYED.  

20.

19.

18.

17.

16.

15.

14.

13.

12.

11.

10.

9.

8.

7.

6.

5.

4.

3.

2.

1.

GENERAL NOTES:                      

PROJECT BY OTHERS

CTR2

1'

[ US380A

CTR2

CTR22CTR

2CTR

2'

WBFR

LANE LANE

2'

2.0%

PGL

SUP

10'

2'

EBFR

LANELANE

2.0%

PGL

AUX LANE LANE LANE LANE LANE LANE LANE LANE AUX SHLD

2.5% 2.5%PGLPGL

SHLDSHLD

WB MAINLANES

12' 12' 12' 12'

SHLD

EB MAINLANES

15' 12'12'12'12'15'4'
2'-

1'

2'

74'-90' 74'-86'

2
CTR

C221 C221

2
CTR

| US380A_WB | US380A_EB | FR 380A_EB| FR 380A_WB

 14'
10'-

12'
0'-

SEE PLANS FOR BRIDGE LIMITSSEE PLANS FOR BRIDGE LIMITS SEE PLANS FOR BRIDGE LIMITS

 10'12'
0'-

2'

2'

1'10'

SUP

2'

1'
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END CONSTRUCTION

CR 124 (FUTURE WILMETH RD)

R=300'

R=70'

R=60'
R=400'

R=400'

R=60'

R=70'

R=300'

R=60'

R=500'

R=70'

R=300'

RP_WILM_WBEX_1

RP_RIDG_WBEN_4

RP_RIDG_WBEN_3

RP_RIDG_WBEN_2

RP_RIDG_WBEN_1

22' LT

| FR 380A-WB STA 3512+25.00
BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

30' RT

| FR 380A-EB STA 2535+59.03

END PROP RET. WALL

22' LT

| FR 380A-WB STA 3524+62.37
END PROP RET. WALL

33' LT

| FR 380A-WB STA 3534+31.77,
BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

22' RT

| FR 380A-EB STA 2540+79.42

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

25' LT

| FR 380A-WB STA 3538+60.16,
BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

22' RT

| FR 380A-EB STA 2549+60.70

END PROP RET. WALL

22' RT

| FR 380A-EB STA 2551+73.58

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

22' LT

| FR 380A-WB STA 3545+70.88
BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

22' LT

| FR 380A-WB STA 3546+38.33
END PROP RET. WALL

22' LT

| FR 380A-WB STA 3551+24.91
BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

22' LT

| FR 380A-WB STA 3552+87.22
END PROP RET. WALL

22' RT

| FR 380A-EB STA 2556+40.33

END PROP RET. WALL

22' RT

| FR 380A-EB STA 2557+55.47

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

18' RT

| FR 380A-EB STA 2571+56.81

END PROP RET. WALL

23' RT

| FR 380A-EB STA 2586+53.54

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

22' LT
| FR 380A-WB STA 3561+47.05

END PROP RET. WALL

| FR 380A-WB STA 3563+83.90, 22' LT
BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

22' RT

| FR 380A-EB STA 2583+40.22

END PROP RET. WALL

18' LT
| FR 380A-WB STA 3568+75.82

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

19' LT
| FR 380A-WB STA 3570+74.99

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

40' LT
| FR 380A-WB STA 3571+23.90

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

61' LT

| FR 380A-WB STA 3573+30.07
BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

30' LT

| FR 380A-WB STA 3578+97.65
END PROP RET. WALL

22' LT

| FR 380A-WB STA 3580+62.87
BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 3584+54.91, 22' LT
| FR 380A-WB
END PROP RET. WALL

77' LT
[ US380A STA 1511+70.00

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

88' LT
[ US380A STA 1515+33.83

END PROP RET. WALL

75' RT

[ US380A STA 1515+95.28

END PROP RET. WALL

75' LT

[ US380A STA 1516+05.00
END PROP RET. WALL

87' LT
[ US380A STA 1534+26.99

END PROP RET. WALL

87' RT

[ US380A STA 1526+05.17

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

87' RT

[ US380A STA 1534+00.96

END PROP RET. WALL

87' LT

[ US380A STA 1536+71.98
BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

85' RT

[ US380A STA 1536+46.30

END PROP RET. WALL

75' RT

[ US380A STA 1544+24.46

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

81' LT

[ US380A STA 1548+04.82
BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

75' RT

[ US380A STA 1551+09.95

END PROP RET. WALL
75' RT

[ US380A STA 1562+69.66

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

91' RT

[ US380A STA 1576+24.00

END PROP RET. WALL

115' LT

[ US380A STA 1515+38.91
BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

113' RT

[ US380A STA 1546+20.37

END PROP RET. WALL

109' LT

[ US380A STA 1546+70.09
BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

112' LT

[ US380A STA 1557+04.80
END PROP RET. WALL

112' LT
[ US380A STA 1565+64.95

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

75' LT
[ US380A STA 1565+10.26

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

101' RT

[ US380A STA 1569+94.67

END PROP RET. WALL

118' RT

[ US380A STA 1564+94.26

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

75' LT
[ US380A STA 1570+70.11

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

116' LT
[ US380A STA 1570+86.42

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

91' RT

[ US380A STA 1583+40.39

END PROP RET. WALL

STA 1586+63.73, 87' LT
[ US380A
BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

88' LT

[ US380A STA 1576+24.06
BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

[ WILMETH STA 23+53.62

| FR 380A-EB STA 2537+78.23=

[ WILMETH STA 22+04.08
[ US380A STA 1535+38.43=

[ WILMETH STA 20+54.55
| FR 380A-WB STA 3532+50.96=

[ BLOOMW STA 197+02.73

| FR 380A-EB STA 2575+94.52=

[ BLOOMW STA 193+96.44
| FR 380A-WB STA 3572+35.37=

[ BLOOMW STA 195+44.87
[ US380A STA 1574+36.79=

18' RT

| FR 380A-EB STA 2514+25.00

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

75' RT

[ US380A STA 1511+70.00

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

[  WILMETH

[ WILMETH
MATCH FUTURE PAVEMENT
[ BLOOMW STA 191+68.63
END CONSTRUCTION
BLOOMDALE ROAD WEST

CITY OF MCKINNEY FUTURE PLANNED PROJECT
FUTURE BLOOMDALE ROAD REALIGNMENT

31' LT

STA 3535+89.05,
| FR 380A-WB
END PROP RET. WALL

22' LTSTA 3540+19.33, 
| FR 380A-WB
END PROP RET. WALL

22' LTSTA 3557+99.99, 

| FR 380A-WB
BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

RP_UNIV_WBEX_1

18' RT

| FR 380A-EB STA 2573+88.06

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

75' RT

[ US380A STA 1566+85.92,

END PROP RET. WALL
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45284

700.181

43IN?

45285

700.946

43IN?

45295

706.210

45296

706.165

45297

706.168

45298

706.203

45300

706.177

45301

705.366

45302

705.292

45303

705.284

45304

705.238

45305

705.283

45306

705.369

45307

706.207 45308

706.200

45309

706.232

45310

701.491

GUARDRAIL

GUARDRAIL

GUARDRAIL

GUARDRAIL

15095

668.470

15111

666.545

45498

659.101

ROCK CONCRETE

45499

663.780

ROCK CONCRETE

45500

667.569

ROCK CONCRETE

45501

667.813

ROCK CONCRETE

45502

669.136

ROCK CONCRETE

45503

669.439

ROCK CONCRETE

45504

669.434

ROCK CONCRETE

45505

668.744

ROCK CONCRETE

45506

667.344

ROCK CONCRETE45507

665.431

ROCK CONCRETE

45508

665.304

ROCK CONCRETE

45509

659.790

ROCK CONCRETE

45510

660.479

ROCK CONCRETE

45511

666.772

ROCK CONCRETE

45512

663.174

ROCK CONCRETE

45513

663.193

ROCK CONCRETE

45514

664.887

ROCK CONCRETE

45515

666.202

ROCK CONCRETE

45516

666.675

ROCK CONCRETE

45517

667.026

ROCK CONCRETE

45519

658.908

ROCK CONCRETE

45520

658.904

ROCK CONCRETE

45689

664.690

ROCK CONCRETE

45690

665.596

ROCK CONCRETE

45691

665.594

ROCK CONCRETE

45692

665.750

ROCK CONCRETE
45693

663.761

ROCK CONCRETE

45694

660.875

ROCK CONCRETE

45695

659.149

ROCK CONCRETE

45696

657.661

ROCK CONCRETE

45697

658.249

ROCK CONCRETE

45698

661.090

ROCK CONCRETE

45699

664.557

ROCK CONCRETE

45700

665.727

ROCK CONCRETE

45701

665.440

ROCK CONCRETE

45702

664.713

ROCK CONCRETE

45703

664.895

ROCK CONCRETE

45704

665.043

ROCK CONCRETE

45705

665.061

ROCK CONCRETE

45706

665.296

ROCK CONCRETE

45707

665.909

ROCK CONCRETE

45733

662.457

ROCK CONCRETE

45734

660.719

ROCK CONCRETE

45735

658.796

ROCK CONCRETE

45746

661.775

ROCK CONCRETE

45745

659.990

ROCK CONCRETE

45739

659.535

ROCK CONCRETE

45299

706.199

45518

662.957

ROCK CONCRETE

45290

700.167
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2%20 MPHURBAN MINOR COLLECTOR TURNAROUNDS

2%20 MPH VARIES MINOR SIDE ST

2%30 MPH VARIES CROSS STREET

2%45 MPH  URBAN COLLECTORFRONTAGE RD     

6%45 MPH  URBAN FREEWAYCOLLECTOR DISTR

6%40 MPH  URBAN FREEWAYDIRECT CONNECTOR

6%45 MPH URBAN FREEWAY RAMPS
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eMAXDESIGN SPEED  FUNCTIONAL CLASS.  ROADWAY

| FR 380A WB STA 3297+97.31

CSJ 0135-02-065

BEGIN PROJECT

[ US380A STA 1473+80.51

BEGIN CSJ 0135-15-002

END CSJ 0135-02-065

[ US380C STA 2110+32.50

BEGIN CSJ 0135-03-053

END CSJ 0135-15-002

[ US380C STA 2128+25.00

END CSJ 0135-03-053

END PROJECT
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R
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SEGMENT C LENGTH: 4.21 MILES

SEGMENT E LENGTH: 5.61 MILES

SEGMENT A LENGTH: 5.47 MILES

FROM SH5 (NEW EXT OF SP399) TO FM 1827

CSJ 0135-03-053

(E OF MCKINNEY)

TO JCT US 380/E UNIVERSITY DR 

(W OF MCKINNEY)

FROM JCT US 380/W UNIVERSITY DR 

CSJ 0135-15-002

FROM COIT RD TO JCT US 380/UNIV DR

CSJ 0135-02-065
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ROLL

EXISTING ELECTRIC

CL_US380A_1

EXISTING ROW

EXISTING PROPERTY LINES

EXISTING 100 YR FLOODPLAIN

EXISTING FLOODWAY

PROPOSED CENTERLINE/BASELINE

PROPOSED ROW

PROPOSED ROW (BY OTHERS)

PROPOSED TRAFFIC BARRIER

PROPOSED BRIDGE BENTS

PROPOSED RETAINING WALL

EXISTING LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED BRIDGE

PROPOSED MAINLANES

PROPOSED RAMPS

PROPOSED FRONTAGE ROADS

PROPOSED SHARED USE PATH OR SIDEWALK 

HORIZONTAL ALIGNMENT CURVE NAME

PAVEMENT TO BE REMOVED

PARCEL ID NUMBER

DIRECT BUILDING DISPLACEMENT

PROPOSED DRAINAGE CULVERT

EXISTING DRAINAGE CULVERT

120

LEGEND:

INDUCED BUILDING DISPLACEMENT

1

2

TYPICAL SECTIONS LEGEND:

EXISTING STREAMS

ULTIMATE/FUTURE IMPROVEMENTS (BY OTHERS)

DIRECTION OF FLOW

PROPOSED CROSS STREETS AND DRIVEWAYS

WATER

WWL

ELEC

TELE

EXISTING WATER

EXISTING SANITARY SEWER

EXISTING GAS

EXISTING COMMUNICATIONS

PROPOSED UTILITY EASEMENT (BY OTHERS)

SEGMENT A

SEGMENT E

S
E

G
M

E
N
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C

ADEQUATE CLEAR ZONE PROVIDED)

(CTR NOT REQUIRED WHEN

CTR: CONCRETE TRAFFIC RAIL

 CONCRETE TRAFFIC BARRIERCTB:

NOTES:

EXISTING LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED BRIDGE

PROPOSED MAINLANES

PROPOSED RAMPS

PROPOSED FRONTAGE ROADS

PROPOSED CROSS STREETS

PROPOSED SHARED USE PATH (SUP) OR SIDEWALK 

EXISTING ROADWAY TO REMAIN

EXISTING ROADWAY AND UTILITY EASEMENTS

PROPOSED TRANSITION/INTERIM PAVEMENT

FRISCO

TURN BAY LENGTH

MEDIAN

SEPARATOR (A)
TAPER (D)

STORAGE (B) DECELERATION (C)

TOTAL LENGTH

2%20 MPHURBAN MINOR COLLECTOR TURNAROUNDS

2%20 MPH VARIES MINOR SIDE ST

2%30 MPH VARIES CROSS STREET

2%45 MPH  URBAN COLLECTORFRONTAGE RD     

6%45 MPH  URBAN FREEWAYCOLLECTOR DISTR

6%40 MPH  URBAN FREEWAYDIRECT CONNECTOR

6%45 MPH URBAN FREEWAY RAMPS

6%60 MPH      URBAN FREEWAY US 380 MAINLANES

eMAXDESIGN SPEED  FUNCTIONAL CLASS.  ROADWAY

| FR 380A WB STA 3297+97.31

CSJ 0135-02-065

BEGIN PROJECT

[ US380A STA 1473+80.51

BEGIN CSJ 0135-15-002

END CSJ 0135-02-065

[ US380C STA 2110+32.50

BEGIN CSJ 0135-03-053

END CSJ 0135-15-002

[ US380C STA 2128+25.00

END CSJ 0135-03-053

END PROJECT

EXISTING WETLANDS/PONDS

GAS

FUTURE ROADWAY CONNECTION BY OTHERS

ROLL 6
ROLL 7

R
O

L
L
 
9

SEGMENT C LENGTH: 4.21 MILES

SEGMENT E LENGTH: 5.61 MILES

SEGMENT A LENGTH: 5.47 MILES

FROM SH5 (NEW EXT OF SP399) TO FM 1827

CSJ 0135-03-053

(E OF MCKINNEY)

TO JCT US 380/E UNIVERSITY DR 

(W OF MCKINNEY)

FROM JCT US 380/W UNIVERSITY DR 

CSJ 0135-15-002

FROM COIT RD TO JCT US 380/UNIV DR

CSJ 0135-02-065

PROPOSED NOISE BARRIER

EXISTING NOISE BARRIER

 

COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS

US 380

PUBLIC HEARING DESIGN SCHEMATIC

JANUARY 2023
1/6/2023

CHANGES TO THE WATER FEATURES DEPICTED.

ANALYSES AND FIELD DELINEATIONS MAY RESULT IN 

APPLICABLE USACE REGULATORY GUIDANCE. ADDITIONAL 

DELINEATIONS CONDUCTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH 

SURVEY AND TOPOGRAPHIC DATA) AND FIELD 

INTERPRETATION (USING AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHY, SOIL 

OF NATIONAL WETLAND INVENTORY (NWI), PHOTO 

SWALES, ETC.) SHOWN ORIGINATE FROM A COMBINATION 

WATER FEATURES (E.G. WETLANDS, STREAMS, PONDS, 

SHOWN SHOULD NOT BE CONSIDERED AS FINAL.

INSTALLATION OF TRAFFIC SIGNALS. SIGNAL LOCATIONS 

INTERSECTIONS ARE CONSTRUCTED TO JUSTIFY THE 

WARRANT ANALYSIS WILL BE REQUIRED AFTER 

AS PER TMUTCD REQUIREMENTS, A TRAFFIC SIGNAL 

11/13/2021.

TP&P AND APPOVED BY THE DALLAS DISTRICT ON 

ON TRAFFIC COUNTS AND GROWTH RATES REVIEWED BY 

TRAFFIC VOLUMES ON THE TRAFFIC DIAGRAM ARE BASED 

INTERSECTION DUE TO THE DIFFERENCES IN SKEW.

DESIGN VEHICLE. CORNER RADII VARY PER 

TURNAROUNDS WERE DESIGNED TO ACCOMMODATE A WB-67 

RESIDENTIAL STREETS.

STREETS.  A CITY BUS WAS USED ON SIDE STREETS AND 

TURNING MOVEMENTS ON ARTERIAL AND COLLECTOR

WB-67 DESIGN VEHICLE WAS USED IN EVALUATION OF 

PHASE OF THE PROJECT.

NOT SHOWN AND WILL BE DEVELOPED DURING THE PS&E 

CONVENTIONAL ROADWAY SIGNAGE (SMALL SIGNS) ARE 

TYPE II (5.75")UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE.

CURBS ON THE FRONTAGE ROADS AND CROSS STREETS ARE 

ACQUISITION PROCESS.

PROPERTY TO BE DETERMINED DURING THE ROW 

ACTUAL DAMAGES TO THE BUILDING AND 

STRUCTURE BUT FUNCTIONALLY IMPAIRS ITS OPERATION. 

PHYSICALLY INTERSECT THE EXISTING BUILDING 

DISPLACEMENTS IF THE PROPOSED ROW DOES NOT 

BUILDINGS ARE CONSIDERED AS POTENTIAL INDUCED 

INTERSECTS THE EXISTING BUILDING STRUCTURE. 

DISPLACEMENTS IF THE PROPOSED ROW PHYSICALLY 

BUILDINGS ARE CONSIDERED AS POTENTIAL DIRECT 

AND/OR IS LOCATED WITHIN ACCESS DENIAL LIMITS.

GOVERNMENT THAT THE DRIVEWAY IS A SAFETY ISSUE 

DETERMINED IN COORDINATION WITH THE LOCAL 

EXISTING DRIVEWAY ACCESS WILL REMAIN UNLESS IT IS 

TYPICAL SECTIONS.

PS&E. SIDEWALKS AND SHARED USE PATHS ARE SHOWN ON 

DIAGRAMMATIC ONLY AND WILL BE DESIGNED DURING 

CURB RAMPS, SIDEWALKS AND SHARED USE PATHS ARE 

COLLIN COUNTY APPRAISAL DISTRICT (OCTOBER, 2022)

PROPERTY LINES SHOWN ON SCHEMATIC OBTAINED FROM 

WERE DOWNLOADED FROM COLLIN COUNTY'S WEBSITE.

APPROXIMATE 100 YEAR FLOODPLAIN LIMITS (2011) 

NOTED OTHERWISE ON EACH SCHEMATIC ROLL.

MINOR CROSS STREET CORNER RADII ARE 25' UNLESS 

TABLES.

UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE IN THE SUPERLEVATION 

HIGH SPEED MAINLANES HAVE A NORMAL CROWN OF `2.5% 

LOW SPEED ROADWAYS HAVE A NORMAL CROWN OF `2% AND 

 

LESS THAN 10' WIDE ARE DUE TO TRANSITIONS.

TRAVEL LANE WIDTHS SHOWN IN THE TYPICAL SECTIONS 

NOTED OTHERWISE).

FACE OF CURB, RAIL, BARRIER, OR WALL (UNLESS 

DIMENSIONS ARE TO THE EDGE OF PAVEMENT OR NOMINAL 

DESIGN MANUAL FOR REFERENCE. 

SEE CHAPTER 2, SECTION 4 OF THE TXDOT ROADWAY 

USING A MAXIMUM SUPERELEVATION RATE OF 6%.

ALL SUPERELEVATION RATES WERE CALCULATED BASED ON 

OF BOTH THE EB AND WB MAINLANES.

SUPERELEVATION AXIS OF ROTATION IS ABOUT THE PGL 

COORDINATION WITH THE LOCAL GOVERNMENTS.

DETERMINED IN THE PS&E DEVELOPMENT PHASE IN 

FINAL LOCATION OF MEDIAN OPENINGS WILL BE 

AND RECORD PLANS.

(2020-2021), AERIAL SURVEYS DATED DECEMBER 2020, 

SCHEMATICS ARE BASED ON PARTIAL FIELD SURVEY 

EXISTING FEATURES WERE PARTIALLY SURVEYED.  
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GENERAL NOTES:                      
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PROPOSED LAKE FOREST DR (FM 1461)

[ FM1461

DELTA DEGREE TANGENT LENGTH RADIUSCURVE NAME

HORIZONTAL CURVE DATA

PC STATION PT STATION PI STATION PI NORTHING (Y) PI EASTING (X)ALIGNMENT

CL_US380A_5

CL_US380A_6

CL_US380A_7

102° 52' 31.42"

5° 35' 55.29"

2° 57' 12.29"

1° 37' 56.49"

0° 56' 49.34"

0° 24' 12.57"

4402.84'

295.83'

366.06'

6302.26'

591.18'

731.96'

3510'

6050'

14200'

7143135.07

7142682.22

7142707.66

2517349.64

2522648.55

2524689.61

1551+52.63

1620+74.44

1640+44.95

1614+54.88

1626+65.62

1647+76.92

1595+55.46

1623+70.27

1644+11.02

BL_US380A_EB_5

BL_US380A_EB_6

BL_US380A_EB_7

102° 52' 31.42"

5° 35' 55.29"

2° 57' 12.29"

1° 39' 04.23"

0° 56' 26.94"

0° 24' 16.67"

3470'

6090'

14160'

1552+20.69

1620+70.69

1640+45.11

1614+51.13

1626+65.78

1647+75.01

1595+73.36

1623+68.47

1644+10.14

4352.66'

297.78'

365.03'

6230.43'

595.09'

729.90'

2517396.23

2522647.10

2524689.08

7143090.94

7142642.20

7142667.65

BL_US380A_WB_5

BL_US380A_WB_6

BL_US380A_WB_7

102° 52' 31.42"

5° 35' 55.29"

2° 57' 12.29"

1° 36' 50.28"

0° 57' 12.03"

0° 24' 08.49"

3550'

6010'

14240'

1550+84.55

1620+78.19

1640+44.79

1614+58.63

1626+65.47

1647+78.82

1595+37.57

1623+72.06

1644+11.89

4453.01'

293.87'

367.09'

6374.08'

587.27'

734.03'

2517303.05

2522650.01

2524690.14

7143179.20

7142722.24

7142747.67

FR_380A_EB_19

FR_380A_EB_20

FR_380A_EB_21

FR_380A_EB_22

FR_380A_EB_23

73° 33' 55.28"

5° 35' 55.29"

4° 15' 0.52"

4° 15' 0.52"

2° 57' 12.29"

1° 43' 14.14"

1° 20' 2.44"

2° 51' 53.24"

2° 51' 53.24"

0° 24' 27.87"

2489.59'

210.01'

74.21'

74.21'

362.25'

4275.58'

419.69'

148.36'

148.36'

724.34'

3330'

4295'

2000'

2000'

14052'

2571+55.75

2620+41.13

2629+96.35

2631+44.71

2640+45.68

2614+31.33

2624+60.82

2631+44.71

2632+93.07

2647+70.02

2596+45.34

2622+51.14

2630+70.57

2632+18.92

2644+07.93

7142825.54

7142543.75

7142553.96

7142544.81

7142559.62

2519233.44

2522530.82

2523350.51

2523498.66

2524687.64

FR_380A_WB_14

FR_380A_WB_15

FR_380A_WB_16

FR_380A_WB_17

FR_380A_WB_18

14° 15' 20.02"

9° 18' 12.16"

30° 50' 48.22"

5° 35' 55.29"

2° 57' 12.29"

1° 16' 23.66"

1° 54' 35.49"

1° 33' 58.73"

0° 58' 14.83"

0° 23' 57.59"

562.72'

244.10'

1009.19'

288.59'

369.88'

1119.63'

487.12'

1969.38'

576.72'

739.59'

4500'

3000'

3658'

5902'

14348'

3578+31.45

3589+51.08

3594+38.20

3620+27.15

3639+83.20

3589+51.08

3594+38.20

3614+07.59

3626+03.87

3647+22.79

3583+94.17

3591+95.18

3604+47.39

3623+15.74

3643+53.08

7141979.08

7142444.91

7142993.56

2519616.76

2520743.57

2522653.94

2524691.58

RP_1461_EBEX_1

RP_1461_EBEX_2

RP_1461_EBEX_3

RP_1461_EBEX_4

8° 22' 1.51"

11° 22' 1.14"

8° 5' 29.64"

7° 31' 4.77"

3° 0' 56.04"

1° 13' 8.61"

5° 27' 24.27"

5° 27' 24.27"

138.98'

467.75'

74.27'

68.99'

277.46'

932.44'

148.29'

137.77'

1900'

4700'

1050'

1050'

10+00.00

12+77.46

22+09.90

23+58.19

12+77.46

22+09.90

23+58.19

24+95.96

11+38.98

17+45.22

22+84.17

24+27.17

7142610.21

7142684.74

7142644.00

7142613.23

2520658.34

2521260.48

2521800.96

2521940.87

RP_RIDG_EBEN_1

RP_RIDG_EBEN_2

RP_RIDG_EBEN_3

RP_RIDG_EBEN_4

7° 17' 43.24"

7° 17' 43.24"

3° 18' 31.83"

5° 0' 9.62"

5° 27' 24.27"

5° 27' 24.27"

0° 43' 30.95"

1° 14' 44.02"

66.94'

66.94'

228.18'

200.95'

133.69'

133.69'

456.23'

401.64'

1050'

1050'

7900'

4600'

10+00.00

11+33.69

14+29.66

18+85.89

11+33.69

12+67.39

18+85.89

22+87.53

10+66.94

12+00.63

16+57.84

20+86.83

7142575.11

7142593.77

7142599.47

7142629.57

2523523.15

2523655.72

2524113.07

2524541.14

4° 17' 20.07" 1° 14' 44.02" 172.25' 344.34' 4600' 10+00.00 13+44.34 11+72.25 7142573.18 2526183.75RP_1006_EBEX_1

RP_1461_WBEN_1

RP_1461_WBEN_2

RP_1461_WBEN_3

RP_1461_WBEN_4

10° 5' 19.31"

6° 13' 29.44"

6° 17' 31.62"

9° 51' 33.72"

2° 36' 15.67"

1° 35' 16.87"

5° 27' 24.27"

5° 27' 24.27"

194.19'

196.19'

57.71'

90.56'

387.38'

391.99'

115.31'

180.68'

2200'

3608'

1050'

1050'

12+47.93

16+35.30

21+73.66

22+88.97

16+35.30

20+27.29

22+88.97

24+69.65

14+42.12

18+31.49

22+31.38

23+79.54

7142840.84

7142874.51

7142865.31

7142878.07

2520934.33

2521323.26

2521723.42

2521871.15

RP_RIDG_WBEX_1

RP_RIDG_WBEX_2

RP_RIDG_WBEX_3

5° 20' 41.27"

5° 20' 28.19"

4° 13' 25.94"

2° 46' 49.72"

5° 27' 24.27"

1° 13' 8.61"

0° 43' 30.95"

1° 14' 44.02"

49.01'

219.23'

291.33'

111.64'

97.95'

438.14'

582.39'

223.23'

1050'

4700'

7900'

4600'

10+00.00

10+97.95

16+88.43

22+70.82

10+97.95

15+36.09

22+70.82

24+94.05

10+49.01

13+17.18

19+79.76

23+82.46

7142818.59

7142796.94

7142805.16

7142780.46

2523239.12

2523506.48

2524169.33

2524571.54RP_RIDG_WBEX_4

3° 39' 44.26" 1° 14' 44.02" 147.06' 294.03' 4600' 10+00.00 12+94.03 11+47.06 7142727.78 2526120.12RP_1006_WBEN_1

2518958.00

7142830.30

7142855.70

CL_RIDGE_1

CL_RIDGE_2

CL_RIDGE_4

5° 36' 50.12"

5° 45' 24.14"

6° 41' 16.53"

6° 28' 16.26"

7° 9' 43.10"

7° 9' 43.10"

7° 9' 43.10"

7° 9' 43.10"

39.22'

40.22'

46.74'

45.23'

78.39'

80.38'

93.38'

90.35'

800'

800'

800'

800'

13+01.86

16+30.19

23+55.99

26+51.71

13+80.25

17+10.57

24+49.37

27+42.07

13+41.09

16+70.41

24+02.73

26+96.94

7141727.46

7142055.06

7142787.45

7143079.88

2519926.20

2519891.92

2519889.15

2519922.32

CL_FM1461_2

CL_FM1461_3

2° 31' 33.64"

15° 6' 22.47"

17° 47' 49.77"

7° 9' 43.10"

5° 12' 31.35"

5° 12' 31.35"

17.64'

145.86'

172.23'

35.27'

290.02'

341.68'

800'

1100'

1100'

100+21.62

107+00.01

111+91.17

100+56.89

109+90.02

115+32.86

100+39.26

108+45.86

113+63.40

7142041.13

7142846.85

7143341.24

2525103.50

2525141.37

2525300.07

CL_RIDGE_3

CL_FM1461_1

(60 MPH)

CL_US380A

(60 MPH)

BL_US380A_EB

(60 MPH)

BL_US380A_WB

(45 MPH)

FR_380A_EB

(45 MPH)

FR_380A_WB

(45 MPH)

RP_1461_EBEX

(45 MPH)

RP_RIDG_EBEN

(45 MPH)

RP_1006_EBEX

(45 MPH)

RP_1461_WBEN

(45 MPH)

RP_RIDG_WBEX

(45 MPH)

RP_1006_WBEN

(30 MPH)

CL_RIDGE

(30 MPH)

CL_FM1461

(25 MPH)

CL_CR123
CL_CR123_1 30° 49' 51.64" 16° 22' 12.80" 96.51' 188.34' 350.00' 11+90.81 13+79.14 12+87.32 7142499.94 2519563.74

OWNERPARCEL ADDRESS
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385

386

387

388

389

390

391

392

RIDGE MCKINNEY REALTY LLC

TERRY & SUSAN HENDERSON 

TMPG HIGHLAND LAKES LLC

TMPG HIGHLAND LAKES LLC

FOUR CHRISTIE INVESTMENT PROPERTIES LTD

LARRY & AE C ROGERS

RICCARDO SCICCHITANO

JMJ TEXAS VENTURES LLC

JMJ TEXAS VENTURES LLC

KEVIN VOIGT LIVING TRUST THE

COMBS KEVIN P & LACEY N REVOCABLE TRUST

JONATHAN E & ELIZABETH DALE

JORDAN & HUNTER REILLY REVOCABLE TRUST

CESAR REYES & RENEE REYES

FRANK & PATSY MORRIS REV LVNG TR

BETHANY D GIDNEY 

KENNETH R MARQUIS III & KRISTA L LEONARD

RYAN YARBOROUGH

FRANCISCO CHACON

JOSEPH A LANDE

THE RYAN FAMILY LIVING TRUST

STAN CASE

LAKE FOREST BUSINESS PARK LLC

CADG MCKINNEY BLOOMRIDGE 40 LLC

BRENDAN & KATELYN BOGENSCHUTZ 

BRYAN GOYCO ASENCIO & GUERRERO ZULEIKA 

RACHEL HERRERA & OMAR MARTINEZ

ALBERTO OLIVARES & CECILIA MAGDALENA 

LYDIA OMARE 

FADI M & MAY KAAKE

ROBERT T & BRITTNEY S BAXTER 

DANA S & VIAN N TOVI 

MEGATEL HOMES LLC

HUNTER 38042 LP

BLOOMRIDGE HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION INC

GOODMAN KEVIN B & CYNTHIA

MAYURESH PATHARE 

HPA TEXAS SUB 2018-1 MS LLC

DARRELL L RUSS 

BROWN JERRY ANN & TERESA L REINKE

MEGAN & AUSTIN BIRDSALL 

RICKEY & TERESA LUSTER 

RICCARDA N MATHENGE 

DOUGLAS M JENNEY 

CHAVVA KEERTHY & PRADEEP MAJETI

JOSEPH H & TERRY L PETERSON

ANTHONY KWONGLAK KAN & LIN MOOI YONG

THOMAS JAMES WIESLE JR

WOODSON DYNASTY OF EL

KIMBERLEY C OLDHAM

ZACHARY DOLEH 

KURT & APRIL TEGGE 

SELVIDGE SCOTTY A & DEBRA F

SMITH KEVIN PATMAN & AMANDA ELLIS

TOMMY & LINDSAY SAENZ 

PALANISWAMI RAMESHDURAI & JAYAGOWRI

CV I RE SERVICES LLC

JONOAH E & JANE C VICTOR 

RYAN & DINA REED 

MEGAN HUNT 

NICOLAS & LAURA E GUTIERREZ 

KALEB LOVEJOY 

FALK RYAN CURTISS & EMILY ANNE

STIMPSON BRIAN & CLAUDIA

JAMES & TRACY MORRIS 

NO INFORMATION FOUND

GREGORY VALDMAN 

DOUGLASS ROBERT

KONDIBA  BOTHE SHAM & MADHURI SHAM

ANDREW & HEATHER FLESKE 

RAINY JEAN MCCLURE 

GRACE Y MANNING 

BROWNE MARCUS R & KIDANIA RIVERA

ALI SYED IMRAN

NATHAN FRANZMEIER 

HOWARD STROKES 

BOILERMAKER INVESTMENTS LLC

MCKINNEY ISD ETAL

CITY OF MCKINNEY

CITY OF MCKINNEY

ALL STORAGE LAKE FOREST @ 164 LLC

KAYE GALLOWAY 

TANAY & RUSSANN BHATT

CHRISTOPHER B & KATHERINE LYNN COOPER

CYRENE AT PAINTED TREE LLC

JEN TEXAS 22 LLC

JEN TEXAS 22 LLC

CORP. OF THE EPISCOPAL DIOCESE OF DALLAS

HEATHERWOOD HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION INC

HEATHERWOOD HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION INC

HEATHERWOOD HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION INC

FAMILY REVOCABLE TRUST

ZAHID & FATIMA ZAFAR 

CHARLES & AMELIA J LEWIS

VACANT LAND

RESIDENTIAL

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND W/ LAKE

VACANT LAND

BLOOMDALE FARMS

BLOOMDALE FARMS

RESIDENTIAL

BLOOMDALE FARMS

BLOOMDALE FARMS

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL 

RESIDENTIAL 

VACANT LAND

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL W/ LAKE

JUNKYARD

COMMON AREA

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

COMMON AREA

COMMON AREA

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

BLOOMDALE ESTATES

RESIDENTIAL

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

FARM

6795 COUNTY ROAD 123  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

6919 COUNTY ROAD 123  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

971 ROCKPORT LN ALLEN, TX 75013-5675

1630 N GARRETT AVE DALLAS, TX 75206-7702

5575 PEBBLE CREEK DR PROSPER, TX 75078-9712

6508 COUNTY ROAD 123  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

2004 EXALL ST ALLEN, TX 75013-4792

2004 EXALL ST ALLEN, TX 75013-4792

6290 COUNTY ROAD 123  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

6286 COUNTY ROAD 123  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

6200 COUNTY ROAD 123  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

6180 COUNTY ROAD 123  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

1108 SERENITY LN MCKINNEY, TX 75069-7460

4404 HARVARD LN FRISCO, TX 75034-6923

6008 COUNTY ROAD 123  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

4113 LINEHAN LN  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

4111 AKELA WAY  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

4053 AKELA WAY  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

4023 AKELA WAY  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

4180 AKELA WAY  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5764 COUNTY ROAD 123  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

3355 RYAN TRL  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5632 COUNTY ROAD 123  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

101 BUSINESS PARK WAY  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

3801 BANEBERRY LN  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

6020 ASTER DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

6016 ASTER DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

6012 ASTER DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

6008 ASTER DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

6004 ASTER DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

6000 ASTER DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5912 ASTER DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5908 ASTER DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5904 ASTER DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5900 ASTER DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

3700 BANEBERRY LN  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

3717 BUCKEYE DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

3721 BUCKEYE DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5636 GROVE COVE DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5632 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5628 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5624 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5620 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5616 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5612 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5608 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5604 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5600 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5520 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5516 GROVE COVE DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5512 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5508 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5504 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5500 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5424 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5420 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5416 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5412 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5408 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5404 GROVE COVE DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5400 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5316 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5312 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5308 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5304 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

6800 SAINT LAWRENCE ST PLANO, TX 75024-6316

5220 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5216 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

NO INFORMATION FOUND NO INFORMATION FOUND

5208 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5204 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5200 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5128 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5124 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5120 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5116 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5112 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

1505 BOURLAND BND MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5104 GROVE COVE DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

1 DUVALL ST MCKINNEY, TX 75069-3210

PO BOX 172 MELISSA, TX 75454-0172

PO BOX 172 MELISSA, TX 75454-0172

5000 COUNTY ROAD 164  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

3420 FM 1461  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

3360 PRIVATE ROAD 5441  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

680 5TH AVE FL 25 NEW YORK, NY 10019-5431

680 5TH AVE FL 25 NEW YORK, NY 10019-5431

1800 PRESTON PARK BLVD STE101 PLANO, TX 75093

1800 PRESTON PARK BLVD STE101 PLANO, TX 75093

1800 PRESTON PARK BLVD STE101 PLANO, TX 75093

3308 PRESTON RD STE 350 243 PLANO, TX 75093

777 CUSTER RD APT 1-1 RICHARDSON, TX 75080

1661 E CAMELBACK RD STE 275 PHOENIX, AZ 85016

6735 SALTCEDAR WY STE200 BLDG1 FRISCO,TX 75034

6735 SALTCEDAR WY STE200 BLDG1 FRISCO,TX 75034

& CAM TU QUANG

VI QUANG-YEN DOAN & TRUNG THE DOAN

DANE HARRIS & MICHAELA MARTENS

PROPERTY OWNERS

OCCUPANT

EASEMENT

COMMON AREA/DRAINAGE

LAND

VACANT RESIDENTIAL

LAND

VACANT RESIDENTIAL

PARK

LAKE FOREST BUSINESS

CHAIN NAME CROSS SLOPESTATION

SUPERELEVATION

CL_US380A_EB

CL_US380A_WB

4.90%21+20.00

22+10.00 2.00%
RP_1461_EBEX

2.00%13+00.00

13+50.00 2.50%
RP_RIDG_EBEN

-4.80%21+00.00

21+50.00 2.00%
RP_1461_WBEN

2.00%15+50.00

16+00.00 2.50%
RP_RIDG_WBEX

1614+29.00

1621+22.00

1626+14.00

1628+71.00

4.90%

-3.20%

-3.20%

2.50%

1613+92.00

1617+26.00

1620+52.00

1620+85.00

1626+59.00

1626+92.00

-4.90%

2.50%

2.50%

3.20%

3.20%

2.50%

1615+38.00

1618+65.00

2.50%

2.50%

SUPERELEVATION SIGN CONVENTION

|/PGL

+

-

WESTBOUND ALIGNMENTS

|/PGL

+

-

EASTBOUND ALIGNMENTS

TURN BAY LENGTHS

LOCATION TAPER LENGTH DECEL LENGTH STORAGE LENGTH TOTAL LENGTH

R42

R41

R40

R39

R38

R37

L41

L40

L39

161'

150'

155'

150'

151'

150'

150'

152'

142'

340'

340'

340'

340'

340'

340'

340'

340'

340'

168'

176'

99'

34'

97'

250'

200'

197'

199'

669'

666'

594'

524'

588'

740'

690'

689'

681'

ROADWAY CURVE NAME

HORIZONTAL CURVE SHOULDER DATA

BL_US380A_EB

BL_US380A_WB

BL_US380A_EB_5

BL_US380A_WB_5 15

15

10

15 10BL_US380A_EB_6

15 10BL_US380A_EB_7

BL_US380A_WB_6 15 10

BL_US380A_WB_7 15 10

INSIDE SHOULDER WIDTH (FT) OUTSIDE SHOULDER WIDTH (FT)
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PROP FM 1461

[ FM1461 STA 106+89.12

[ US380A STA 1647+76.92
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5.5' TYPICAL BRIDGE DEPTH

TX-54 GIRDERS

5.5' TYPICAL BRIDGE DEPTH

TX-54 GIRDERS

] = 702.15'

3-7'X3' MBC

STA 1613+57.00

[ US380A

PROP CULVERT E-1

] = 668.93'

2-7'X3' MBC

STA 1655+94.00

[ US380A

PROP CULVERT E-3

50

HW   = 674.27'100

HW   = 673.57'

] = 661.04'

4-10' X 8' MBC

STA 1649+72.02

[ US380E

PROPOSED CULVERT E-2
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TRAFFIC LEGEND:
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FROM JCT US 380/W UNIVERSITY DR 

CSJ 0135-15-002

FROM COIT RD TO JCT US 380/UNIV DR

CSJ 0135-02-065
 

COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS

US 380

PUBLIC HEARING DESIGN SCHEMATIC

JANUARY 2023
1/6/2023
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ROLL

EXISTING ELECTRIC

CL_US380A_1

EXISTING ROW

EXISTING PROPERTY LINES

EXISTING 100 YR FLOODPLAIN

EXISTING FLOODWAY

PROPOSED CENTERLINE/BASELINE

PROPOSED ROW

PROPOSED ROW (BY OTHERS)

PROPOSED TRAFFIC BARRIER

PROPOSED BRIDGE BENTS

PROPOSED RETAINING WALL

EXISTING LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED BRIDGE

PROPOSED MAINLANES

PROPOSED RAMPS

PROPOSED FRONTAGE ROADS

PROPOSED SHARED USE PATH OR SIDEWALK 

HORIZONTAL ALIGNMENT CURVE NAME

PAVEMENT TO BE REMOVED

PARCEL ID NUMBER

DIRECT BUILDING DISPLACEMENT

PROPOSED DRAINAGE CULVERT

EXISTING DRAINAGE CULVERT

120

LEGEND:

INDUCED BUILDING DISPLACEMENT

1

2

TYPICAL SECTIONS LEGEND:

EXISTING STREAMS

ULTIMATE/FUTURE IMPROVEMENTS (BY OTHERS)

DIRECTION OF FLOW

PROPOSED CROSS STREETS AND DRIVEWAYS

WATER

WWL

ELEC

TELE

EXISTING WATER

EXISTING SANITARY SEWER

EXISTING GAS

EXISTING COMMUNICATIONS

PROPOSED UTILITY EASEMENT (BY OTHERS)

SEGMENT A

SEGMENT E

S
E

G
M

E
N

T
 

C

ADEQUATE CLEAR ZONE PROVIDED)

(CTR NOT REQUIRED WHEN

CTR: CONCRETE TRAFFIC RAIL

 CONCRETE TRAFFIC BARRIERCTB:

NOTES:

EXISTING LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED BRIDGE

PROPOSED MAINLANES

PROPOSED RAMPS

PROPOSED FRONTAGE ROADS

PROPOSED CROSS STREETS

PROPOSED SHARED USE PATH (SUP) OR SIDEWALK 

EXISTING ROADWAY TO REMAIN

EXISTING ROADWAY AND UTILITY EASEMENTS

PROPOSED TRANSITION/INTERIM PAVEMENT

FRISCO

TURN BAY LENGTH

MEDIAN

SEPARATOR (A)
TAPER (D)

STORAGE (B) DECELERATION (C)

TOTAL LENGTH

2%20 MPHURBAN MINOR COLLECTOR TURNAROUNDS

2%20 MPH VARIES MINOR SIDE ST

2%30 MPH VARIES CROSS STREET

2%45 MPH  URBAN COLLECTORFRONTAGE RD     

6%45 MPH  URBAN FREEWAYCOLLECTOR DISTR

6%40 MPH  URBAN FREEWAYDIRECT CONNECTOR

6%45 MPH URBAN FREEWAY RAMPS

6%60 MPH      URBAN FREEWAY US 380 MAINLANES

eMAXDESIGN SPEED  FUNCTIONAL CLASS.  ROADWAY

| FR 380A WB STA 3297+97.31

CSJ 0135-02-065

BEGIN PROJECT

[ US380A STA 1473+80.51

BEGIN CSJ 0135-15-002

END CSJ 0135-02-065

[ US380C STA 2110+32.50

BEGIN CSJ 0135-03-053

END CSJ 0135-15-002

[ US380C STA 2128+25.00

END CSJ 0135-03-053

END PROJECT

EXISTING WETLANDS/PONDS

GAS

FUTURE ROADWAY CONNECTION BY OTHERS

ROLL 6
ROLL 7

R
O

L
L
 
9

SEGMENT C LENGTH: 4.21 MILES

SEGMENT E LENGTH: 5.61 MILES

SEGMENT A LENGTH: 5.47 MILES

FROM SH5 (NEW EXT OF SP399) TO FM 1827

CSJ 0135-03-053

(E OF MCKINNEY)

TO JCT US 380/E UNIVERSITY DR 

(W OF MCKINNEY)

FROM JCT US 380/W UNIVERSITY DR 

CSJ 0135-15-002

FROM COIT RD TO JCT US 380/UNIV DR

CSJ 0135-02-065

PROPOSED NOISE BARRIER

EXISTING NOISE BARRIER

 

COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS

US 380

PUBLIC HEARING DESIGN SCHEMATIC

JANUARY 2023
1/6/2023

CHANGES TO THE WATER FEATURES DEPICTED.

ANALYSES AND FIELD DELINEATIONS MAY RESULT IN 

APPLICABLE USACE REGULATORY GUIDANCE. ADDITIONAL 

DELINEATIONS CONDUCTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH 

SURVEY AND TOPOGRAPHIC DATA) AND FIELD 

INTERPRETATION (USING AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHY, SOIL 

OF NATIONAL WETLAND INVENTORY (NWI), PHOTO 

SWALES, ETC.) SHOWN ORIGINATE FROM A COMBINATION 

WATER FEATURES (E.G. WETLANDS, STREAMS, PONDS, 

SHOWN SHOULD NOT BE CONSIDERED AS FINAL.

INSTALLATION OF TRAFFIC SIGNALS. SIGNAL LOCATIONS 

INTERSECTIONS ARE CONSTRUCTED TO JUSTIFY THE 

WARRANT ANALYSIS WILL BE REQUIRED AFTER 

AS PER TMUTCD REQUIREMENTS, A TRAFFIC SIGNAL 

11/13/2021.

TP&P AND APPOVED BY THE DALLAS DISTRICT ON 

ON TRAFFIC COUNTS AND GROWTH RATES REVIEWED BY 

TRAFFIC VOLUMES ON THE TRAFFIC DIAGRAM ARE BASED 

INTERSECTION DUE TO THE DIFFERENCES IN SKEW.

DESIGN VEHICLE. CORNER RADII VARY PER 

TURNAROUNDS WERE DESIGNED TO ACCOMMODATE A WB-67 

RESIDENTIAL STREETS.

STREETS.  A CITY BUS WAS USED ON SIDE STREETS AND 

TURNING MOVEMENTS ON ARTERIAL AND COLLECTOR

WB-67 DESIGN VEHICLE WAS USED IN EVALUATION OF 

PHASE OF THE PROJECT.

NOT SHOWN AND WILL BE DEVELOPED DURING THE PS&E 

CONVENTIONAL ROADWAY SIGNAGE (SMALL SIGNS) ARE 

TYPE II (5.75")UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE.

CURBS ON THE FRONTAGE ROADS AND CROSS STREETS ARE 

ACQUISITION PROCESS.

PROPERTY TO BE DETERMINED DURING THE ROW 

ACTUAL DAMAGES TO THE BUILDING AND 

STRUCTURE BUT FUNCTIONALLY IMPAIRS ITS OPERATION. 

PHYSICALLY INTERSECT THE EXISTING BUILDING 

DISPLACEMENTS IF THE PROPOSED ROW DOES NOT 

BUILDINGS ARE CONSIDERED AS POTENTIAL INDUCED 

INTERSECTS THE EXISTING BUILDING STRUCTURE. 

DISPLACEMENTS IF THE PROPOSED ROW PHYSICALLY 

BUILDINGS ARE CONSIDERED AS POTENTIAL DIRECT 

AND/OR IS LOCATED WITHIN ACCESS DENIAL LIMITS.

GOVERNMENT THAT THE DRIVEWAY IS A SAFETY ISSUE 

DETERMINED IN COORDINATION WITH THE LOCAL 

EXISTING DRIVEWAY ACCESS WILL REMAIN UNLESS IT IS 

TYPICAL SECTIONS.

PS&E. SIDEWALKS AND SHARED USE PATHS ARE SHOWN ON 

DIAGRAMMATIC ONLY AND WILL BE DESIGNED DURING 

CURB RAMPS, SIDEWALKS AND SHARED USE PATHS ARE 

COLLIN COUNTY APPRAISAL DISTRICT (OCTOBER, 2022)

PROPERTY LINES SHOWN ON SCHEMATIC OBTAINED FROM 

WERE DOWNLOADED FROM COLLIN COUNTY'S WEBSITE.

APPROXIMATE 100 YEAR FLOODPLAIN LIMITS (2011) 

NOTED OTHERWISE ON EACH SCHEMATIC ROLL.

MINOR CROSS STREET CORNER RADII ARE 25' UNLESS 

TABLES.

UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE IN THE SUPERLEVATION 

HIGH SPEED MAINLANES HAVE A NORMAL CROWN OF `2.5% 

LOW SPEED ROADWAYS HAVE A NORMAL CROWN OF `2% AND 

 

LESS THAN 10' WIDE ARE DUE TO TRANSITIONS.

TRAVEL LANE WIDTHS SHOWN IN THE TYPICAL SECTIONS 

NOTED OTHERWISE).

FACE OF CURB, RAIL, BARRIER, OR WALL (UNLESS 

DIMENSIONS ARE TO THE EDGE OF PAVEMENT OR NOMINAL 

DESIGN MANUAL FOR REFERENCE. 

SEE CHAPTER 2, SECTION 4 OF THE TXDOT ROADWAY 

USING A MAXIMUM SUPERELEVATION RATE OF 6%.

ALL SUPERELEVATION RATES WERE CALCULATED BASED ON 

OF BOTH THE EB AND WB MAINLANES.

SUPERELEVATION AXIS OF ROTATION IS ABOUT THE PGL 

COORDINATION WITH THE LOCAL GOVERNMENTS.

DETERMINED IN THE PS&E DEVELOPMENT PHASE IN 

FINAL LOCATION OF MEDIAN OPENINGS WILL BE 

AND RECORD PLANS.

(2020-2021), AERIAL SURVEYS DATED DECEMBER 2020, 

SCHEMATICS ARE BASED ON PARTIAL FIELD SURVEY 

EXISTING FEATURES WERE PARTIALLY SURVEYED.  

20.

19.

18.

17.

16.

15.

14.

13.

12.

11.

10.

9.

8.

7.

6.

5.

4.

3.

2.

1.

GENERAL NOTES:                      

PROJECT BY OTHERS

DELTA DEGREE TANGENT LENGTH RADIUSCURVE NAME

HORIZONTAL CURVE DATA

PC STATION PT STATION PI STATION PI NORTHING (Y) PI EASTING (X)ALIGNMENT

CL_US380A_8 44° 13'16.73" 1° 39' 56.07" 1397.58' 2655.02' 3440' 1719+30.94 1745+85.96 1733+28.52 7142359.21 2533600.47

BL_US380A_EB_8 1° 38' 47.15" 3480' 1719+29.041413.84' 2685.89' 2533615.157142318.6044° 13' 16.73" 1746+14.93 1733+42.88

BL_US380A_WB_8 44° 13' 16.73" 1° 41' 06.61" 1381.33' 2624.15' 3400' 1719+32.85 1745+56.99 1733+14.18 2533585.807142399.81

FR_380A_EB_24

FR_380A_EB_25

FR_380A_EB_26

FR_380A_EB_27

FR_380A_EB_28

2° 8' 28.33"

3° 58' 23.89"

1° 49' 55.56"

9° 43' 55.98"

34° 9' 16.64"

2° 51' 53.24"

0° 55' 26.85"

1° 8' 45.30"

1° 11' 37.18"

1° 47' 25.78"

37.38'

215.06'

79.95'

408.65'

983.06'

74.74'

429.95'

159.88'

815.32'

1907.55'

2000'

6200'

5000'

4800'

3200'

2677+67.41

2678+42.15

2682+72.10

2718+28.24

2726+43.56

2678+42.15

2682+72.10

2684+31.98

2726+43.56

2745+51.12

2678+04.78

2680+57.21

2683+52.05

2722+36.88

2736+26.62

7142426.89

7142407.61

7142405.51

7142253.71

7142435.19

2528082.06

2528333.76

2528628.76

2532510.64

2533890.46

FR_380A_WB_19

FR_380A_WB_20

FR_380A_WB_21

FR_380A_WB_22

FR_380A_WB_23

FR_380A_WB_24

1° 52' 58.31"

4° 5' 0.24"

2° 12' 1.93"

0° 58' 46.48"

12° 39' 55.98"

30° 34' 34.27"

1° 8' 45.30"

0° 55' 26.85"

2° 51' 53.24"

1° 8' 45.30"

2° 34' 9.54"

1° 44' 25.64"

82.16'

221.03'

38.41'

42.74'

247.49'

899.85'

164.31'

441.87'

76.81'

85.48'

492.95'

1756.79'

5000'

6200'

2000'

5000'

2230'

3292'

3662+75.47

3664+39.79

3668+81.65

3703+50.77

3721+65.87

3726+58.83

3664+39.79

3668+81.65

3669+58.47

3704+36.26

3726+58.83

3744+15.62

3663+57.64

3666+60.81

3669+20.06

3703+93.51

3724+13.36

3735+58.68

7142777.36

7142775.48

7142755.39

7142619.67

7142575.26

7142802.15

2526694.78

2526997.96

2527256.62

2530727.43

2532746.79

2533871.47

RP_1006_EBEX_1

RP_1006_EBEX_2

RP_1006_EBEX_3

4° 17' 20.07"

4° 17' 27.51"

7° 30' 33.17"

7° 30' 25.73"

1° 14' 44.02"

0° 43' 30.95"

5° 27' 24.27"

5° 27' 24.27"

172.25'

295.96'

68.91'

68.89'

344.34'

591.64'

137.61'

137.58'

4600'

7900'

1050'

1050'

10+00.00

13+44.34

20+64.32

22+01.93

13+44.34

19+35.98

22+01.93

23+39.51

11+72.25

16+40.30

21+33.22

22+70.82

7142573.18

7142519.94

7142500.69

7142477.36

2526183.75

2526648.92

2527141.75

2527277.56RP_1006_EBEX_4

RP_1461_EBEN_1

RP_1461_EBEN_2

RP_1461_EBEN_3

11° 28' 23.94"

8° 2' 0.26"

2° 20' 27.00"

3° 32' 19.67"

5° 27' 24.27"

5° 27' 24.27"

0° 43' 30.95"

1° 14' 44.02"

105.48'

73.73'

161.40'

142.10'

210.26'

147.22'

322.76'

284.11'

1050'

1050'

7900'

4600'

10+00.00

12+10.26

16+57.52

19+80.27

12+10.26

13+57.48

19+80.27

22+64.39

11+05.48

12+83.99

18+18.92

21+22.37

7142434.46

7142456.28

7142446.55

7142453.43

2528229.47

2528407.35

2528942.43

2529245.86RP_1461_EBEN_4

RP_BLMD_EBEX_1

RP_BLMD_EBEX_2

RP_BLMD_EBEX_3

4° 17' 19.05"

2° 43' 23.57"

5° 43' 47.76"

7° 17' 43.24"

1° 14' 44.02"

0° 43' 30.95"

5° 27' 24.27"

5° 27' 24.27"

172.24'

187.78'

52.55'

66.94'

344.31'

375.48'

105.01'

133.69'

4600'

7900'

1050'

1050'

10+00.00

13+44.31

18+78.67

19+83.68

13+44.31

17+19.79

19+83.68

21+17.37

11+72.24

15+32.09

19+31.22

20+50.61

7142384.36

7142343.43

7142316.94

7142297.15

2531012.27

2531369.95

2531768.27

2531886.10RP_BLMD_EBEX_4

RP_1006_EBEN_1 8° 15' 27.67"

19° 5' 36.04"

5° 27' 24.27"

2° 12' 13.26"

75.80'

437.27'

151.33'

866.43'

1050'

2600'

10+00.00

14+83.11

11+51.33

23+49.54

10+75.80

19+20.38

7142339.50

7142559.75

2532935.27

2533750.90RP_1006_EBEN_2

RP_1006_WBEN_1

RP_1006_WBEN_2

RP_1006_WBEN_3

3° 39' 44.26"

2° 27' 34.84"

7° 8' 27.05"

8° 20' 36.47"

1° 14' 44.02"

0° 43' 30.95"

5° 27' 24.27"

5° 27' 24.27"

147.06'

169.60'

65.52'

76.59'

294.03'

339.14'

130.86'

152.90'

4600'

7900'

1050'

1050'

10+00.00

12+94.03

19+77.10

21+07.96

12+94.03

16+33.17

21+07.96

22+60.87

11+47.06

14+63.63

20+42.62

21+84.55

7142727.78

7142735.64

7142725.17

7142740.28

2526120.12

2526436.68

2527015.63

2527156.93RP_1006_WBEN_4

RP_1461_WBEX_1

RP_1461_WBEX_2

RP_1461_WBEX_3

7° 30' 25.73"

7° 30' 25.73"

4° 17' 19.05"

4° 17' 19.05"

5° 27' 24.27"

5° 27' 24.27"

0° 43' 30.95"

1° 14' 44.02"

68.89'

68.89'

295.80'

172.24'

137.58'

137.58'

591.32'

344.31'

1050'

1050'

7900'

4600'

10+00.00

11+37.58

13+54.07

19+45.39

11+37.58

12+75.15

19+45.39

22+89.70

10+68.89

12+06.46

16+49.87

21+17.63

7142704.04

7142680.72

7142663.38

7142610.17

2528083.60

2528219.38

2528662.65

2529127.65RP_1461_WBEX_4

RP_BLMD_WBEN_1

RP_BLMD_WBEN_2

RP_BLMD_WBEN_3

3° 47' 17.09"

3° 8' 35.59"

6° 55' 20.88"

6° 35' 15.90"

1° 14' 44.02"

0° 43' 30.95"

1° 13' 8.61"

5° 27' 24.27"

152.12'

216.75'

284.27'

60.43'

304.13'

433.39'

567.85'

120.73'

4600'

7900'

4700'

1050'

10+00.00

13+04.13

18+02.27

23+70.13

13+04.13

17+37.52

23+70.13

24+90.85

11+52.12

15+20.88

20+86.55

24+30.56

7142544.70

7142554.67

7142538.92

7142570.93

2530802.06

2531170.80

2531736.35

2532079.57RP_BLMD_WBEN_4

RP_1006_WBEX_1

RP_1006_WBEX_2

RP_1006_WBEX_3

5° 43' 45.54"

12° 6' 17.23"

11° 0' 58.49"

5° 27' 24.27"

5° 27' 24.27"

1° 13' 8.61"

52.54'

111.33'

453.23'

105.00'

221.83'

903.67'

1050'

1050'

4700'

10+00.00

11+05.00

13+26.83

11+05.00

13+26.83

22+30.49

10+52.54

12+16.33

17+80.06

7142615.94

7142632.14

7142804.52

2533044.53

2533207.60

2533745.20

(60 MPH)

CL_US380A

(60 MPH)

BL_US380A_EB

(60 MPH)

BL_US380A_WB

(45 MPH)

FR_380A_EB

(45 MPH)

FR_380A_WB

(45 MPH)

RP_1006_EBEX

(45 MPH)

RP_1461_EBEN

(45 MPH)

RP_BLMD_EBEX

(45 MPH)

RP_1006_EBEN

(45 MPH)

RP_1006_WBEN

(45 MPH)

RP_1461_WBEX

(45 MPH)

RP_BLMD_WBEN

(45 MPH)

RP_1006_WBEX

OWNERPARCEL ADDRESS

409

408

407

406

405

404

403

402

401

400

399

398

397

396

395

394

393

392

388

387

MAC TMK LP

MAC TMK LP

MAC TMK LP

TIMBER CREEK PROPERTIES LLC

CADG ERWIN FARMS LLC

TIMBER CREEK PROPERTIES LLC

CITY OF MCKINNEY

CADG ERWIN FARMS LLC

COLLIN COUNTY

CITY OF MCKINNEY

COLLIN COUNTY

CITY OF MCKINNEY

CITY OF MCKINNEY

JEN TEXAS 22 LLC

CHRIST REDEEMER CHURCH

GRBK EDGEWOOD LLC

MCKINNEY RANCH LTD

JEN TEXAS 22 LLC

TANAY & RUSSANN BHATT

KAYE GALLOWAY 3420 FM 1461  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

680 5TH AVE FL 25 NEW YORK, NY 10019-5431

4366 COUNTY ROAD 164  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

2805 DALLAS PKWY STE 400 PLANO, TX 75093-8722

PO BOX 206 MCKINNEY, TX 75070-8134

680 5TH AVE FL 25 NEW YORK, NY 10019-5431

PO BOX 517 MCKINNEY, TX 75070-8013

PO BOX 517 MCKINNEY, TX 75070-8013

2300 BLOOMDALE RD MCKINNEY, TX 75071-8517

222 N TENNESSEE ST MCKINNEY, TX 75069-3937

PO BOX 517 MCKINNEY, TX 75070-8013

777 CUSTER RD APT 1-1 RICHARDSON, TX 75080

4690 COMMUNITY AVE STE 200 MCKINNEY, TX 75071

1800 VALLEY VIEW LN STE300 MCKINNEY, TX 75234

2221 E LAMAR BLVD STE 790 ARLINGTON, TX 76006

1800 VALLEY VIEW LN STE300 MCKINNEY, TX 75234

2221 E LAMAR BLVD STE 790 ARLINGTON, TX 76006

2600 ELDORADO PKWY STE 115 MCKINNEY, TX 75070

2600 ELDORADO PKWY STE 115 MCKINNEY, TX 75070

2600 ELDORADO PKWY STE 115 MCKINNEY, TX 75070 VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

FARM

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

FARM

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

FARM

BLOOMDALE ESTATES

RESIDENTIAL

441 COLLIN COUNTY 3533 COUNTY ROAD 164  MCKINNEY, TX 75071 VACANT LAND 

PROPERTY OWNERS

OCCUPANT

CHAIN NAME CROSS SLOPESTATION

SUPERELEVATION

CL_US380A_EB

CL_US380A_WB

2.50%14+82.00

19+12.00 2.00%
RP_1006_EBEX

2.00%15+00.00

15+50.00 2.50%
RP_1461_EBEN

2.50%18+00.00

18+50.00 2.00%
RP_BLMD_EBEX

2.00%13+00.00

14+80.00 -4.90%
RP_1006_EBEN

2.50%17+50.00

18+00.00 2.00%
RP_1006_WBEN

2.00%12+75.00

13+25.00 2.50%
RP_1461_WBEX

2.50%17+50.00

18+00.00 2.00%
RP_BLMD_WBEN

2.00%14+00.00

14+80.00 4.90%
RP_1006_WBEX

1716+59.00

1719+97.00

2.50%

-5.00%

1718+42.00

1719+56.00

2.50%

4.90%

SUPERELEVATION SIGN CONVENTION

|/PGL

+

-

WESTBOUND ALIGNMENTS

|/PGL

+

-

EASTBOUND ALIGNMENTS

TURN BAY LENGTHS

LOCATION TAPER LENGTH DECEL LENGTH STORAGE LENGTH TOTAL LENGTH

R44

R43

R42

L43

L42

150'

150'

150'

160'

150'

340'

340'

340'

340'

340'

155'

190'

204'

200'

206'

495'

680'

694'

700'

696'

ROADWAY CURVE NAME

HORIZONTAL CURVE SHOULDER DATA

BL_US380A_EB

BL_US380A_WB

BL_US380A_EB_8

BL_US380A_WB_8 15

15 10

INSIDE SHOULDER WIDTH (FT) OUTSIDE SHOULDER WIDTH (FT)

10-14
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7
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7
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E
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8
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2
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.0
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E
N

D
 B

R
ID

G
E

STA = 1662+50.00

EL = 700.00

+1.31
% -0.58%

L = 500.00

K = 264

ex = -1.18'

STA = 1668+50.00

EL = 696.50

-0.58% +2.
27%

L = 600.00

K = 211

ex = 2.14'

STA = 1676+00.00

EL = 713.50

+2.
27% -1.34%

L = 900.00

K = 249

ex = -4.06'

STA = 1699+00.00

EL = 682.61

-1.34% +0.68%

L = 400.00

K = 198

ex = 1.01'

STA = 1713+00.00

EL = 692.12

+0.68% -1.79%

L = 700.00

K = 283

ex = -2.16'

STA = 1726+50.00

EL = 667.95

-1.79% +0.56%

L = 500.00

K = 212

ex = 1.47'

STA = 1733+50.00

EL = 671.90

+0.56% -1.73%

L = 600.00

K = 261

ex = -1.72'
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[ US380A

EXIST GROUND @ [ US380A

PROP PGL @ 
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2
1
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6
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HW   = 694.36'

HW   = 694.10'
50

100

U
T

U
R

N

U
T

U
R

N

 

PROP CR 1006

[ CR1006 STA 24+07.84

[ US380A STA 1700+81.63

5.5' TYPICAL BRIDGE DEPTH

TX-54 GIRDERS

5.5' TYPICAL BRIDGE DEPTH

TX-54 GIRDERS

] = 688.27'

1-7'X3' SBC

STA 1668+75.00

[ US380A

PROP CULVERT E-4

HW   = 651.90'

HW   = 652.70'100

1660+00 1665+00 1670+00 1675+00 1680+00 1685+00 1690+00 1695+00 1700+00 1705+00 1710+00 1715+00 1720+00 1725+00 1730+00 1735+00
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TRAFFIC LEGEND:

YEAR 2060 ADTXX,XXX

YEAR 2050 ADTXX,XXX

YEAR 2030 ADTXX,XXX

WB US 380 FR

MAINLANES
WB US 380

EB US 380 FR

MAINLANES
EB US 380

F
U

T
U

R
E

 C
R

 1
0
0
6

2200

3400

3800

9600 1600 5500

14700 2100 1900 2500 8500

16700 3200 2900 2800 9600

9600 3700 3600 3300 1600 9000 11200

14700 5700 2400 13800 17200

16700 6400 2700 15600 19500

7400 100 3300

11300 200 5100

12800 2100 1500 300 5700

40200 36500 3200 2400 34900 38200

61600 55900 3600 2700 53400 58500

69600 63200 60400 66100

38800 35800 35800 38900

59500 54900 1600 1900 54900 59700

67400 62200 2400 2900 62200 67600

3000 100 2700 3300 8900

4600 200 13600

5200 300 15400

10900 8900 1600 3100 10600

16800 13600 2500 4800 16300

19000 15400 2800 2000 1600 5400 18500

5000 1200 3100 2500 10600

7800 1900 3500 2800 16300

8800 2100 18500

2100

3200

3600

PROJECTED FUTURE TRAFFIC VOLUME DIAGRAM
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TXDOT DALLAS DISTRICT ON 11/12/21
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OFF NOISE MODEL ANALYSIS.  LOCATIONS AND LIMITS ARE SUBJECT TO CHANGE.

PROPOSED NOISE BARRIERS SHOWN ARE PRELIMINARY APPROXIMATE LOCATIONS BASED

380
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EXIT XX

E Bloom dale Rd

EXIT ONLY

Hardin Blvd

Com m unity Ave

EXIT XX

CR 1006

EXIT ONLY

75

Sherm an

Dallas

1½ MILES

EXIT XX

FM

1461 Lake Forest Dr ¾

Ridge Rd

W Bloomdale Rd
1½

EXITXX

FM

1461

Lake Forest Dr

EXIT ONLY

EXITXX

FM

1461

Lake Forest Dr

EXIT ONLY
Ridge Rd

W Bloomdale Rd

1

½

Wilmeth Rd ¾

PROPOSED COSS

[ US380A STA 1658+73

PROPOSED COSS

[ US380A STA 1669+27

PROPOSED COSS

[ US380A STA 1692+00

PROPOSED COSS

[ US380A STA 1688+87

PROPOSED COSS

[ US380A STA 1702+07

PROPOSED COSS

[ US380A STA 1708+00

PROPOSED COSS

[ US380A STA 1725+27

PROPOSED COSS

[ US380A STA 1735+92

E Bloom dale Rd

Hardin Blvd

Com m unity Ave

EXIT ONLY

EXIT XX

PROP ROW

PROP ROW

PROP ROW

PROP ROW

PROP 
ROW

[ US380A

[ US380A

| US380A-EB

| US380A-EB

| US380A-WB

| US380A-WB

CL_US380A_8

| US380A-WB

PROP 
ROW

PROP ROW

[ US380A STA 1728+25.00

END BRIDGE

PLANNED NTMWD EASEMENT

 1727+00.00

[ US380A STA

BEGIN BRIDGE

1-7'X 3' SBC

[ US380A, STA 1668+75.00

PROPOSED CULVERT E-4

| RP 1006-EBEX

| RP 1006-WBEN

| RP 1461-EBEN

| RP 1461-WBEX

| RP BLMD-EBEX

| RP BLMD-WBEN

| RP 1006-EBEN

| RP 1006-WBEX

C
R
 
1
0

0
6

ERWIN PARK

RP_1006_WBEN_2

RP_1006_EBEX_1

RP_1006_WBEN_1

RP_1006_WBEN_3

RP_1006_WBEN_4

RP_1006_EBEX_2

RP_1006_EBEX_3

RP_1006_EBEX_4

RP_1461_WBEX_1

RP_1461_WBEX_2

RP_1461_WBEX_3

RP_1461_WBEX_4

RP_1461_EBEN_1

RP_1461_EBEN_2

RP_1461_EBEN_3

RP_1461_EBEN_4

RP_BLMD_WBEN_1

RP_BLMD_WBEN_2

RP_BLMD_WBEN_3

RP_BLMD_WBEN_4

RP_BLMD_EBEX_1

RP_BLMD_EBEX_2

RP_BLMD_EBEX_3

RP_BLMD_EBEX_4

RP_1006_WBEX_1

RP_1006_WBEX_2

RP_1006_WBEX_3

RP_1006_EBEN_1

RP_1006_EBEN_2

FR_380A_WB_19

FR_380A_WB_20

FR_380A_WB_21

FR_380A_WB_22

FR_380A_WB_23

FR_380A_WB_24

FR_380A_EB_24

FR_380A_EB_25

FR_380A_EB_26
FR_380A_EB_27

FR_380A_EB_28

BL_US380A_WB_8

BL_US380A_EB_8

C
R
 
9
4
3

TO BE REMOVED

EXIST DROP INLET

| FR 380A-WB

| FR 380A-WB

| FR 380A-EB

| FR 380A-EB

TO BE REMOVED

AND HEADWALL

EXIST 1-24" RCP 

TO BE REMOVED

EXIST 1-72" RCP

TO BE REMOVED

EXIST HEADWALL

[ CR1006

EASEMENT

PLANNED NTMWD

| FR 380A-EB STA 2727+25.00

BEGIN BRIDGE

| FR 380A-EB STA 2728+50.00

END BRIDGE

| FR 380A-WB STA 3726+00.00

BEGIN BRIDGE

| FR 380A-EB STA 3727+36.00

END BRIDGE

E
X
I

S
T
 

R
O

W

E
X
I

S
T
 

R
O

W

[ CR1006 STA 24+98.75

END BRIDGE

PROP ROW

PROP ROW

OTHERS FIRST)

DISPLACED BY

SHED (POTENTIALLY

OTHERS FIRST)

DISPLACED BY

BARN (POTENTIALLY

[ CR1006 STA 23+16.81

BEGIN BRIDGE

EXIST ROW

EXIST ROW

STA 3662+75.47, 20' LT

| FR 380A-WB

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 3669+22.64, 19' LT

| FR 380A-WB

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 2662+21.07, 37' RT

| FR 380A-EB

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 2669+59.86, 22' RT

| FR 380A-EB

END PROP RET. WALL

STA 3724+56.99, 22' LT

| FR 380A-WB

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 3726+11.00, 18' LT

| FR 380A-WB

END PROP RET. WALL

STA 3727+36.85, 18' LT

| FR 380A-WB

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL STA 3732+93.39, 22' LT

| FR 380A-WB

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 2683+74.77, 22' RT

| FR 380A-EB

END PROP RET. WALL

STA 2698+88.77, 31' RT

| FR 380A-EB

END PROP RET. WALL

STA 2708+00.33, 22' RT

| FR 380A-EB

END PROP RET. WALL

STA 2720+87.77, 29' RT

| FR 380A-EB

END PROP RET. WALL

STA 2723+05.96, 20' RT

| FR 380A-EB

END PROP RET. WALL

STA 2727+25.60, 18' RT

| FR 380A-EB

END PROP RET. WALL

STA 2730+28.02, 22' RT

| FR 380A-EB

END PROP RET. WALL

STA 2736+14.69, 24' RT

| FR 380A-EB

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

R42 L42

R43 L43

R44

STA 1658+62.86, 88' LT

[ US380A

END PROP RET. WALL

STA 1664+26.72, 82' LT

[ US380A

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 1668+02.14, 98' LT

[ US380A

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 1729+31.09, 95' LT

[ US380A

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 1658+10.00, 87' RT

[ US380A

END PROP RET. WALL

STA 1668+96.25, 75' RT

[ US380A

END PROP RET. WALL

STA 1668+09.22, 75' RT

[ US380A

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 1687+88.13, 96' RT

[ US380A

END PROP RET. WALL

STA 1715+45.00, 75' RT

[ US380A

END PROP RET. WALL

STA 3734+94.55, 22' LT

| FR 380A-WB

END PROP RET. WALL

STA 2679+70.30, 22' RT

| FR 380A-EB

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 2693+04.83, 24' RT

| FR 380A-EB

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 2715+04.93, 22' RT

| FR 380A-EB

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL STA 2721+59.90, 29' RT

| FR 380A-EB

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 2724+60.00, 20' RT

| FR 380A-EB

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 2728+49.88, 18' RT

| FR 380A-EB

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 1665+25.79, 115' LT

[ US380A

END PROP RET. WALL

STA 1684+04.96, 114' LT

[ US380A

END PROP RET. WALL

STA 1692+79.77, 122' LT

[ US380A

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 1711+70.02, 123' LT

[ US380A

END PROP RET. WALL

STA 1731+95.09, 122' LT

[ US380A

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 1663+14.97, 112' RT

[ US380A

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 1663+70.02, 114' RT

[ US380A

END PROP RET. WALL

STA 1684+18.59, 109' RT

[ US380A

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 1692+77.54, 111' RT

[ US380A

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 1713+17.74, 122' RT

[ US380A

END PROP RET. WALL

STA 1714+45.00, 75' RT

[ US380A

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 1728+20.19, 120' RT

[ US380A

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

111' LT

STA 1661+02.79,

[ US380A

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

116' LT

STA 1683+49.98,

[ US380A

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 1735+60.02, 87' LT

[ US380A

END PROP RET. WALL

[ CR1006 STA 22+59.19

| FR 380A-EB STA 2700+78.83=

MATCH EXISTING PAVEMENT

[ CR943 STA 11+05.00

BEGIN CONSTRUCTION

CR 943

22' LTSTA 3730+18.12, 

| FR 380A-WB

END PROP RET. WALL

RP_1006_EBEX_1

STA 2702+19.93, 22' RT

| FR 380A-EB

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

[ CR1006 STA 25+55.90

STA 3700+23.68 =

| FR 380A-WB

[ CR1006 STA 24+09.84

STA 1700+81.63 =

[ US380A

MATCH EXISTING PAVEMENT

[ ECR1006 STA 12+00.00

BEGIN CONSTRUCTION

EXISTING CR 1006

[ ECR1006
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52318
654.918

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBWIRE

52337
656.211

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBWIRE

52339
656.987

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBWIRE

52340
658.870

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBWIRE

DENSE TREES

DENSE TREES

DENSE TREES

DENSE TREES

DENSE TREES

DENSE TREES

DENSE TREES

DENSE TREES

DENSE TREES

DENSE TREES

DENSE TREES

DENSE TREES

DENSE TREES

DENSE TREES

DENSE TREES

DENSE TREES

DENSE TREES

DENSE TREES

DENSE TREES

DENSE TREES

DENSE TREES

V

V

V

51607
577.035

EP
ASPHALT

51610
575.350

EP
ASPHALT

51613
574.232

EP
ASPHALT

51616
578.895

EP
ASPHALT

51617
573.325

RCP
48-IN

51618
573.404

RCP
48-IN

51619
579.402

HDW

51620
579.398

HDW

51621
579.397

HDW

51622
579.361

HDW

51625
572.251

RIP

51626
572.251

RIP

51628
572.161

RIP

51629
571.940

RIP

51630
571.690

RIP

51631
571.232

RIP

51634
573.176

EP
ASPHALT

51635
572.600

EP
ASPHALT

51636
572.440

EP
ASPHALT

51637
569.228

RIP

51638
568.902

RIP

51639
568.312

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBED WIRE

51641
566.154

RIP

51643
565.770

RIP51645
565.384

RIP
51647

564.897
RIP51652

564.928
RIP

51654
565.650

RIP

51655
565.650

RIP

51658
566.636

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBED WIRE

51659
571.907

EP
ASPHALT

51661
571.755

EP
ASPHALT

51664
566.620

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBED WIRE

51666
568.110

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBED WIRE

51667
568.949

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBED WIRE

51668
571.785

EP
ASPHALT

51671
570.162

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBED WIRE

51672
571.823

EP
ASPHALT

51675
570.783

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBED WIRE

51676
571.345

EP
ASPHALT

51679
571.316

EP
ASPHALT

51682
571.293

EP
ASPHALT

51685
571.764

EP
ASPHALT

51692
567.340

RIP

51693
567.340

RIP

51695
564.779

RIP

51696
565.289

RIP

51697
567.866

RIP

51698
568.436

RIP

51699
571.359

RIP

51701
567.253

RIP

51704
572.854

EP
ASPHALT

51705
573.549

EP
ASPHALT

51707
574.226

EP
ASPHALT

51709
570.328

RIP

51710
573.728

RIP

51712
575.389

EP
ASPHALT

51714
574.920

RIP

51719
571.818

RIP

51720
572.372

RIP

51721
574.749

RIP

51722
575.098

RIP

51723
576.393

RIP
51724

574.744
RIP

51725
571.352

WNG

51726
571.352

RIP

51727
571.185

WNG

51728
571.185

RIP

51729
570.565

CPV

51730
570.449

RIP

51732
570.451

CPV51733
570.255

CPV

51734
570.928

WNG

51735
570.928

RIP

51736
570.917

WNG

51737
570.917

RIP

51738
570.917

RIP

51739
570.481

CPV

51740
570.459

RCP
48-IN

51741
570.554

RCP
48-IN

51742
570.608

CPV

51755
575.941

EP
ASPHALT

51758
577.091

EP
ASPHALT

51759
577.990

EP
ASPHALT

51760
577.990

EP
ASPHALT

51761
577.915

GF

51762577.387

SGN

DEAD END

51763
576.044

GF

51764576.119

SGN

LH CURVE-RD201-RD1200

51765
575.799

GF

51766
574.120

GF

51767
575.754

HDW

51768
575.757

HDW

51769
575.515

WNG

51770
575.520

WNG

51771
575.637

WNG

51772
575.634

WNG

51773
575.907

HDW

51774
575.931

HDW

51833
644.848

WFN

51837
642.178

EG

51838
639.832

EG

51842
642.262

WFN

51843
641.484

WFN

W

51844642.257

WM51845642.444

WV

51846642.568

SGN

WATER VALVE

51863
636.772

EG

51867
638.844

WFN

T

51868634.843

TPED

AT&T

51873
632.231

EG

51877
634.083

WFN

51878645.381

PP

51879631.411

PP

51884
626.984

EG

51888
628.009

WFN

51895
623.056

EG

51899
623.638

WFN

51902621.351

PP

51907
620.076

EG

51911
621.383

WFN

51916
617.689

EG

51920
618.158

WFN

51925
615.620

EG

51929
616.431

WFN

51930614.273

PP

51935
613.605

EG

51939
613.207

WFN

51943
612.399

EG

51946
611.844

WFN

T

51947610.808

TPED

AT&T

51951
610.938

EG

51954
610.671

WFN

51960609.705

PP

51964
609.812

EG

51967
609.185

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBED WIRE

51971
608.961

EG

51974
608.122

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBED WIRE

51975
607.560

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBED WIRE

51977
608.057

EG

51981606.888

PP

51984
607.220

EG

51986
606.507

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBED WIRE

51987
605.837

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBED WIRE

51989
605.547

EG

51994
606.182

EG

51996
605.226

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBED WIRE

51997
605.310

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBED WIRE

51999
605.752

EG

52002605.278

PP

52009
605.739

EG

52011
604.584

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBED WIRE

52013
604.150

EC
52014

604.048
EC

52015
604.330

EC52016
605.735

EC

52017
605.772

EC
52020

605.875
EC

52021
605.951

CPV

52022
605.882

CPV
52023

605.875
EC

52024
605.854

EC

52025
605.802

EC

52026
604.465

EC

52027
604.281

EC

52028
604.337

EC
52033

603.785
CPV

52034
603.508

CPV

52035
603.722

CPV52036
603.271

CMP
24-IN

52037
605.129

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBED WIRE

52038
605.710

EG

52041
605.657

EG

52042
604.617

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBED WIRE

T

52078604.839

TPED

AT&T

52079605.042

PP

52080
605.630

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBED WIRE

52082
606.463

EG

52090
607.479

EG

52092
607.344

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBED WIRE

52093
609.112

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBED WIRE

52095
608.649

EG

52099
610.267

OE

52100610.267

PP

52104
610.292

EG

52106
611.199

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBED WIRE

52110
611.626

EG

52112
613.188

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBED WIRE

52113
612.175

OE

20914
604.998

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 4

20918
601.045

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 4

52346
652.466

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBWIRE

52347
654.857

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBWIRE

52348
656.464

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBWIRE

52350
657.059

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBWIRE

52351
656.890

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBWIRE

52353
657.750

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBWIRE

52356
654.520

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBWIRE

52358
651.297

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBWIRE

52360
650.276

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBWIRE

52362
649.078

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBWIRE

52364
648.038

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBWIRE

52366
646.554

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBWIRE

52368
643.838

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBWIRE

11329
538.922

FL

11332
539.084

FL

11335
538.676

FL

20960
575.568

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 3

20962
569.417

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 3

20964
569.417

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 3

20969
565.396

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 3

20970
593.718

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 3

20976
596.779

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 3

20978
596.354

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 3

20980
595.038

GAT

20982
595.038

WFN

20983
594.294

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 3

20985
594.294

GAT

21017
573.394

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 3

21018
573.960

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 3

21033
599.162

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 4

21037
598.360

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 4

21040
595.196

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 4

21044
590.389

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 4

21048
589.601

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 4

21051
583.853

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 4

21056
587.023

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 4

21084
582.127

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 4

21087
579.455

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 4

21089
575.403

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 4

21090
572.811

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 4

52493
581.904

GAT

52494
581.904

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBED WIRE

52496
581.329

EG

52497
581.329

GAT

52507
580.933

RCP
15-IN

T

52508581.954

TPED

52510
583.078

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBED WIRE

52514
582.222

EG

52515
581.619

EG

52516
581.825

EG

52519
580.846

FL

52522
580.986

FL

52524
581.998

EG

52525
582.551

EG

52527
581.657

FL

52529
583.327

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBED WIRE

52530
585.174

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBED WIRE

52532
582.783

FL

52534
583.893

EG

52535
581.169

OE

52536
588.978

UT

52537589.243

PP

52538
589.243

OE
52539

588.771

GUY

52540
587.603

EG

52542
589.176

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBED WIRE

52543
593.639

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBED WIRE

52545
591.991

EG

52546
596.820

EG

52550
598.258

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT BARBED WIRE

52552
599.043

EG

52553
600.244

EG

52556
602.141

EG

52557
607.079

EG

52560
611.474

EG

52561
601.615

GAT

52562
601.615

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT HOGWIRE-BARBED WIRE

52572
600.672

GAT

52573
600.672

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT HOGWIRE-BARBED WIRE

182001
596.254

FL

182005
591.536

FL

182015
601.225

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 7 BARBED WIRE

182016
600.689

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 7 BARBED WIRE

182019
599.319

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 7 BARBED WIRE

182024
590.030

FL

182030
606.593

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 5 BARBED WIRE

182031
607.991

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 5 BARBED WIRE

182032
610.242

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 5 BARBED WIRE

182033
611.393

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 5 BARBED WIRE

182037
589.093

FL

182039
587.632

FL

182044
598.419

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 5 BARBED WIRE

182045
598.161

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 5 BARBED WIRE

182063
619.928

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 5 BARBED WIRE

182064
617.949

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 5 BARBED WIRE

182065
615.582

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 5 BARBED WIRE

182066
613.428

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 5 BARBED WIRE

182076
618.893

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 5 BARBED WIRE

182077
617.830

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 5 BARBED WIRE

182087
615.782

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 5 BARBED WIRE

182090
613.699

EG

182093
616.572

EG

182098
618.762

EG

182103
620.808

EG

182106
620.531

EG

182109
619.765

EG

182135
617.084

EG

182136
614.629

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 5 BARBED WIRE

182140
615.821

EG

182141
613.180

GAT
MANUAL 5 STRAND BARBWIRE

182142
613.180

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 5 BARBED WIRE

182143
611.204

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 5 BARBED WIRE

182144
611.204

GAT
MANUAL 5 STRAND BARBWIRE

182147
611.375

EG

182148
606.704

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 5 BARBED WIRE

182151
606.521

EG

182152
601.605

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 5 BARBED WIRE

182154
600.934

EG

182155
597.759

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 5 BARBED WIRE

182157
595.775

EG

182158
592.886

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 5 BARBED WIRE

182160
590.633

EG

182161
587.291

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 5 BARBED WIRE

182162
587.291

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 5 BARBED WIRE

182164
585.204

FL

182166
586.457

EG

182167
584.248

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRANDS 5 BARBED WIRE

182204
604.258

GUY

182205
603.335

OE

182206603.335

PP

182207
602.501

OE

182216
588.870

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRAND 1 HOGWIRE

182217
590.022

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRAND 1 HOGWIRE

182220
589.538

WFN
HEIGHT 4FT STRAND 1 HOGWIRE

182221
581.982

FL

182223
583.162

EG

V

V

V

DENSE TREES
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V

V

V
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PP
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     PRELIMINARYSCHEMATIC PREPARED BY:

DATE

P.E. NUMBERNAME

JOSHUA RYAN ROBERTSON 115996

FIRM REGISTRATION NUMBER F-845

BURNS & MCDONNELL

TECHNICAL REVIEW.

RESULTING FROM PUBLIC INPUT AND

CHANGE BASED ON FURTHER DEVELOPMENTS
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SEGMENT C LENGTH: 4.21 MILES

SEGMENT E LENGTH: 5.61 MILES

SEGMENT A LENGTH: 5.47 MILES

FROM SH5 (NEW EXT OF SP399) TO FM 1827

CSJ 0135-03-053

(E OF MCKINNEY)

TO JCT US 380/E UNIVERSITY DR 

(W OF MCKINNEY)

FROM JCT US 380/W UNIVERSITY DR 

CSJ 0135-15-002

FROM COIT RD TO JCT US 380/UNIV DR

CSJ 0135-02-065
 

COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS
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PUBLIC HEARING DESIGN SCHEMATIC
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8

ROLL

EXISTING ELECTRIC

CL_US380A_1

EXISTING ROW

EXISTING PROPERTY LINES

EXISTING 100 YR FLOODPLAIN

EXISTING FLOODWAY

PROPOSED CENTERLINE/BASELINE

PROPOSED ROW

PROPOSED ROW (BY OTHERS)

PROPOSED TRAFFIC BARRIER

PROPOSED BRIDGE BENTS

PROPOSED RETAINING WALL

EXISTING LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED BRIDGE

PROPOSED MAINLANES

PROPOSED RAMPS

PROPOSED FRONTAGE ROADS

PROPOSED SHARED USE PATH OR SIDEWALK 

HORIZONTAL ALIGNMENT CURVE NAME

PAVEMENT TO BE REMOVED

PARCEL ID NUMBER

DIRECT BUILDING DISPLACEMENT

PROPOSED DRAINAGE CULVERT

EXISTING DRAINAGE CULVERT

120

LEGEND:

INDUCED BUILDING DISPLACEMENT

1

2

TYPICAL SECTIONS LEGEND:

EXISTING STREAMS

ULTIMATE/FUTURE IMPROVEMENTS (BY OTHERS)

DIRECTION OF FLOW

PROPOSED CROSS STREETS AND DRIVEWAYS

WATER

WWL

ELEC

TELE

EXISTING WATER

EXISTING SANITARY SEWER

EXISTING GAS

EXISTING COMMUNICATIONS

PROPOSED UTILITY EASEMENT (BY OTHERS)

SEGMENT A

SEGMENT E

S
E

G
M

E
N

T
 

C

ADEQUATE CLEAR ZONE PROVIDED)

(CTR NOT REQUIRED WHEN

CTR: CONCRETE TRAFFIC RAIL

 CONCRETE TRAFFIC BARRIERCTB:

NOTES:

EXISTING LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED BRIDGE

PROPOSED MAINLANES

PROPOSED RAMPS

PROPOSED FRONTAGE ROADS

PROPOSED CROSS STREETS

PROPOSED SHARED USE PATH (SUP) OR SIDEWALK 

EXISTING ROADWAY TO REMAIN

EXISTING ROADWAY AND UTILITY EASEMENTS

PROPOSED TRANSITION/INTERIM PAVEMENT

FRISCO

TURN BAY LENGTH

MEDIAN

SEPARATOR (A)
TAPER (D)

STORAGE (B) DECELERATION (C)

TOTAL LENGTH

2%20 MPHURBAN MINOR COLLECTOR TURNAROUNDS

2%20 MPH VARIES MINOR SIDE ST

2%30 MPH VARIES CROSS STREET

2%45 MPH  URBAN COLLECTORFRONTAGE RD     

6%45 MPH  URBAN FREEWAYCOLLECTOR DISTR

6%40 MPH  URBAN FREEWAYDIRECT CONNECTOR

6%45 MPH URBAN FREEWAY RAMPS

6%60 MPH      URBAN FREEWAY US 380 MAINLANES

eMAXDESIGN SPEED  FUNCTIONAL CLASS.  ROADWAY

| FR 380A WB STA 3297+97.31

CSJ 0135-02-065

BEGIN PROJECT

[ US380A STA 1473+80.51

BEGIN CSJ 0135-15-002

END CSJ 0135-02-065

[ US380C STA 2110+32.50

BEGIN CSJ 0135-03-053

END CSJ 0135-15-002

[ US380C STA 2128+25.00

END CSJ 0135-03-053

END PROJECT

EXISTING WETLANDS/PONDS

GAS

FUTURE ROADWAY CONNECTION BY OTHERS

ROLL 6
ROLL 7

R
O

L
L
 
9

SEGMENT C LENGTH: 4.21 MILES

SEGMENT E LENGTH: 5.61 MILES

SEGMENT A LENGTH: 5.47 MILES

FROM SH5 (NEW EXT OF SP399) TO FM 1827

CSJ 0135-03-053

(E OF MCKINNEY)

TO JCT US 380/E UNIVERSITY DR 

(W OF MCKINNEY)

FROM JCT US 380/W UNIVERSITY DR 

CSJ 0135-15-002

FROM COIT RD TO JCT US 380/UNIV DR

CSJ 0135-02-065

PROPOSED NOISE BARRIER

EXISTING NOISE BARRIER

 

COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS

US 380

PUBLIC HEARING DESIGN SCHEMATIC

JANUARY 2023
1/6/2023

CHANGES TO THE WATER FEATURES DEPICTED.

ANALYSES AND FIELD DELINEATIONS MAY RESULT IN 

APPLICABLE USACE REGULATORY GUIDANCE. ADDITIONAL 

DELINEATIONS CONDUCTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH 

SURVEY AND TOPOGRAPHIC DATA) AND FIELD 

INTERPRETATION (USING AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHY, SOIL 

OF NATIONAL WETLAND INVENTORY (NWI), PHOTO 

SWALES, ETC.) SHOWN ORIGINATE FROM A COMBINATION 

WATER FEATURES (E.G. WETLANDS, STREAMS, PONDS, 

SHOWN SHOULD NOT BE CONSIDERED AS FINAL.

INSTALLATION OF TRAFFIC SIGNALS. SIGNAL LOCATIONS 

INTERSECTIONS ARE CONSTRUCTED TO JUSTIFY THE 

WARRANT ANALYSIS WILL BE REQUIRED AFTER 

AS PER TMUTCD REQUIREMENTS, A TRAFFIC SIGNAL 

11/13/2021.

TP&P AND APPOVED BY THE DALLAS DISTRICT ON 

ON TRAFFIC COUNTS AND GROWTH RATES REVIEWED BY 

TRAFFIC VOLUMES ON THE TRAFFIC DIAGRAM ARE BASED 

INTERSECTION DUE TO THE DIFFERENCES IN SKEW.

DESIGN VEHICLE. CORNER RADII VARY PER 

TURNAROUNDS WERE DESIGNED TO ACCOMMODATE A WB-67 

RESIDENTIAL STREETS.

STREETS.  A CITY BUS WAS USED ON SIDE STREETS AND 

TURNING MOVEMENTS ON ARTERIAL AND COLLECTOR

WB-67 DESIGN VEHICLE WAS USED IN EVALUATION OF 

PHASE OF THE PROJECT.

NOT SHOWN AND WILL BE DEVELOPED DURING THE PS&E 

CONVENTIONAL ROADWAY SIGNAGE (SMALL SIGNS) ARE 

TYPE II (5.75")UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE.

CURBS ON THE FRONTAGE ROADS AND CROSS STREETS ARE 

ACQUISITION PROCESS.

PROPERTY TO BE DETERMINED DURING THE ROW 

ACTUAL DAMAGES TO THE BUILDING AND 

STRUCTURE BUT FUNCTIONALLY IMPAIRS ITS OPERATION. 

PHYSICALLY INTERSECT THE EXISTING BUILDING 

DISPLACEMENTS IF THE PROPOSED ROW DOES NOT 

BUILDINGS ARE CONSIDERED AS POTENTIAL INDUCED 

INTERSECTS THE EXISTING BUILDING STRUCTURE. 

DISPLACEMENTS IF THE PROPOSED ROW PHYSICALLY 

BUILDINGS ARE CONSIDERED AS POTENTIAL DIRECT 

AND/OR IS LOCATED WITHIN ACCESS DENIAL LIMITS.

GOVERNMENT THAT THE DRIVEWAY IS A SAFETY ISSUE 

DETERMINED IN COORDINATION WITH THE LOCAL 

EXISTING DRIVEWAY ACCESS WILL REMAIN UNLESS IT IS 

TYPICAL SECTIONS.

PS&E. SIDEWALKS AND SHARED USE PATHS ARE SHOWN ON 

DIAGRAMMATIC ONLY AND WILL BE DESIGNED DURING 

CURB RAMPS, SIDEWALKS AND SHARED USE PATHS ARE 

COLLIN COUNTY APPRAISAL DISTRICT (OCTOBER, 2022)

PROPERTY LINES SHOWN ON SCHEMATIC OBTAINED FROM 

WERE DOWNLOADED FROM COLLIN COUNTY'S WEBSITE.

APPROXIMATE 100 YEAR FLOODPLAIN LIMITS (2011) 

NOTED OTHERWISE ON EACH SCHEMATIC ROLL.

MINOR CROSS STREET CORNER RADII ARE 25' UNLESS 

TABLES.

UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE IN THE SUPERLEVATION 

HIGH SPEED MAINLANES HAVE A NORMAL CROWN OF `2.5% 

LOW SPEED ROADWAYS HAVE A NORMAL CROWN OF `2% AND 

 

LESS THAN 10' WIDE ARE DUE TO TRANSITIONS.

TRAVEL LANE WIDTHS SHOWN IN THE TYPICAL SECTIONS 

NOTED OTHERWISE).

FACE OF CURB, RAIL, BARRIER, OR WALL (UNLESS 

DIMENSIONS ARE TO THE EDGE OF PAVEMENT OR NOMINAL 

DESIGN MANUAL FOR REFERENCE. 

SEE CHAPTER 2, SECTION 4 OF THE TXDOT ROADWAY 

USING A MAXIMUM SUPERELEVATION RATE OF 6%.

ALL SUPERELEVATION RATES WERE CALCULATED BASED ON 

OF BOTH THE EB AND WB MAINLANES.

SUPERELEVATION AXIS OF ROTATION IS ABOUT THE PGL 

COORDINATION WITH THE LOCAL GOVERNMENTS.

DETERMINED IN THE PS&E DEVELOPMENT PHASE IN 

FINAL LOCATION OF MEDIAN OPENINGS WILL BE 

AND RECORD PLANS.

(2020-2021), AERIAL SURVEYS DATED DECEMBER 2020, 

SCHEMATICS ARE BASED ON PARTIAL FIELD SURVEY 

EXISTING FEATURES WERE PARTIALLY SURVEYED.  
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GENERAL NOTES:                      

PROJECT BY OTHERS

PROPOSED US 380

MIRROR FOR EB

SEE PLAN FOR BRIDGE LIMITS

1 LANE BRIDGED RAMP

RAMP
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D

 8' 14'

S
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D

26'

2.0%

LANE

PGL

4'

2CTR

| RAMP

CTR2

PROPOSED US 380 - 348'-421' ROW

CTB1

AUX AUXAUXAUX SHLDSHLD

[ US380A
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WB MAINLANES

SUP

15' 2'
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SHLD SHLD
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EB MAINLANES

SUP

2'

2'

| US380A_WB | US380A_EB | FR 380A_EB| FR 380A_WB

11'
0'-
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0'-
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12'-78' 10' 12' 12' 12' 12'12'
0'-

12'
0'-

16'-46'10'12'12'12'12'15' 11'
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0'-

31'-42'31'-78' 144'-164'

WBFR

LANE LANE LANE LANE

EBFR

LANE LANE

5'

2.0%1.5%
2.5% 2.5%

PGL

PGL PGL

PGL

5'

2.0%

4:1 MAX

6:1 USUAL
4:1 MAX

6:1 USUAL

LANE LANE

1.5%

LANE LANE LANE LANE

74'-86' 74'-86'26'-59' 26'-59'

11'11'

AUXAUX

10'10'-60' 11' 11'

AUX

10'  8'-18'

AUXVARIES VARIES

VARIES

131'-176'

VARIES 348'-421'

VARIES VARIES

STA 1788+12.39 TO STA 1805+84.11

STA 1692+83.23 TO STA 1772+83.73

20'11' 11' 11'

130'
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P
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W
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2.0% 2.0%1.5% 1.5%

LANE LANE LANE LANE LANE LANE

11'11'11' 22'22'

65'65'

MEDIAN

EAST APPROACH AT US380

PROPOSED BLOOMDALE RD EAST

[ BLOOME

EXISTING CR 123/164
CROSS STREET SECTION AT [ US380

[ CR 123/164
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9'20' MIN9'

25'25'
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PROPOSED FUTURE N HARDIN BLVD
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0'-26'
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SOUTH APPROACH AT US380

[ HARDIN

CTB1

VARIES 176' TO 236'33'
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11'11'
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WBFR

LANE LANE LANE LANE

EBFR

LANE LANE
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2.5% 2.5%

PGL

PGL PGL

PGL

7'

2.0%

4:1 MAX

6:1 USUAL
4:1 MAX

6:1 USUAL

LANE LANE

VARIES 391' TO 450'

PROPOSED US 380 - 391'-450' ROW

148'

14'-17'10'

VARIES

33'-36'

11'11'

AUX

26'-37'

1.5%

VARIES

15' 12' 12' 12' 12'12'12'12'12'10'

67'-138' 38'-50'

11'
0'-

14'
10'-

| US380A_WB | US380A_EB | FR 380A_EB| FR 380A_WB

STA 1772+83.73 TO STA 1788+12.39

8 ML, 2 LN FR

VARIES VARIES
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PGL PGL
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2CTR
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CTR2

CTR2 2CTR
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SUP
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11' 11'

15'

33'
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EB MAINLANES

SUP

37'

2'LANE LANE LANEWBFR LANE LANE LANE LANE EBFR

LANE LANE

2'

2.0%

2.5% 2.5%
PGL PGL

2'

33'

LANE LANE

2'

AUX

2'

PROPOSED US 380 - 381'-514' ROW

1'

12'12'12' 10'

AUX

15' 12' 12' 12' 12' 12'

AUX

2-15'

10' 5' 14'10'14' 5'
0'-

VARIES 166'-276'VARIES 148'-184'

VARIES 381'-514'

63'-81.5' 75'-93.5'

C221 C221

VAR VARIESVARIES

38'-92' 53'-160'12'
0'-

13'
10'-

11'11'11'
0'-

| US380A_WB | US380A_EB | FR 380A_EB| FR 380A_WB

STA 1805+84.11 TO STA 1822+32.82

7 ML, 2-3 LN FR

PROPOSED US 380

MIRROR FOR WB

1 LANE RAMP

PGL

| RAMP

S
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L
D

PGL

| RAMP

 

8'

LANE

14'

RAMP

26'

4'

SHLD

2.0%

CROSS STREET SECTION AT [ US380

[ HARDIN

VARIES (50' TYPICAL)
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W

16'20'14'

26'24'

2.0% 2.0%

EXISTING CR 164 (FUTURE HARDIN BLVD)

11'11'11' 11' 11'VARIES

65'VARIES

VARIES

PROPOSED FUTURE COMMUNITY AVE

20'
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O
P
 

R
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W

P
R

O
P
 

R
O

W

2.0% 2.0%1.5% 1.5%

LANE LANE MEDIAN LANE LANE LANE

19'

SOUTH APPROACH AT US380

[ COMMNTY

2.0%

TURNAROUND

86'

172'

86'

LANELANE

30' 22'

PROPOSED BLOOMDALE RD EAST

2.0%

TURNAROUNDLANE LANE

30'22'2'11' 11' 20' 2'11'11'

CROSS STREET SECTION AT [ US380

[ BLOOME

2.0%

TURNAROUND

92'

196'

104'

LANELANE

28' 20' 26' 12' 11' 15'

2.0%

TURNAROUNDLANE

28'20'26'10'

[ HARDIN

PROPOSED CR 164 (FUTURE HARDIN BLVD)
CROSS STREET SECTION AT [ US380

2.0%

TURNAROUND

85'

170'

85'

LANE

1.5%

SDWK

10'

5'

14' 12'

4'
4'

8'28'

PROPOSED COMMUNITY AVE

2.0%

TURNAROUNDLANE

1.5%

SDWK

10'

5'

14'12'

4'
4'

8' 28'

CROSS STREET SECTION AT [ US380

[ COMMNTY

DELTA DEGREE TANGENT LENGTH RADIUSCURVE NAME

HORIZONTAL CURVE DATA

PC STATION PT STATION PI STATION PI NORTHING (Y) PI EASTING (X)ALIGNMENT

CL_US380A_8

CL_US380A_9

CL_US380A_10

44° 13'16.73"

42° 28' 7.81"

35° 23' 43.63"

1° 39' 56.07"

1° 39' 56.07"

1° 35' 58.37"

1397.58'

1336.67'

1143.01'

2655.02'

2549.80'

2212.84'

3440'

3440'

3582'

7144629.47 2536123.46

2541884.677144580.50

1719+30.94

1752+45.76

1810+77.31

1777+95.56

1832+90.15

1765+82.42

1822+20.31

1745+85.96 1733+28.52 7142359.21 2533600.47

BL_US380A_EB_8

BL_US380A_EB_9

BL_US380A_EB_10

42° 28' 07.81"

1° 38' 47.15"

1° 41' 06.61"

3480'

3400'

1719+29.04

1752+74.72 1777+94.88 1765+95.85

1413.84'

1321.12'

2685.89'

2520.15'

2533615.15

2536138.66

7142318.60

7144589.34

44° 13' 16.73" 1746+14.93 1733+42.88

7144540.76 2541854.323562'2200.51'1136.64'1° 36' 30.70"35° 23' 45.09" 1810+52.98 1832+53.49 1821+89.62

BL_US380A_WB_8

BL_US380A_WB_9

BL_US380A_WB_10

44° 13' 16.73"

42° 28' 07.81"

35° 23' 42.14"

1° 41' 06.61"

1° 38' 47.15"

1° 35' 26.40"

1381.33'

1352.21'

1149.37'

2624.15'

2579.45'

2225.17'

3400'

3480'

3602'

1719+32.85

1752+16.79

1811+01.63

1745+56.99

1777+96.24

1833+26.81

1733+14.18

1765+69.00

1822+51.01

2533585.80

2536108.26

2541915.03

7142399.81

7144669.60

7144620.24

19° 5' 36.04" 2° 12' 13.26" 437.27' 866.43' 2600' 14+83.11 23+49.54 19+20.38 7142559.75 2533750.90RP_1006_EBEN_2

RP_HARD_EBEN_1

RP_HARD_EBEN_2

RP_HARD_EBEN_4

RP_HARD_EBEN_5

6° 45' 13.90"

12° 58' 40.10"

1° 34' 53.87"

3° 15' 13.56"

4° 12' 3.22"

5° 27' 24.27"

5° 27' 24.27"

1° 13' 8.61"

0° 43' 30.95"

1° 14' 44.02"

61.96'

119.43'

64.88'

224.38'

168.71'

123.77'

237.83'

129.74'

448.63'

337.27'

1050'

1050'

4700'

7900'

4600'

10+00.00

11+23.77

13+61.60

16+60.86

21+09.49

11+23.77

13+61.60

14+91.34

21+09.49

24+46.76

10+61.96

12+43.20

14+26.48

18+85.24

22+78.21

7144452.87

7144499.87

7144506.44

7144510.12

7144535.58

2537017.74

2537192.93

2537377.11

2537835.87

2538228.13

RP_HARD_EBEN_3

RP_TFP_EBEX_1 10° 35' 30.10"

6° 3' 7.15"

0° 44' 38.76"

5° 27' 24.27"

713.74'

55.51'

1423.42'

110.91'

7700'

1050'

10+00.00

24+23.42

24+23.42

25+34.33

17+13.74

24+78.93

7144519.56

7144371.75

2540112.36

2540867.27RP_TFP_EBEX_2

RP_1006_WBEX_3

RP_COMM_WBEN_1

RP_COMM_WBEN_3

13° 54' 18.86"

8° 42' 34.67"

1° 49' 21.84"

3° 0' 56.04"

1° 13' 8.61"

1° 13' 8.61"

231.70'

357.92'

74.77'

461.12'

714.46'

149.52'

1900'

4700'

4700'

12+87.26

23+04.85

34+87.76

17+48.37

30+19.30

36+37.28

15+18.95

26+62.77

35+62.53

7144655.84

7144783.59

7144747.27

2536697.43

2537836.38

2538736.79

RP_COMM_WBEN_2

RP_HARD_WBEX_1 11° 48' 38.23"

5° 35' 36.88"

6° 36' 24.13"

5° 27' 24.27"

0° 43' 30.95"

1° 13' 8.61"

108.61'

385.93'

271.28'

216.44'

771.25'

541.95'

1050'

7900'

4700'

10+00.00

12+16.44

19+87.69

12+16.44

19+87.69

25+29.64

11+08.61

16+02.37

22+58.97

7144781.15

7144768.20

7144687.04

2537146.47

2537640.83

2538293.01RP_HARD_WBEX_3

RP_HARD_WBEX_2

FR_380A_EB_28

FR_380A_EB_29

FR_380A_EB_30

34° 9' 16.64"

42° 8' 4.44"

9° 17' 27.97"

1° 47' 25.78"

1° 44' 25.64"

1° 7' 24.41"

983.06'

1268.12'

414.42'

1907.55'

2420.89'

827.02'

3200'

3292'

5100'

2726+43.56

2753+78.29

2801+54.58

2745+51.12

2777+99.18

2809+81.60

2736+26.62

2766+46.41

2805+69.00

7142435.19

7144446.57

2533890.46

2536190.76

2540228.54

FR_380A_WB_24

FR_380A_WB_25

FR_380A_WB_26

30° 34' 34.27"

50° 35' 2.13"

8° 6' 53.58"

1° 44' 25.64"

1° 19' 12.65"

1° 18' 7.84"

899.85'

2050.76'

312.11'

1756.79'

3831.60'

623.18'

3292'

4340'

4400'

3726+58.83

3749+12.83

3787+44.42

3744+15.62

3787+44.42

3793+67.60

3735+58.68

3769+63.59

3790+56.53

7142802.15

7145108.39

7144754.98

2533871.47

2536434.43

2538770.72

7144480.90

18° 9' 45.15" 5° 27' 24.27" 167.83' 332.85' 1050' 7+32.15 10+64.99 8+99.98 7142793.80 2534652.38

61° 47' 9.10" 52° 5' 13.46" 65.82' 118.62' 110' 10+78.44 11+97.06 11+44.26 7144509.01 2535832.23

CL_HARDIN_2

6° 1' 55.62"

5° 20' 49.75"

5° 12' 31.35"

5° 12' 31.35"

57.96'

51.37'

115.81'

102.66'

1100'

1100'

16+21.86

20+40.44

17+37.67

21+43.10

16+79.82

20+91.81

7143719.22

7144130.10

2536269.52

2536237.84

30° 8' 55.60" 7° 9' 43.10" 215.47' 420.96' 800' 10+65.86 14+86.82 12+81.34 7144305.87 2539284.14

CL_BLOOME_1

CL_CR201_1

CL_HARDIN_1

CL_COMMNTY_1

RP_1006_WBEX_4

11° 0' 58.49"

8° 35' 18.13"

1° 13' 8.61"

3° 0' 56.04"

453.23'

142.67

903.67'

284.80'

4700'

1900'

13+26.83

22+30.49

22+30.49

25+15.30

17+80.06

23+73.16

7142804.52

7143091.55

2533745.20

2534267.42

(60 MPH)

CL_US380A

(60 MPH)

BL_US380A_EB

(60 MPH)

BL_US380A_WB

(45 MPH)

FR_380A_EB

(45 MPH)

FR_380A_WB

(45 MPH)

RP_1006_EBEN

(45 MPH)

RP_HARD_EBEN

(45 MPH)

RP_TFP_EBEX

(45 MPH)

RP_1006_WBEX

(45 MPH)

RP_COMM_WBEN

(45 MPH)

RP_HARD_WBEX

(30 MPH)

CL_BLOOME

(20 MPH)

CL_CR201

(30 MPH)

CL_HARDIN

(30 MPH)

CL_COMMNTY

OWNERPARCEL ADDRESS

406

408

409

410

411

412

413

414

415

416

417

418

419

420

421

422

423

424

425

TIMBER CREEK PROPERTIES LLC

MAC TMK LP

MAC TMK LP

CANVAS MCKINNEY I OWNER LLC

MAC TMK LP

MAC TMK LP

MAC TMK LP

GEOJOJO BUSINESSES LP

MCKINNEY RANCH LTD

MCKINNEY RANCH LTD

MCKINNEY RANCH LTD

BLOOMDALE 140 LP

RAYBUN LOWELL HOUSLEY 

EDDIE P & GAILYN A HOWELL 

EDDIE P & GAILYN A HOWELL 

JOSEPH P & SHANNON S BLAKE

COLLIN COUNTY

CENTRAL & FANNIN WILSON 155 LLLP

5764 COUNTY ROAD 201  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5273 COUNTY ROAD 201  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

5378 COUNTY ROAD 201  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

PO BOX 88 WESTON, TX 75097-0088

800 COUNTY ROAD 1200  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

2300 BLOOMDALE RD MCKINNEY, TX 75071-8517

2221 E LAMAR BLVD STE 790 ARLINGTON, TX 76006

2600 ELDORADO PKWY STE 115 MCKINNEY, TX 75070

2600 ELDORADO PKWY STE 115 MCKINNEY, TX 75070

2600 ELDORADO PKWY STE 115 MCKINNEY, TX 75070

2600 ELDORADO PKWY STE 115 MCKINNEY, TX 75070

2600 ELDORADO PKWY STE 115 MCKINNEY, TX 75070

2600 ELDORADO PKWY STE 115 MCKINNEY, TX 75070

2600 ELDORADO PKWY STE 115 MCKINNEY, TX 75070

2201 MIDWAY RD STE 108P CARROLTON, TX 75006

2201 MIDWAY RD STE 108P CARROLTON, TX 75006

2201 MIDWAY RD STE 108P CARROLTON, TX 75006

SCOTTSDALE, AZ 85258-2118

8800 N GAINEY CENTER DR STE 225 

MAC TMK LP

CASTLE ROCK, CO 80108-3914

858 W HAPPY CANYON RD STE 230 

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND W/ LAKE

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

RESIDENTIAL

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

FARM

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

VACANT LAND

RESIDENTIAL

VACANT LAND

JUSTICE CENTER

COLLIN COUNTY 

PROPERTY OWNERS

OCCUPANT

CHAIN NAME CROSS SLOPESTATION

SUPERELEVATION

CL_US380A_EB

CL_US380A_WB

2.00%15+50.00

16+00.00 2.50%
RP_HARD_EBEN

2.50%20+00.00

20+50.00 2.00%
RP_TFP_EBEX

2.00%19+00.00

19+50.00 2.50%
RP_HARD_WBEX

RP_COMM_WBEN
18+50.00

20+30.00

-4.90%

2.00%

1745+47.00

1752+98.00

1777+72.00

1778+85.00

1809+70.00

1810+74.00

-5.00%

5.00%

5.00%

2.50%

2.50%

4.80%

1745+34.00

1746+48.00

1749+46.00

1752+85.00

1777+28.00

1780+67.00

1808+38.00

1811+68.00

4.90%

2.50%

2.50%

-5.00%

-5.00%

2.50%

2.50%

-4.80%

1748+85.00

1751+84.00

2.50%

2.50%

SUPERELEVATION SIGN CONVENTION

|/PGL

+

-

WESTBOUND ALIGNMENTS

|/PGL

+

-

EASTBOUND ALIGNMENTS

PROPOSED TAPERS

LOCATION TYPE BASELINE BEGIN TAPER TAPER RATEEND TAPER

1 RAMP ACCELERATION 25:1BL US380A EB 1746+21.93 RT 1749+21.93 LT36.00 24.00

TURN BAY LENGTHS

LOCATION TAPER LENGTH DECEL LENGTH STORAGE LENGTH TOTAL LENGTH

R47

R46

R45

L49

L48

L47

L46

L45

L44

150'

149'

153'

150'

150'

150'

150'

170'

152'

340'

340'

340'

340'

340'

340'

340'

340'

340'

123'

134'

225'

197'

193'

197'

200'

197'

197'

613'

623'

718'

687'

683'

687'

690'

707'

689'

ROADWAY CURVE NAME

HORIZONTAL CURVE SHOULDER DATA

BL_US380A_EB

BL_US380A_WB

BL_US380A_EB_8

BL_US380A_WB_8 15

15

10

15BL_US380A_EB_9

15

BL_US380A_WB_9 15 10

15 10

BL_US380A_EB_10

BL_US380A_WB_10

INSIDE SHOULDER WIDTH (FT) OUTSIDE SHOULDER WIDTH (FT)

10-14

10-14

10-13

STA = 1741+00.00

EL = 658.90

-1.73% +0.74%

L = 450.00

K = 182

ex = 1.39'

STA = 1752+00.00

EL = 667.00

+0.74% -2.68%

L = 900.00

K = 263

ex = -3.84'

V
P

C
 
1
7
3
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.
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PROP HARDIN BLVD

[ HARDIN STA 23+68.09

[ US380A STA 1765+52.83

[ BLOOME STA 11+52.41

[ US380A STA 1742+31.90

PROP BLOOMDALE RD EAST

4.3' TYPICAL BRIDGE DEPTH

TX-40 GIRDERS

4.3' TYPICAL BRIDGE DEPTH

TX-40 GIRDERS

STA = 1776+00.00

EL = 602.68

-2.68% +1.24
%

L = 800.00

K = 204

ex = 3.92'

STA = 1794+00.00

EL = 625.00

+1.24
% -2.50%

L = 1,000.00

K = 267

ex = -4.68'
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+
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PROP COMMUNITY AVE

[ COMMNTY STA 15+76.04

[ US380A STA 1796+91.44

5.5' TYPICAL BRIDGE DEPTH

TX-54 GIRDERS

5.5' TYPICAL BRIDGE DEPTH

TX-54 GIRDERS

BEGIN | US380A-WB PGL

BEGIN | US380A-EB PGL

[ US380A STA 1802+00.01

END [ US380A PGL CONTROL

HW   = 568.08'100

50HW   = 567.44'

100FEMA HW   = 561.00'

STA = 1810+00.00

EL = 584.96

-2.50% +1.16
%

L = 700.00

K = 191

ex = 3.21'

V
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8
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+
5
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=
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.
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STA = 1810+00.00

EL = 584.97
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%
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ex = 3.27'
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TRAFFIC LEGEND:

YEAR 2060 ADTXX,XXX

YEAR 2050 ADTXX,XXX

YEAR 2030 ADTXX,XXX

WB US 380 FR
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EB US 380 FR
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EB US 380
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PROJECTED FUTURE TRAFFIC VOLUME DIAGRAM
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TXDOT DALLAS DISTRICT ON 11/12/21
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TEXAS

5 M c Donald St 2

75 1¼
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1MILES

EXIT XX

EXIT XX
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E Bloom dale Rd

EXIT ONLY

EXIT XX

Hardin Blvd

E Bloom dale Rd

EXIT ONLY

CR 1006 ½
FM

1461 Lake Forest Dr 1¾

EXIT XX

EXIT ONLY

CR 1006

CR 1006

EXIT XX

EXIT ONLY

PROPOSED COSS

1735+92

[ US380A STA 

PROPOSED COSS

[ US380A STA 1749+20

PROPOSED COSS

STA 1756+90

[ US380A

PROPOSED COSS

[ US380A STA 1762+32

PROPOSED COSS

[ US380A STA 1775+69

PROPOSED COSS

[ US380A STA 1787+63

PROPOSED OSB

[ US380A STA 1799+00

PROPOSED COSS

[ US380A STA 1800+83

½ IM LE

EXIT XX

Trinity Falls
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[ US380A STA 1775+00
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Pkwy

EXIT XX

380
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EXIT ONLY

½ MILE
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PROP 
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PROP 
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PROP ROW

PROP ROW

ANNO GO-BYS

R45

L44
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R46

L46

L47

R47L48

L49

[ US380A

[ US380A

[ US380A

| US380A-EB

| US380A-EB

| US380A-EB

| US380A-WB

| US380A-WB

| US380A-WB

[ US380A STA 1790+62.00

BEGIN BRIDGE

CL_US380A_8

BL_US380A_EB_10

BL_US380A_WB_10

CL_US380A_10

PROP ROW

PROP ROW

EASEMENT

PLANNED NTMWD

| RP HARD-EBEN

| RP HARD-WBEX

| RP COMM-WBEN

| RP TFP-EBEX
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ANIMAL SERVICES

COLLIN COUNTY 

HOME

HOME

SHED

HOME

BARN

HONEY 
CREEK

RP_1006_EBEN_2

RP_1006_WBEX_3

RP_1006_WBEX_4

RP_COMM_WBEN_1

RP_COMM_WBEN_2

RP_COMM_WBEN_3

RP_HARD_WBEX_1

RP_HARD_WBEX_2

RP_HARD_WBEX_3

RP_HARD_EBEN_1

RP_HARD_EBEN_2

RP_HARD_EBEN_3

RP_HARD_EBEN_4

RP_HARD_EBEN_5

RP_TFP_EBEX_1

RP_TFP_EBEX_2

FR_380A_WB_24

FR_380A_WB_25

FR_380A_WB_26

FR_380A_EB_28

FR_380A_EB_29

FR_380A_EB_30

BL_US380A_EB_8

BL_US380A_WB_8

BL_US380A_WB_9

BL_US380A_EB_9

| RP 1006-EBEN

| RP 1006-WBEX

| FR 380A-WB

| FR 380A-WB

| FR 380A-WB

| FR 380A-EB

| FR 380A-EB

| FR 380A-EB

SHEDS

SHEDS

[ HARDIN

CL_HARDIN_2

CL_HARDIN_1

| FR 380A-EB STA 2805+80.00

BEGIN BRIDGE

STA 3802+78.00

| US380A-WB 

BEGIN BRIDGE

E
X
I
S
T
 
R

O
W

[ HARDIN STA 24+67.22

END BRIDGE

[ HARDIN STA 22+78.22

BEGIN BRIDGE

[ BLOOME 

[ BLOOME STA 14+05.00

BEGIN BRIDGE

[ BLOOME STA 15+95.00

END BRIDGE

| RP COMM-WBEN STA 22+83.00

BEGIN BRIDGE

| RP COMM-WBEN STA 26+64.00

END BRIDGE

OUTHOUSE

SHED

R=50'

R=400'

R=150'

R=70'

R=200'

R=60'

R=60'

R=500'

R=60'

STA 3802+75.85, 18' LT

| FR 380A-WB

END PROP RET. WALL

STA 2805+95.62, 18' RT

| FR 380A-EB

END PROP RET. WALL

STA 2797+32.48, 22' RT

| FR 380A-EB

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 3788+69.06, 22' LT

| FR 380A-WB

END PROP RET. WALL

STA 3790+39.22, 22' LT

| FR 380A-WB

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 3786+58.34, 22' LT

| FR 380A-WB

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 3759+40.36, 22' LT

| FR 380A-WB

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 3760+58.06, 22' LT

| FR 380A-WB

END PROP RET. WALL

STA 2742+77.33, 64' RT

| FR 380A-EB

END PROP RET. WALL

STA 2744+61.61, 46' RT

| FR 380A-EB

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 2747+37.34, 22' RT

| FR 380A-EB

END PROP RET. WALL

STA 2750+27.34, 22' RT

| FR 380A-EB

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 2753+80.00, 22' RT

| FR 380A-EB

END PROP RET. WALL

STA 2758+04.51, 24' RT

| FR 380A-EB

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 2736+14.69, 24' RT

| FR 380A-EB

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 2791+34.26, 33' RT

| FR 380A-EB

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 2782+48.48, 22' RT

| FR 380A-EB

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 1790+76.28, 87' LT

[ US380A

END PROP RET. WALL

STA 1785+21.28, 90' RT

[ US380A

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 3785+28.90, 22' LT

| FR 380A-WB

END PROP RET. WALL

STA 2781+73.48, 22' RT

| FR 380A-EB

END PROP RET. WALL

STA 2790+93.78, 33' RT

| FR 380A-EB

END PROP RET. WALL

STA 2794+32.98, 33' RT

| FR 380A-EB

END PROP RET. WALL

STA 1750+20.14, 121' LT

[ US380A

END PROP RET. WALL

STA 1753+14.96, 116' LT

[ US380A

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 1775+79.94, 113' LT

[ US380A

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 1777+97.30, 133' LT

[ US380A

END PROP RET. WALL

STA 1784+45.01, 140' LT

[ US380A

END PROP RET. WALL

STA 1785+56.07, 165' LT

[ US380A

END PROP RET. WALL

STA 1747+08.25, 119' RT

[ US380A

END PROP RET. WALL

STA 1757+42.36, 117' RT

[ US380A

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 1778+49.83, 122' RT

[ US380A

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 1779+91.97, 88' RT

[ US380A

END PROP RET. WALL

STA 1781+59.99, 122' RT

[ US380A

END PROP RET. WALL

STA 1790+51.82, 87' RT

[ US380A

END PROP RET. WALL

[ BLOOME STA 6+54.98

| FR 380A-EB STA 2743+56.70 =

[ BLOOME STA 5+00.20

[ US380A STA 1742+31.90 =

[ BLOOME STA 3+49.81

| FR 380A-WB STA 3740+50.71 =

[ HARDIN STA 22+08.86

| FR 380A-EB STA 2765+52.46=

[ HARDIN STA 23+68.09

[ US380A STA 1765+52.83=

[ HARDIN STA 25+18.96

| FR 380A-WB STA 3764+88.39=

[ COMMNTY STA 15+76.04

[ US380A STA 1796+91.44=

[ COMMNTY STA 14+23.42

| FR 380A-EB STA 2796+57.95 =

[ COMMNTY STA 17+28.02

| FR 380A-WB STA 3796+76.47 =

 22' LT

STA 3761+36.30,

| FR 380A-WB

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL
CL_US380A_9

145' LT

STA 1773+62.51,

[ US380A

END PROP RET. WALL

164' LT

STA 1781+66.85,

[ US380A

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 1787+62.17, 87' LT

[ US380A

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

MATCH FUTURE ROADWAY UNDER CONSTRUCTION

[ BLOOME STA 14+46.80

BEGIN CONSTRUCTION

BLOOMDALE ROAD EAST

CITY OF MCKINNEY PROJECT IN CONSTRUCTION

BLOOMDALE ROAD EAST

82' LT

[ US380A STA 1771+49.28,

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

CL_CR201_1

[ CR201

MATCH EXISTING PAVEMENT

[ CR201 STA 13+19.56

BEGIN CONSTRUCTION

CR 201

MATCH EXISTING PAVEMENT

[ COMMNTY STA 10+33.47

BEGIN CONSTRUCTION

COMMUNITY AVE

MATCH EXISTING PAVEMENT

[ HARDIN STA 11+73.81

BEGIN CONSTRUCTION

HARDIN BLVD

STA 1778+00.66, 105' LT

[ US380A

END PROP RET. WALL

136' LT

STA 1781+70.28,

[ US380A

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

PROP NOISE BARRIER

36" SANITARY SEWER LINE

EXISTING CITY OF MCKINNEY

406

409

413

412

414

415

410

411

416

417

418

421

419

420

423

424

422

419

425408

409

5-7' X 6' MBC

FR US380E-EB, STA 2794+57.83

PROPOSED EB CULVERT E-6

5-7' X 6' MBC

FR US380E-WB, STA 3794+04.78

PROPOSED WB CULVERT E-6

380

380
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EXISTING ELECTRIC

CL_US380A_1

EXISTING ROW

EXISTING PROPERTY LINES

EXISTING 100 YR FLOODPLAIN

EXISTING FLOODWAY

PROPOSED CENTERLINE/BASELINE

PROPOSED ROW

PROPOSED ROW (BY OTHERS)

PROPOSED TRAFFIC BARRIER

PROPOSED BRIDGE BENTS

PROPOSED RETAINING WALL

EXISTING LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED BRIDGE

PROPOSED MAINLANES

PROPOSED RAMPS

PROPOSED FRONTAGE ROADS

PROPOSED SHARED USE PATH OR SIDEWALK 

HORIZONTAL ALIGNMENT CURVE NAME

PAVEMENT TO BE REMOVED

PARCEL ID NUMBER

DIRECT BUILDING DISPLACEMENT

PROPOSED DRAINAGE CULVERT

EXISTING DRAINAGE CULVERT

120

LEGEND:

INDUCED BUILDING DISPLACEMENT

1

2

TYPICAL SECTIONS LEGEND:

EXISTING STREAMS

ULTIMATE/FUTURE IMPROVEMENTS (BY OTHERS)

DIRECTION OF FLOW

PROPOSED CROSS STREETS AND DRIVEWAYS

WATER

WWL

ELEC

TELE

EXISTING WATER

EXISTING SANITARY SEWER

EXISTING GAS

EXISTING COMMUNICATIONS

PROPOSED UTILITY EASEMENT (BY OTHERS)

SEGMENT A

SEGMENT E

S
E

G
M

E
N

T
 

C

ADEQUATE CLEAR ZONE PROVIDED)

(CTR NOT REQUIRED WHEN

CTR: CONCRETE TRAFFIC RAIL

 CONCRETE TRAFFIC BARRIERCTB:

NOTES:

EXISTING LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED BRIDGE

PROPOSED MAINLANES

PROPOSED RAMPS

PROPOSED FRONTAGE ROADS

PROPOSED CROSS STREETS

PROPOSED SHARED USE PATH (SUP) OR SIDEWALK 

EXISTING ROADWAY TO REMAIN

EXISTING ROADWAY AND UTILITY EASEMENTS

PROPOSED TRANSITION/INTERIM PAVEMENT

FRISCO

TURN BAY LENGTH

MEDIAN

SEPARATOR (A)
TAPER (D)

STORAGE (B) DECELERATION (C)

TOTAL LENGTH

2%20 MPHURBAN MINOR COLLECTOR TURNAROUNDS

2%20 MPH VARIES MINOR SIDE ST

2%30 MPH VARIES CROSS STREET

2%45 MPH  URBAN COLLECTORFRONTAGE RD     

6%45 MPH  URBAN FREEWAYCOLLECTOR DISTR

6%40 MPH  URBAN FREEWAYDIRECT CONNECTOR

6%45 MPH URBAN FREEWAY RAMPS

6%60 MPH      URBAN FREEWAY US 380 MAINLANES

eMAXDESIGN SPEED  FUNCTIONAL CLASS.  ROADWAY

| FR 380A WB STA 3297+97.31

CSJ 0135-02-065

BEGIN PROJECT

[ US380A STA 1473+80.51

BEGIN CSJ 0135-15-002

END CSJ 0135-02-065

[ US380C STA 2110+32.50

BEGIN CSJ 0135-03-053

END CSJ 0135-15-002

[ US380C STA 2128+25.00

END CSJ 0135-03-053

END PROJECT

EXISTING WETLANDS/PONDS

GAS

FUTURE ROADWAY CONNECTION BY OTHERS

ROLL 6
ROLL 7

R
O

L
L
 
9

SEGMENT C LENGTH: 4.21 MILES

SEGMENT E LENGTH: 5.61 MILES

SEGMENT A LENGTH: 5.47 MILES

FROM SH5 (NEW EXT OF SP399) TO FM 1827

CSJ 0135-03-053

(E OF MCKINNEY)

TO JCT US 380/E UNIVERSITY DR 

(W OF MCKINNEY)

FROM JCT US 380/W UNIVERSITY DR 

CSJ 0135-15-002

FROM COIT RD TO JCT US 380/UNIV DR

CSJ 0135-02-065

PROPOSED NOISE BARRIER

EXISTING NOISE BARRIER

 

COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS

US 380

PUBLIC HEARING DESIGN SCHEMATIC

JANUARY 2023
1/6/2023

CHANGES TO THE WATER FEATURES DEPICTED.

ANALYSES AND FIELD DELINEATIONS MAY RESULT IN 

APPLICABLE USACE REGULATORY GUIDANCE. ADDITIONAL 

DELINEATIONS CONDUCTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH 

SURVEY AND TOPOGRAPHIC DATA) AND FIELD 

INTERPRETATION (USING AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHY, SOIL 

OF NATIONAL WETLAND INVENTORY (NWI), PHOTO 

SWALES, ETC.) SHOWN ORIGINATE FROM A COMBINATION 

WATER FEATURES (E.G. WETLANDS, STREAMS, PONDS, 

SHOWN SHOULD NOT BE CONSIDERED AS FINAL.

INSTALLATION OF TRAFFIC SIGNALS. SIGNAL LOCATIONS 

INTERSECTIONS ARE CONSTRUCTED TO JUSTIFY THE 

WARRANT ANALYSIS WILL BE REQUIRED AFTER 

AS PER TMUTCD REQUIREMENTS, A TRAFFIC SIGNAL 

11/13/2021.

TP&P AND APPOVED BY THE DALLAS DISTRICT ON 

ON TRAFFIC COUNTS AND GROWTH RATES REVIEWED BY 

TRAFFIC VOLUMES ON THE TRAFFIC DIAGRAM ARE BASED 

INTERSECTION DUE TO THE DIFFERENCES IN SKEW.

DESIGN VEHICLE. CORNER RADII VARY PER 

TURNAROUNDS WERE DESIGNED TO ACCOMMODATE A WB-67 

RESIDENTIAL STREETS.

STREETS.  A CITY BUS WAS USED ON SIDE STREETS AND 

TURNING MOVEMENTS ON ARTERIAL AND COLLECTOR

WB-67 DESIGN VEHICLE WAS USED IN EVALUATION OF 

PHASE OF THE PROJECT.

NOT SHOWN AND WILL BE DEVELOPED DURING THE PS&E 

CONVENTIONAL ROADWAY SIGNAGE (SMALL SIGNS) ARE 

TYPE II (5.75")UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE.

CURBS ON THE FRONTAGE ROADS AND CROSS STREETS ARE 

ACQUISITION PROCESS.

PROPERTY TO BE DETERMINED DURING THE ROW 

ACTUAL DAMAGES TO THE BUILDING AND 

STRUCTURE BUT FUNCTIONALLY IMPAIRS ITS OPERATION. 

PHYSICALLY INTERSECT THE EXISTING BUILDING 

DISPLACEMENTS IF THE PROPOSED ROW DOES NOT 

BUILDINGS ARE CONSIDERED AS POTENTIAL INDUCED 

INTERSECTS THE EXISTING BUILDING STRUCTURE. 

DISPLACEMENTS IF THE PROPOSED ROW PHYSICALLY 

BUILDINGS ARE CONSIDERED AS POTENTIAL DIRECT 

AND/OR IS LOCATED WITHIN ACCESS DENIAL LIMITS.

GOVERNMENT THAT THE DRIVEWAY IS A SAFETY ISSUE 

DETERMINED IN COORDINATION WITH THE LOCAL 

EXISTING DRIVEWAY ACCESS WILL REMAIN UNLESS IT IS 

TYPICAL SECTIONS.

PS&E. SIDEWALKS AND SHARED USE PATHS ARE SHOWN ON 

DIAGRAMMATIC ONLY AND WILL BE DESIGNED DURING 

CURB RAMPS, SIDEWALKS AND SHARED USE PATHS ARE 

COLLIN COUNTY APPRAISAL DISTRICT (OCTOBER, 2022)

PROPERTY LINES SHOWN ON SCHEMATIC OBTAINED FROM 

WERE DOWNLOADED FROM COLLIN COUNTY'S WEBSITE.

APPROXIMATE 100 YEAR FLOODPLAIN LIMITS (2011) 

NOTED OTHERWISE ON EACH SCHEMATIC ROLL.

MINOR CROSS STREET CORNER RADII ARE 25' UNLESS 

TABLES.

UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE IN THE SUPERLEVATION 

HIGH SPEED MAINLANES HAVE A NORMAL CROWN OF `2.5% 

LOW SPEED ROADWAYS HAVE A NORMAL CROWN OF `2% AND 

 

LESS THAN 10' WIDE ARE DUE TO TRANSITIONS.

TRAVEL LANE WIDTHS SHOWN IN THE TYPICAL SECTIONS 

NOTED OTHERWISE).

FACE OF CURB, RAIL, BARRIER, OR WALL (UNLESS 

DIMENSIONS ARE TO THE EDGE OF PAVEMENT OR NOMINAL 

DESIGN MANUAL FOR REFERENCE. 

SEE CHAPTER 2, SECTION 4 OF THE TXDOT ROADWAY 

USING A MAXIMUM SUPERELEVATION RATE OF 6%.

ALL SUPERELEVATION RATES WERE CALCULATED BASED ON 

OF BOTH THE EB AND WB MAINLANES.

SUPERELEVATION AXIS OF ROTATION IS ABOUT THE PGL 

COORDINATION WITH THE LOCAL GOVERNMENTS.

DETERMINED IN THE PS&E DEVELOPMENT PHASE IN 

FINAL LOCATION OF MEDIAN OPENINGS WILL BE 

AND RECORD PLANS.

(2020-2021), AERIAL SURVEYS DATED DECEMBER 2020, 

SCHEMATICS ARE BASED ON PARTIAL FIELD SURVEY 

EXISTING FEATURES WERE PARTIALLY SURVEYED.  
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GENERAL NOTES:                      

PROJECT BY OTHERS

PROPOSED US 380

MIRROR FOR EB

SEE PLAN FOR BRIDGE LIMITS

1 LANE BRIDGED RAMP

RAMP

S
H

L
D

 8' 14'

S
H
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26'

2.0%

LANE

PGL

4'

2CTR

| RAMP

CTR2

PROPOSED US 380

12'12'12' 10'

AUX

15' 12' 12' 12' 12' 12'

AUX

2-15'

10' 5'10'5'
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| US380A_WB | US380A_EB | FR 380A_EB| FR 380A_WB

C221 C221
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WB MAINLANES
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LANE LANE
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2.5% 2.5%
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STA 1822+32.82 TO STA 1855+18.86
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CTR2 2CTR
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SHLDSHLD
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WB MAINLANES

SUP

26'

11' 11'

15'

33'
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SHLD SHLD
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EB MAINLANES

SUP

37'

2'LANE LANE LANEWBFR LANE LANE LANE LANE EBFR

LANE LANE

2'

2.0%

2.5% 2.5%
PGL PGL
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33'

LANE LANE

2'

AUX

2'

PROPOSED US 380 - 381'-514' ROW

1'

12'12'12' 10'

AUX

15' 12' 12' 12' 12' 12'

AUX

2-15'

10' 5' 14'10'14' 5'
0'-

VARIES 166'-276'VARIES 148'-184'

VARIES 381'-514'

63'-81.5' 75'-93.5'

C221 C221

VAR VARIESVARIES

38'-92' 53'-160'12'
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13'
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11'11'11'
0'-

| US380A_WB | US380A_EB | FR 380A_EB| FR 380A_WB

STA 1805+84.11 TO STA 1822+32.82

7 ML, 2-3 LN FR

SUP

26'

11' 11'

2'

WBFR

LANE LANE
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2'

PGL
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EBFR

2'
LANE

2.0%

3'

PGL

[ US380A
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EB MAINLANES
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LANE LANE LANE LANE LANE LANE LANE LANE AUX SHLD
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VARIES

VARIES

10' 18'

LANE

11'

2'

5'

36'

VARIES 454'-528'

VARIES 214'-222'VARIES 133'-175'

PROPOSED US 380 - 454'-528' ROW

C221 C221

| US380A_WB | US380A_EB

35'-139'

14'-17'

VARIES

10' 106'-111'10'
9'-

 12'
0'-

12'12'12'12'15'

CTR2

VARIES

2CTR

VARIES 84'-85'

2CTR

21'-36' 14' 12' 12' 12' 12' 11'

26'77'

| FR 380A_EB| FR 380A_WB

STA 1855+18.86 TO STA 1865+25.86

8 ML, 2 LN FR

PROPOSED US 380 - 555'-591' ROW

SHLDSHLD

WB MAINLANES

15'

SHLD

EB MAINLANES
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PGL

LANE LANE LANE LANE LANE LANE LANE SHLD
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11' 11'
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LANE LANE

3'

2.0%
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PGL

3'
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EBFR

2'
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3'

PGL

C221 C221

| US380A_WB | US380A_EB[ US380A

CTR2

2CTR

2CTR
CTR2

CTR2

VARIES

10' 18'

LANE
2'

5'

VARIES 555'-591'

VARIES 170'-217'VARIES 175'-326'

10'

CTR2

VARIES

2CTR

2CTR

73'

AUXAUX AUX AUX

11'
0'-

11'
0'-

11'11'11'11'
0'-

VARIES 36'-58'

VARIES 37'-70'

55'-98'10'12'12'12'12'15'79'-209' 10' 12' 12' 12'

61'

17'

35'

| FR 380A_EB| FR 380A_WB

STA 1865+25.86 TO STA 1883+00.00

[ SH5

11'

LANE

15'

2.0% 2.0%

LANELANELANE LANELANE

3'

14'12'12'11'11'

LANE
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E

D
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 2'14' 12' 12' 11'
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CROSS STREET SECTION AT [ US380

PROPOSED SH 5
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PROPOSED TRINITY FALLS PKWY
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12'12' 13'13'

53'53'

NORTH APPROACH AT US380

[ TRNFLP

[ SH5

EXISTING SH 5
CROSS STREET SECTION AT [ US380

VARIES (175' TYPICAL)
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69'14'12'12'16'52'
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EAST APPROACH AT US380
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EAST APPROACH AT US380
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PROPOSED US 380
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8'
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12'

LANE

12'4'

2.0%

2 LANE DC

DC

36'

| DC

CTR2

FUTURE EXISTING SH 5

[ SH5
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LANE

73'
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LANELANELANE LANE

SOUTH APPROACH AT US380
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133' VARIES 108'-143'

VARIES 241'-276'

14' 28'-63'

CTR2
2CTR

FUTURE EXISTING SH 5

[ SH5
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SOUTH APPROACH AT US380
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133' VARIES 108'-143'

VARIES 241'-276'

14' 28'-63'

CTR2
2CTR

DELTA DEGREE TANGENT LENGTH RADIUSCURVE NAME

HORIZONTAL CURVE DATA

PC STATION PT STATION PI STATION PI NORTHING (Y) PI EASTING (X)ALIGNMENT

CL_US380A_10

CL_US380A_11

CL_US380A_12

35° 23' 43.63"

23° 36' 42.39"

23° 6' 39.14"

1° 35' 58.37"

1° 39' 56.07"

1° 4' 15.42"

1143.01'

719.02'

1093.86'

2212.84'

1417.63'

2157.98'

3582'

3440'

5350'

7142862.15

2541884.677144580.50

2544260.00

1810+77.31

1843+59.83

1832+90.15

1857+77.47

1822+20.31

1850+78.85

2546863.817142295.821887+87.251866+29.27 1877+23.13

BL_US380A_EB_10

1442.11' 2544238.937142815.67BL_US380A_EB_11

BL_US380A_EB_12 4599.63' 7141565.30 2549985.55

7144540.76 2541854.323562'2200.51'1136.64'1° 36' 30.70"35° 23' 45.09"

23° 36' 27.60"

77° 57' 40.39"

1° 38' 13.28"

1° 00' 28.87"

731.43'

7734.10'

3500'

5684'

1810+52.98

1843+28.60

1863+01.36

1832+53.49

1857+70.71

1940+35.47

1821+89.62

1850+60.03

1909+00.99

BL_US380A_WB_10

BL_US380A_WB_11

BL_US380A_WB_12

35° 23' 42.14"

23° 36' 42.39"

77° 57' 56.64"

1° 35' 26.40"

1° 41' 24.51"

1149.37'

708.57'

2225.17'

1397.03'

3602'

3390'

1811+01.63

1843+88.82

1833+26.81

1857+85.85

1822+51.01

1850+97.39

2541915.03

2544280.84

2550065.90

7144620.24

7142908.79

7141650.531° 3' 39.72" 4370.16' 7348.10' 5400' 1866+27.43 1939+75.53 1909+97.59

FR_380A_EB_31

FR_380A_EB_32

FR_380A_EB_33

FR_380A_EB_34

22° 38' 2.19"

4° 2' 35.93"

25° 59' 42.49"

23° 17' 2.30"

2° 51' 53.24"

3° 34' 51.55"

2° 51' 53.24"

1° 25' 56.62"

400.26'

56.48'

461.65'

824.14'

790.07'

112.91'

907.40'

1625.53'

2000'

1600'

2000'

4000'

2821+51.91

2836+89.75

2845+81.05

2869+62.64

2829+41.98

2838+02.66

2854+88.45

2885+88.17

2825+52.16

2837+46.23

2850+42.70

2877+86.78

7144109.45

7143463.83

7142655.98

7142057.91

2542184.69

2543201.55

2544215.56

2546909.96

FR_380A_WB_27

FR_380A_WB_28

FR_380A_WB_29

FR_380A_WB_30

42° 57' 46.91"

6° 28' 53.60"

27° 9' 44.99"

18° 11' 12.16"

1° 43' 32.80"

2° 51' 53.24"

1° 58' 32.58"

3° 41' 55.98"

1306.55'

113.25'

700.58'

247.93'

2489.49'

226.25'

1374.82'

491.68'

3320'

2000'

2900'

1549'

3812+10.09

3836+99.58

3844+09.63

3875+17.40

3836+99.58

3839+25.83

3857+84.44

3880+09.08

3825+16.63

3838+12.82

3851+10.21

3877+65.33

7144725.55

7143749.13

7142968.77

7142512.08

2542231.74

2543262.47

2544299.23

2546941.52

RP_TFP_EBEX_2 6° 3' 7.15"

7° 21' 9.28"

5° 27' 24.27"

5° 27' 24.27"

55.51'

67.46'

110.91'

134.74'

1050'

1050'

24+23.42

25+34.33

25+34.33

26+69.07

24+78.93

26+01.79

7144371.75

7144335.52

2540867.27

2540984.78RP_TFP_EBEX_3

RP_TFP_EBEN_1

RP_TFP_EBEN_2

RP_TFP_EBEN_3

14° 4' 56.61"

7° 9' 37.52"

2° 24' 12.20"

4° 14' 5.86"

5° 27' 24.27"

1° 13' 8.61"

0° 49' 6.78"

1° 19' 57.88"

129.69'

294.07'

146.83'

158.95'

258.07'

587.37'

293.62'

317.76'

1050'

4700'

7000'

4299'

11+52.66

14+10.73

19+98.11

22+91.72

14+10.73

19+98.11

22+91.72

26+09.48

12+82.35

17+04.80

21+44.94

24+50.67

7144081.26

7143888.68

7143640.93

7143479.86

2542257.96

2542635.43

2543000.13

2543260.06RP_TFP_EBEN_4

7° 26' 48.22" 2° 51' 53.24" 130.15' 259.94' 2000' 19+39.28 21+99.22 20+69.43 7142391.51 2545494.65RP_SH5_EBEX_1

RP_TFP_WBEX_2

11° 46' 6.86"

3° 39' 47.63"

5° 27' 24.27"

1° 13' 8.61"

108.22'

150.30'

215.67'

300.50'

1050'

4700'

10+00.00

21+77.61

12+15.67

24+78.11

11+08.22

23+27.91

7144296.69

7143519.64

2542536.27

2543477.39

RP_TFP_WBEX_1

RP_SH5_WBEN_1

RP_SH5_WBEN_3

5° 16' 0.07"

6° 35' 23.08"

9° 23' 20.45"

1° 2' 57.74"

5° 27' 24.22"

5° 27' 24.27"

251.12'

60.45'

86.22'

501.89'

120.76'

172.06'

5460'

1050'

1050'

10+00.00

21+63.93

22+84.69

15+01.89

22+84.69

24+56.76

12+51.12

22+24.38

23+70.92

7142728.27

7142609.55

7142608.49

2545223.71

2546190.05

2546336.72

RP_SH5_WBEN_2

4° 0' 58.88"

2° 5' 44.26"

5° 32' 11.63"

1° 0' 18.68"

0° 43' 30.95"

1° 54' 35.49"

199.86'

144.49'

145.06'

399.56'

288.95'

289.89'

5700'

7900'

3000'

10+00.00

13+99.56

19+80.78

13+99.56

16+88.51

22+70.67

11+99.86

15+44.05

21+25.84

7142665.80

7142919.77

7143334.22

2542471.71

2542704.26

2543112.60

6° 59' 42.60"

6° 47' 4.61"

5° 27' 24.27"

1° 13' 8.61"

64.18'

278.60'

128.19'

556.55'

1050'

4700'

10+00.00

11+28.19

11+28.19

16+84.74

10+64.18

14+06.79

7142636.46

7142900.72

2542781.01

2542999.33

RP_LDHP_SBEN_1

RP_LDHP_SBEN_2

RP_LDHP_SBEN_3

RP_BLMD_NBEN_1

RP_BLMD_NBEN_2

6° 36' 15.52"

9° 43' 3.80"

8° 13' 59.34"

1° 54' 35.49"

2° 29' 28.04"

2° 51' 53.24"

173.09'

195.52'

143.94'

345.80'

390.09'

287.39'

3000'

2300'

2000'

3009+12.95

3013+75.13

3020+34.75

3012+58.75

3017+65.22

3023+22.14

3010+86.04

3015+70.65

3021+78.70

7142857.24

7143200.12

7143551.78

2543085.31

2543428.31

2543925.50

FR_75_NB_6

FR_75_NB_7

FR_75_NB_8

7° 58' 14.49"

7° 58' 14.49"

3° 49' 10.99"

3° 49' 10.99"

104.50'

104.50'

208.67'

208.67'

1500'

1500'

5016+82.25

5024+17.49

5018+90.92

5026+26.16

5017+86.75

5025+21.99

7143479.93

7144055.41

2543219.37

2543677.52

FR_75_SB_2

FR_75_SB_3

29° 47' 40.68" 5° 12' 31.35" 292.63' 572.02' 1100' 13+26.12 18+98.13 16+18.75 7144736.08 2542123.76CL_TRNFLP_1

76° 13' 4.16"

15° 39' 9.05"

17° 52' 58.15"

94° 14' 32.05"

105° 36' 24.41"

11° 3' 3.78"

14° 52' 45.36"

71° 13' 29.75"

10° 51' 11.15"

7° 20' 13.57"

58° 28' 51.75"

11° 2' 36.12"

19° 52' 26.35"

5° 19' 42.92"

108° 7' 22.49"

3° 36' 27.07"

104° 47' 41.12"

5° 22' 10.43"

24° 1' 52.03"

64° 31' 16.51"

7° 26' 27.64"

3° 28' 20.90"

1° 28' 8.84"

7° 50' 55.45"

6° 14' 28.93"

1° 13' 8.61"

1° 54' 35.49"

6° 2' 37.89"

0° 43' 30.95"

1° 8' 45.30"

7° 50' 55.45"

1° 53' 36.42"

1° 19' 56.86"

1° 12' 55.58"

7° 42' 3.76"

0° 43' 34.26"

7° 40' 49.44"

1° 54' 3.56"

1° 41' 6.61"

6° 59' 14.24"

603.95'

226.79'

613.61'

786.15'

1209.57'

454.67'

391.74'

679.01'

750.46'

320.58'

408.66'

292.53'

753.33'

219.36'

1026.34'

248.47'

968.61'

141.33'

723.66'

517.59'

1024.29'

450.76'

1217.24'

1200.73'

1692.04'

906.52'

779.08'

1178.47'

1496.44'

640.28'

745.10'

583.24'

1491.53'

438.41'

1404.00'

496.78'

1364.44'

282.46'

1426.04'

923.41'

770'

1650'

3900'

730'

918'

4700'

3000'

948'

7900'

5000'

730'

3026'

4300'

4714'

744'

7890'

746'

3014'

3400'

820'

20+50.24

10+00.00

14+50.76

26+68.00

35+55.00

52+47.05

63+34.62

17+60.72

30+83.24

22+15.26

28+55.54

42+65.86

59+40.57

10+00.00

14+38.41

10+00.00

14+96.78

28+61.22

10+00.00

32+30.21

30+74.53

14+50.76

26+68.00

38+68.74

52+47.05

61+53.57

71+13.70

29+39.19

45+79.68

28+55.54

36+00.64

48+49.10

74+32.09

14+38.41

28+42.41

14+96.78

28+61.22

31+43.68

24+26.04

41+53.62

26+54.19

12+26.79

20+64.37

34+54.16

47+64.57

57+01.72

67+26.36

24+39.74

38+33.70

25+35.84

32+64.20

45+58.39

66+93.90

12+19.36

24+64.75

12+48.47

24+65.39

30+02.56

17+23.66

37+47.80

7143248.96

7144495.39

7144221.95

7143382.09

7143366.13

7142722.24

7142513.69

7143573.78

7142892.20

7142689.05

7143119.41

7142600.63

7142182.93

7144173.80

7143553.83

7144242.94

7143375.82

7142824.71

7144658.69

7143809.87

2543487.09

2541118.95

2541913.63

2543033.44

2543841.19

2545375.83

2546381.91

2543333.36

2544751.60

2542790.64

2543379.35

2544643.45

2546739.56

2542661.52

2543741.99

2544038.46

2543184.41

2544147.87

2541627.34

2543488.33

DC_380EB75NB_01

DC_380EB75SB_01

DC_380EB75SB_02

DC_380EB75SB_03

DC_380WB75NB_05

DC_380WB75NB_06

DC_380WB75NB_07

DC_380WB75SB_02

DC_380WB75SB_03

DC_75NB380EB_03

DC_75NB380EB_04

DC_75NB380EB_05

DC_75NB380EB_06

DC_75NB380WB_01

DC_75NB380WB_02

DC_75SB380EB_01

DC_75SB380EB_02

DC_75SB380EB_03

DC_75SB380WB_01

DC_75SB380WB_02

FR_CONN_75SB_1

FR_CONN_S195_1

FR_CONN_S195_2

43° 14' 22.35"

12° 59' 56.40"

10° 32' 50.52"

5° 27' 24.27"

5° 22' 29.42"

3° 49' 10.99"

416.14'

121.45'

138.46'

792.41'

241.85'

276.13'

1050'

1066'

1500'

10+00.00

12+90.41

18+79.91

17+92.41

15+32.26

21+56.04

14+16.14

14+11.85

20+18.37

7143776.98

7142972.29

7142760.98

2542757.00

2544931.84

2545501.47

(60 MPH)

CL_US380A

(60 MPH)

BL_US380A_EB

(60 MPH)

BL_US380A_WB

(45 MPH)

FR_380A_EB

(45 MPH)

FR_380A_WB

(40 MPH)

FR_75_NB

(40 MPH)

FR_75_SB

(45 MPH)

RP_TFP_EBEX

(45 MPH)

RP_TFP_EBEN

(45 MPH)

RP_SH5_EBEX

(45 MPH)

RP_TFP_WBEX

(45 MPH)

RP_SH5_WBEN

(45 MPH)

RP_BLMD_NBEN

(45 MPH)

RP_LDHP_SBEN

(30 MPH)

CL_TRNFLP

(40 MPH)

DC_380EB75NB

(40 MPH)

DC_380EB75SB

(40 MPH)

DC_380WB75NB

(40 MPH)

DC_380WB75SB

(40 MPH)

DC_75NB380EB

(40 MPH)

DC_75NB380WB

(40 MPH)

DC_75SB380EB

(40 MPH)

DC_75SB380WB

(45 MPH)

FR_CONN_75SB

(45 MPH)

FR_CONN_S195

OWNERPARCEL ADDRESS

PROPERTY OWNERS

OCCUPANT

423

424

425

426

427

428

429

430

431

432

433

434

435

436

437

438

439

JOSEPH P & SHANNON S BLAKE

COLLIN COUNTY

CENTRAL & FANNIN WILSON 155 LLLP

MZ SERIES LLC SERIES

CITY OF MCKINNEY

LAUDHOWELL 75 HOLDING LLC

LAUDHOWELL 75 HOLDING LLC

ASSOSCIATED TEXAS DEV 534 JV

WESTGOLD REALTORS INC

WILLIAM J MCCALLUM

JAMAL & NAZNEEN TALUKDER

JAMAL & NAZNEEN TALUKDER

TERRY LACORE

MIKE A SCOTTI

W J FAMILY LP

TERRY LACORE

LACORE AGRICULTURE LLC

800 COUNTY ROAD 1200  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

2300 BLOOMDALE RD MCKINNEY, TX 75071-8517

337 DOUBLETREE DR LEWISVILLE, TX 75077-7237

PO BOX 517 MCKINNEY, TX 75070-8013

2107 GRASSLAND DR ALLEN, TX 75013-5902

2107 GRASSLAND DR ALLEN, TX 75013-5902

802 E 15TH ST PLANO, TX 75074-5806

8600 GREENTREE CT FORT WORTH, CA 76179-3019

600 W MCDERMOTT DR ALLEN, TX 75013-8064

600 W MCDERMOTT DR ALLEN, TX 75013-8064

522 LACORE LN MELISSA, TX 75454-2659

4177 N MCDONALD ST  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

4080 N MCDONALD ST  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

522 LACORE LN MELISSA, TX 75454-2659

901 SAM RAYBURN HWY MELISSA, TX 75454-2218

AZ 85258-2118

8800 N GAINEY CENTER DR STE 225 SCOTTSDALE,

CA 92203-1251

79687 COUNTRY CLUB DR STE 201 BERMUDA DUNES,

RESIDENTIAL

VACANT LAND

RESIDENTIAL

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND 

VACANT LAND

FARM

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND 

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

VACANT LAND 

VACANT LAND 

JUSTICE CENTER

COLLIN COUNTY

CHAIN NAME CROSS SLOPESTATION

SUPERELEVATION

CL_US380A_EB

CL_US380A_WB

17+00.00 2.00%
RP_SH5_EBEX

15+00.00 -4.90%

2.00%14+00.00

14+50.00 2.50%
RP_TFP_WBEX

15+50.00 2.00%
RP_SH5_WBEN

15+00.00 2.50%

1832+32.00

1833+37.00

1840+65.00

1843+95.00

1857+05.00

1860+34.00

1862+68.00

1863+10.00

4.80%

2.50%

2.50%

-4.80%

-4.80%

2.50%

2.50%

3.40%

1832+61.00

1835+91.00

1842+98.00

1844+12.00

1857+63.00

1858+77.00

1864+11.00

1866+82.00

-4.80%

2.50%

2.50%

4.90%

4.90%

2.50%

2.50%

-3.50%

RP_TFP_EBEN
2.00%20+45.00

20+95.00 2.50%

CHAIN NAME CROSS SLOPESTATION

SUPERELEVATION

18+20.00 4.80%

DC_380EB75NB

-5.80%21+00.00

30+35.00 -5.80%

-2.00%31+33.41

31+85.21 0.00%

2.00%32+37.00

4.80%26+50.00

26+80.00 5.90%

DC_380EB75SB
5.90%38+40.00

39+42.00 2.00%

2.00%34+90.00

35+90.00 5.60%

5.60%52+15.00

53+15.00 2.00%
DC_380WB75NB

63+10.00 -3.40%

61+30.00 2.00%

44+90.00

46+70.00

2.00%

-3.31%

2.00%16+00.00

18+00.00 -5.50%

-5.50%29+00.00

30+95.00 2.00%

DC_380WB75SB

2.53%18+00.00

18+50.00 2.00%

2.00%27+80.00

28+80.00 5.90%

DC_75NB380EB
5.90%35+60.00

38+00.00 -2.90%

-2.90%48+00.00

50+50.00 2.00%

2.00%58+80.00

59+50.00 3.40%

-2.00%13+56.00

14+59.00 -5.90%

-5.90%28+00.00

30+05.00 2.00%

DC_75NB380WB

2.00%14+09.00

15+19.00 -5.90%

-5.90%28+45.00

29+25.00 -2.90%

DC_75SB380EB

-4.80%24+12.00

25+47.00 -2.00%

-2.00%30+68.00

32+70.00 5.80%
DC_75SB380WB

5.80%41+15.00

43+17.00 2.00%

SUPERELEVATION SIGN CONVENTION

|/PGL

+

-

WESTBOUND ALIGNMENTS

|/PGL

+

-

EASTBOUND ALIGNMENTS

PROPOSED TAPERS

LOCATION TYPE BASELINE BEGIN TAPER TAPER RATEEND TAPER

1 LANE DROP 45:1FR 380A WB 3931+96.72 RT RT3839+99.5811.00 22.00

TURN BAY LENGTHS

LOCATION TAPER LENGTH DECEL LENGTH STORAGE LENGTH TOTAL LENGTH

R48

L51

L50

100'

100'

N/A

150'

205'

340'

26'

110'

58'

276'

415'

398'

ROADWAY CURVE NAME

HORIZONTAL CURVE SHOULDER DATA

BL_US380A_EB

BL_US380A_WB

15

15

10

15 10

15 10

15

15 10

BL_US380A_EB_12

BL_US380A_WB_12

BL_US380A_EB_10

BL_US380A_EB_11

BL_US380A_WB_10

BL_US380A_WB_11

INSIDE SHOULDER WIDTH (FT) OUTSIDE SHOULDER WIDTH (FT)

10-13

12-14

DC_380EB75NB_01DC_380EB75NB

DC_380EB75SB_01

DC_380EB75SB DC_380EB75SB_02

DC_380EB75SB_03

4

4 10

DC_380WB75NB

DC_380WB75NB_05 4 10

DC_380WB75NB_06

DC_380WB75NB_07

4

8

DC_380WB75SB_02

DC_380WB75SB_03

10 4
DC_380WB75SB

DC_75NB380EB
DC_75NB380EB_04

DC_75NB380EB_03

DC_75NB380EB_05

4 10

4 8

DC_75NB380EB_06 4 8

4DC_75NB380WB_01

DC_75NB380WB_02 10 4
DC_75NB380WB

4DC_75SB380EB_01

DC_75SB380EB_02 4DC_75SB380EB

DC_75SB380EB_03 4

4DC_75NB380WB_01

DC_75NB380WB_02 4 10
DC_75SB380WB

4-5

8-13

8-10

4-6 7-8

4-10

4-7 8-10

4-9

9-10

4-9

8-10

9-10

N/A

8-10

4

[ US380A

EXIST GROUND @ 
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WB DC

9.5' DEPTH

STEEL I-GIRDER

 

NB DC

10.5' DEPTH

STEEL I-GIRDER

 

SB DC

11.5' DEPTH

STEEL I-GIRDER

 EB DC

10.5' DEPTH

STEEL I-GIRDER
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EX US75 SBFR
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EX SPUR 195
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| US380A-WB

PROP PGL @ 

| US380A-EB

PROP PGL @ 

| FR 75-SB STA 5018+95.93

[ US380A STA 1838+78.66

[ US75 STA 1018+37.80

[ US380A STA 1840+56.90

| FR 75-NB STA 3017+95.46

[ US380A STA 1842+79.83

[ US380A STA 1854+42.32

PROP SH5

[ SH5 STA 359+51.53

[ US380A STA 1880+31.00

PROP TRINITY FALLS PKWY

[ TRNFLP STA 12+13.82

[ US380A STA 1823+64.38
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5.5' TYPICAL BRIDGE DEPTH

TX-54 GIRDERS
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PROP WB US380 DC FROM NB US75

| DC 75NB380WB STA 20+02.51

[ US380A STA 1837+63.27

| DC 380EB75NB STA 25+44.08

[ US380A STA 1840+69.56

PROP NB US75 DC FROM EB US380

| DC 380WB75SB STA 25+33.57

[ US380A STA 1842+07.24

PROP SB US75 DC FROM WB US380

PROP EB US380 DC FROM SB US75

| DC 75SB380EB STA 23+60.98

[ US380A STA 1843+91.26

END | US380A-WB STA 1882+76.70, EL=592.16

END | US380A-EB STA 1883+23.77, EL=586.15

100FEMA HW   = 555.15'

FEMA HW   = 554.45'50

STA = 1823+00.00

EL = 600.09

+1.16
% -1.66%

L = 700.00

K = 248

ex = -2.47'

STA = 1833+00.00

EL = 583.47

-1.66% +1.
95%

L = 700.00

K = 194

ex = 3.16'

STA = 1841+00.00

EL = 599.09

+1.
95% -1.03%

L = 800.00

K = 268

ex = -2.98'

STA = 1862+00.00

EL = 577.44

-1.03% +2.
43%

L = 650.00

K = 188

ex = 2.81'

STA = 1871+00.00

EL = 599.30

+2.
43% -1.10%

L = 900.00

K = 255

ex = -3.97'
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STA = 1823+00.00

EL = 600.97

+1.23
% -1.51%

L = 700.00

K = 256

ex = -2.39'

STA = 1834+00.00

EL = 584.40

-1.51% +2.
12%

L = 700.00

K = 193

ex = 3.17'

STA = 1841+50.00

EL = 600.28

+2.
12% -1.12%

L = 800.00

K = 247

ex = -3.24'

STA = 1863+00.00

EL = 576.20

-1.12% +2.
74%

L = 700.00

K = 181

ex = 3.38'

STA = 1871+50.00

EL = 599.50

+2.
74% -0.64%

L = 850.00

K = 252

ex = -3.59'
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EXIT XX

TEXAS

5

M c Donald St

½ MILES

75
SOUTH

Dallas

75
NORTH

Sherm an

380
EA ST

Greenville

TEXAS

5

M c Donald St

75
NORTH

Sherm an

75
SOUTH

Dallas

½
Com m unity Pkwy

Trinity Falls Pkwy

Hardin Blvd

E Bloom dale Rd
½1

Hardin Blvd

E Bloom dale Rd
¾

CR 1006 1½

PROPOSED OSB

[ US380A STA 1813+50

PROPOSED COSS

[ US380A STA 1827+23

PROPOSED COSS

[ US380A STA 1825+30

PROPOSED COSS

[ US380A STA 1825+80

PROPOSED COSS

[ US380A STA 1828+05

PROPOSED COSS

[ US380A STA 1840+72

PROPOSED COSS

[ US380A STA 1854+45

PROPOSED COSS

[ US380A STA 1867+12

PROPOSED OSB

[ US380A STA 1863+00

EXIT XX

75
SOUTH

Dallas

75
NORTH

Sherm an

EXIT ONLY

EXIT XX

PROPOSED COSS

[ US380A STA 1879+74.00

75

EXIT ONLY

E

Greenville

AST
380

Dallas

Sherm an

Trinity Falls Pkwy

Com m unity Ave

EXIT XX

EXIT 42

Bloom dale
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SIGN AND STRUCTURE

REMOVE THE EXISTING 

PROP ROW

PROP R
OW

PROP ROW

PROP ROW

PROP R
OW

L50

L51

R48

[ US75

[ SH5

[ US380A

[ US380A

[ US380A

| US380A-EB

| US380A-EB

| US380A-WB

| US380A-WB

| US380A-WB

CL_US380A_10

CL_US380A_11

CL_US380A_12

BL_US380A_EB_10

BL_US380A_WB_10

BL_US380A_WB_11

BL_US380A_EB_11

BL_US380A_WB_12

| US380A-EB

135.11' LT

STA 1018+04.59

[ US75

END WIDENING

167.07' RT

STA 1015+21.55

[ US75

BEGIN WIDENING

| RP TFP-WBEX

| RP TFP-EBEN

| RP SH5-EBEX

| RP SH5-WBEN
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WATERLINE EASEMENT

PROPOSED MCKINNEY 

DC_75SB380WB_01

DC_75SB380WB_02

DC_75NB380WB_01

DC_75NB380EB_04

DC_75SB380EB_01

DC_75SB380EB_02

DC_75NB380EB_05

DC_380EB75SB_01

DC_380EB75SB_03

DC_380EB75NB_01

DC_380WB75SB_02

DC_380WB75SB_03 DC_380WB75NB_07

DC_380WB75NB_06

DC_380WB75NB_05

DC_75NB380EB_06
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|
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| DC 380EB75SB

FR_380A_EB_32

STA 3017+67.30

| FR US75NB

END FRONTAGE ROAD CONST.

RP_TFP_EBEX_2

| DC 75SB380WB

| DC 75SB380EB
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RP_SH5_WBEN_3

RP_SH5_WBEN_2

RP_SH5_WBEN_1

RP_BLMD_NBEN_2

RP_LDHP_SBEN_2

RP_LDHP_SBEN_3

FR_75_NB_6

FR_75_NB_7

FR_75_NB_8

FR_75_SB_2

FR_75_SB_3

| RP TFP-EBEX

| RP BLMD-NBEN

| RP LDHP-SBEN

| FR 75-NB

| FR 75-SB

| FR 380A-WB

| FR 380A-EB

| FR 380A-EB

| FR 380A-WB
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 3879+08.00

| FR 380A-WB STA

END BRIDGE

 1859+23.90

[ US380A STA

BEGIN BRIDGE

| US380A-WB STA 3819+54.00

END BRIDGE

| US380A-WB STA 3834+30.00

BEGIN BRIDGE

| RP TFP-WBEX STA 14+58.00

BEGIN BRIDGE

E
X
I

S
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| DC 380WB75SB

| DC 75NB380EB

| DC 380WB75NB

| DC 380EB75NB

BEGIN | FR 380C-EB STA 2879+52.31  

END | FR 380A-EB STA 2879+52.41/

PROP ROW

PROP ROW

| FR CONN-75SB

FR_CONN_75SB_1

FR_380A_EB_33

FR_380A_WB_29

| FR CONN-S195

FR_CONN_S195_1

FR_CONN_S195_2

[ TRNFLP

[ TRNFLP STA 13+52.00

BEGIN BRIDGE

| FR CONN-75SB STA 19+31.00

BEGIN BRIDGE 75NB380WB

| DC

BILLBOARD

UTILITY

GAS

 STA 354+57.00

BEGIN BRIDGE [ SH5

[ US380A STA 1883+00.00

BEGIN SEGMENTS C & D

END [ US380A

END SEGMENT E

R=60'

R=500'

R=300'

R=70'

R=150'

R=100'

R=80'

R=300'

STA 3853+32.65, 82' LT

| FR 380A-WB

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 3819+49.03, 18' LT

| FR 380A-WB

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 3824+35.48, 91' LT

| FR 380A-WB

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

STA 3834+30.29, 18' LT

| FR 380A-WB

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

[ TRNSLP STA 10+00.00

| FR 380A-EB STA 2822+98.37 =

[ TRNFLP STA 12+13.816

[ US380A STA 1832+64.38=

[ TRNFLP STA 13+99.76

| FR 380A-WB STA 3823+68.72=

87' LT

STA 3859+45.95,

| FR 380A-WB

END PROP RET. WALL
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MATCH FUTURE PAVEMENT

[ SH5 STA 350+30.46 

BEGIN CONSTRUCTION

SH 5

MATCH FUTURE PAVEMENT

[ SH5 STA 367+00.00 

BEGIN WIDENING

END CONSTRUCTION

SH 5

MATCH FUTURE PAVEMENT

[ SH5 STA 369+80.07

END WIDENING

SH 5

CSJ 0047-05-054

TXDOT PROJECT

SH 5

80' LT

[ SH5 STA 354+65.95,

END PROP RET. WALL

67' LT 
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BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

74' RT 

[ SH5 STA 351+00.80,

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL

75' RT 
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END PROP RET. WALL
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' RT 66
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BEGIN PROP RET. WALL
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BEGIN PROP RET. WALL
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END PROP RET. WALL
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STA 3884+05.76, 31' LT

| FR 380A-WB

END PROP RET. WALL

 STA 3855+38.50  

BEGIN | FR 380C-WB
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END | FR 380A-WB
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BEGIN WIDENING
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MATCH FUTURE PAVEMENT

[ SH5 STA 369+80.07

END WIDENING

SH 5
[ SH5CSJ 0047-05-054

TXDOT PROJECT

SH 5

T 66' L

[ SH5 STA 369+82.19,

END PROP RET. WALL

' RT 66

[ SH5 STA 367+00.19,

BEGIN PROP RET. WALL
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CHANGES TO THE WATER FEATURES DEPICTED.

ANALYSES AND FIELD DELINEATIONS MAY RESULT IN 

APPLICABLE USACE REGULATORY GUIDANCE. ADDITIONAL 

DELINEATIONS CONDUCTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH 

SURVEY AND TOPOGRAPHIC DATA) AND FIELD 

INTERPRETATION (USING AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHY, SOIL 

OF NATIONAL WETLAND INVENTORY (NWI), PHOTO 

SWALES, ETC.) SHOWN ORIGINATE FROM A COMBINATION 

WATER FEATURES (E.G. WETLANDS, STREAMS, PONDS, 

SHOWN SHOULD NOT BE CONSIDERED AS FINAL.

INSTALLATION OF TRAFFIC SIGNALS. SIGNAL LOCATIONS 

INTERSECTIONS ARE CONSTRUCTED TO JUSTIFY THE 

WARRANT ANALYSIS WILL BE REQUIRED AFTER 

AS PER TMUTCD REQUIREMENTS, A TRAFFIC SIGNAL 

11/13/2021.

TP&P AND APPOVED BY THE DALLAS DISTRICT ON 

ON TRAFFIC COUNTS AND GROWTH RATES REVIEWED BY 

TRAFFIC VOLUMES ON THE TRAFFIC DIAGRAM ARE BASED 

INTERSECTION DUE TO THE DIFFERENCES IN SKEW.

DESIGN VEHICLE. CORNER RADII VARY PER 

TURNAROUNDS WERE DESIGNED TO ACCOMMODATE A WB-67 

RESIDENTIAL STREETS.

STREETS.  A CITY BUS WAS USED ON SIDE STREETS AND 

TURNING MOVEMENTS ON ARTERIAL AND COLLECTOR

WB-67 DESIGN VEHICLE WAS USED IN EVALUATION OF 

PHASE OF THE PROJECT.

NOT SHOWN AND WILL BE DEVELOPED DURING THE PS&E 

CONVENTIONAL ROADWAY SIGNAGE (SMALL SIGNS) ARE 

TYPE II (5.75")UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE.

CURBS ON THE FRONTAGE ROADS AND CROSS STREETS ARE 

ACQUISITION PROCESS.

PROPERTY TO BE DETERMINED DURING THE ROW 

ACTUAL DAMAGES TO THE BUILDING AND 

STRUCTURE BUT FUNCTIONALLY IMPAIRS ITS OPERATION. 

PHYSICALLY INTERSECT THE EXISTING BUILDING 

DISPLACEMENTS IF THE PROPOSED ROW DOES NOT 

BUILDINGS ARE CONSIDERED AS POTENTIAL INDUCED 

INTERSECTS THE EXISTING BUILDING STRUCTURE. 

DISPLACEMENTS IF THE PROPOSED ROW PHYSICALLY 

BUILDINGS ARE CONSIDERED AS POTENTIAL DIRECT 

AND/OR IS LOCATED WITHIN ACCESS DENIAL LIMITS.

GOVERNMENT THAT THE DRIVEWAY IS A SAFETY ISSUE 

DETERMINED IN COORDINATION WITH THE LOCAL 

EXISTING DRIVEWAY ACCESS WILL REMAIN UNLESS IT IS 

TYPICAL SECTIONS.

PS&E. SIDEWALKS AND SHARED USE PATHS ARE SHOWN ON 

DIAGRAMMATIC ONLY AND WILL BE DESIGNED DURING 

CURB RAMPS, SIDEWALKS AND SHARED USE PATHS ARE 

COLLIN COUNTY APPRAISAL DISTRICT (OCTOBER, 2022)

PROPERTY LINES SHOWN ON SCHEMATIC OBTAINED FROM 

WERE DOWNLOADED FROM COLLIN COUNTY'S WEBSITE.

APPROXIMATE 100 YEAR FLOODPLAIN LIMITS (2011) 

NOTED OTHERWISE ON EACH SCHEMATIC ROLL.

MINOR CROSS STREET CORNER RADII ARE 25' UNLESS 

TABLES.

UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE IN THE SUPERLEVATION 

HIGH SPEED MAINLANES HAVE A NORMAL CROWN OF `2.5% 

LOW SPEED ROADWAYS HAVE A NORMAL CROWN OF `2% AND 

 

LESS THAN 10' WIDE ARE DUE TO TRANSITIONS.

TRAVEL LANE WIDTHS SHOWN IN THE TYPICAL SECTIONS 

NOTED OTHERWISE).

FACE OF CURB, RAIL, BARRIER, OR WALL (UNLESS 

DIMENSIONS ARE TO THE EDGE OF PAVEMENT OR NOMINAL 

DESIGN MANUAL FOR REFERENCE. 

SEE CHAPTER 2, SECTION 4 OF THE TXDOT ROADWAY 

USING A MAXIMUM SUPERELEVATION RATE OF 6%.

ALL SUPERELEVATION RATES WERE CALCULATED BASED ON 

OF BOTH THE EB AND WB MAINLANES.

SUPERELEVATION AXIS OF ROTATION IS ABOUT THE PGL 

COORDINATION WITH THE LOCAL GOVERNMENTS.

DETERMINED IN THE PS&E DEVELOPMENT PHASE IN 

FINAL LOCATION OF MEDIAN OPENINGS WILL BE 

AND RECORD PLANS.

(2020-2021), AERIAL SURVEYS DATED DECEMBER 2020, 

SCHEMATICS ARE BASED ON PARTIAL FIELD SURVEY 

EXISTING FEATURES WERE PARTIALLY SURVEYED.  
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 SECTION AT [ US75 SOUTH OF PROPOSED US 380

25'25'

DELTA DEGREE TANGENT LENGTH RADIUSCURVE NAME

HORIZONTAL CURVE DATA

PC STATION PT STATION PI STATION PI NORTHING (Y) PI EASTING (X)ALIGNMENT

CL_US75_1 34° 57' 53.88" 1° 0' 18.68" 1795.29' 3478.45' 5700' 963+39.53 998+17.98 981+34.82 7140834.76 2540664.84

2° 38' 1.49"

2° 38' 1.49"

27° 30' 24.94"

7° 31' 10.24"

5° 3' 30.09"

0° 57' 17.75"

1° 25' 56.62"

0° 54' 34.04"

1° 8' 45.30"

1° 54' 35.49"

137.93'

91.95'

1542.00'

328.57'

132.51'

275.81'

183.87'

3024.54'

656.20'

264.85'

6000'

4000'

6300'

5000'

3000'

2948+31.84

2953+78.30

2960+87.47

2991+12.01

3006+48.09

2951+07.64

2955+62.17

2991+12.01

2997+68.22

3009+12.95

2949+69.77

2954+70.25

2976+29.47

2994+40.59

3007+80.61

7137682.23

7138176.74

7140292.42

7141745.37

7142667.47

2540185.02

2540262.42

2540694.02

2541872.15

2542845.76

FR_75_NB_1

FR_75_NB_2

FR_75_NB_3

FR_75_NB_4

FR_75_NB_5

34° 57' 54.22" 0° 59' 16.29" 1826.79' 3539.48' 5800' 4963+49.83 4998+89.31 4981+76.62 7140916.11 2540518.13FR_75_SB_1

4° 0' 58.88"

2° 5' 44.26"

1° 0' 18.68"

0° 43' 30.95"

199.86'

144.49'

399.56'

288.95'

5700'

7900'

10+00.00

13+99.56

13+99.56

16+88.51

11+99.86

15+44.05

7142665.80

7142919.77

2542471.71

2542704.26

6° 59' 42.60"

6° 47' 4.61"

5° 27' 24.27"

1° 13' 8.61"

64.18'

278.60'

128.19'

556.55'

1050'

4700'

10+00.00

11+28.19

11+28.19

16+84.74

10+64.18

14+06.79

7142636.46

7142900.72

2542781.01

2542999.33

RP_BLMD-NBEN_1

RP_BLMD-NBEN_2

RP_LDHP_SBEN_2

RP_LDHP_SBEN_1

(70 MPH)

CL_US75

(40 MPH)

FR_75_NB

(40 MPH)

FR_75_SB

(45 MPH)

RP_BLMD_NBEN

(45 MPH)

RP_LDHP_SBEN

94° 14' 32.05"

5° 22' 58.34"

8° 54' 59.56"

7° 50' 55.45"

1° 14' 44.02"

1° 21' 51.07"

786.15'

216.24'

327.47'

1200.73'

432.16'

653.62'

730'

4600'

4200'

26+68.00

38+68.74

46+37.94

38+68.74

43+00.90

52+91.55

34+54.16

40+84.98

49+65.40

7143382.09

7142626.87

7142020.55

2543033.44

2542374.33

2541735.51

DC_380EB75SB_03

DC_380EB75SB_04

DC_380EB75SB_05
(40 MPH)

DC_380EB75SB

2° 3' 7.09" 1° 8' 45.30" 89.54' 179.07' 5000' 12+72.09 14+51.16 13+61.63 7142804.06 2542578.45DC_380WB75SB_01(40 MPH)

DC_380WB75SB

8° 58' 44.41"

3° 44' 58.93"

7° 20' 13.57"

1° 54' 35.49"

0° 43' 30.95"

1° 8' 45.30"

235.55'

258.60'

320.58'

470.14'

517.01'

640.28'

3000'

7900'

5000'

10+00.00

14+70.14

22+15.26

14+70.14

19+87.15

28+55.54

12+35.55

17+28.74

25+35.84

7141817.28

7142133.30

7142689.05

2541825.22

2542205.11

2542790.64

DC_75NB380EB_01

DC_75NB380EB_02

DC_75NB380EB_03

(40 MPH)

DC_75NB380EB

OWNERPARCEL ADDRESS

424 COLLIN COUNTY 2300 BLOOMDALE RD MCKINNEY, TX 75071-8517
JUSTICE CENTER

COLLIN COUNTY 

426

429

443

444

445

446

447

448

449

450

451

452

453

454

455

456

457

458

459

460

461

462

463

337 DOUBLETREE DR LEWISVILLE, TX 75077-7237

2107 GRASSLAND DR ALLEN, TX 75013-5902

600 W MCDERMOTT DR ALLEN, TX 75013-8064

3201 N CENTRAL EXPY  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

3401 N CENTRAL EXPY  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

3501 N CENTRAL EXPY  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

3751 N CENTRAL EXPY  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

1750 WILMETH RD  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

4705 S 129TH EAST AVE TULSA, OK 74134-7008

3200 N CENTRAL EXPY  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

3350 N CENTRAL EXPY  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

PO BOX 812 PRINCETON, TX 75407-0812

3512 N CENTRAL EXPY  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

3514 N CENTRAL EXPY  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

3531 MCLARRY DR  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

4544 N HORSESHOE TRL MCKINNEY, TX 75071

3774 N CENTRAL EXPY  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

3850 N CENTRAL EXPY  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

3998 MCLARRY DR MCKINNEY, TX 75071

6000 MONROE RD STE 100 CHARLOTTE, TX 28212

2515 MCKINNEY AVE STE 1100 DALLAS, TX 75201

2515 MCKINNEY AVE STE 1100 DALLAS, TX 75201

5820 W NORTHWEST HWY # 200 DALLAS, TX 75225

3301 HAMILTON AVE STE101 FORT WORTH, TX 76107

RESIDENTIAL

VACANT LAND 

VACANT LAND

FARM

WOODSPRINGS SUITES

MCKINNEY PUBLIC WORKS

VACANT LAND

QUIKTRIP

VACANT LAND

FARM

TRACTOR SUPPLY

VACANT LAND

MORTON SALES

VACANT LAND

LANDMARK EQUIPMENT

FREEDOM POWERSPORTS

VACANT LAND 

VACANT LAND

CEMETERY - MCLARRY

FARM

FARM

434

MZ SERIES LLC SERIES

LAUDHOWELL 75 HOLDING LLC

JAMAL & NAZNEEN TALUKDER

HAG RE CDT LLC

HIGH POINTE CHURCH OF CHRIST OF MCKINNEY

CITY OF MCKINNEY

CCC PARTNERSHIP LP

QT SOUTH LLC

QT SOUTH LLC

CAMPBELL PROPERTIES LTD

EARL ALDEN & D L CALDWELL

CLN/WWMK LP

MORTON BLDGS INC

AIP MCKINNEY LLC

DOUBLE A & I INVESTMENT GROUP LLC

LYLE LAND COMPANY LLC - MCKINNEY

FPS RE MCKINNEY LLC

FPS RE MCKINNEY LLC

BVJV WATAUGA LP

CEMETERY

BLOOMDALE LLC

BLOOMDALE LLC

CHILDREN'S TRUST OF 1998 ETAL

ABIGAIL G KAMPMANN & KAMPMANN 

& REP FRIEDMAN DALLAS LLC

& REP WESTSIDE DALLAS LLC 

WARNER DALLAS LLC& RS BAYPOINT DALLAS LLC 

PROPERTY OWNERS

OCCUPANT

ADDITION

FUTURE EQUIPMENT

CHRIST

HIGH POINT CHURCH OF

RENTAL

AVIS BUDGET CAR

ROADWAY CURVE NAME

HORIZONTAL CURVE SHOULDER DATA

10 10CL_US75 (SB) CL_US75_1(SB)

INSIDE SHOULDER WIDTH (FT) OUTSIDE SHOULDER WIDTH (FT)

DC_380EB75SB DC_380EB75SB_04

DC_380EB75SB_03

DC_380EB75SB_05

4 10

4

4 8

8-10

4 4DC_380WB75SB_01DC_380WB75SB

DC_75NB380EB_01

DC_75NB380EB_02

DC_75NB380EB_03

4 8

N/A 8-10

4-7 8-10

DC_75NB380EB
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EXIT XX
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PROPOSED OSB

[ US75 STA 1006+40.00
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SIGN AND STRUCTURE
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2%20 MPHURBAN MINOR COLLECTOR TURNAROUNDS

2%20 MPH VARIES MINOR SIDE ST

2%30 MPH VARIES CROSS STREET

2%45 MPH  URBAN COLLECTORFRONTAGE RD     

6%45 MPH  URBAN FREEWAYCOLLECTOR DISTR

6%40 MPH  URBAN FREEWAYDIRECT CONNECTOR

6%45 MPH URBAN FREEWAY RAMPS

6%60 MPH      URBAN FREEWAY US 380 MAINLANES

eMAXDESIGN SPEED  FUNCTIONAL CLASS.  ROADWAY

| FR 380A WB STA 3297+97.31

CSJ 0135-02-065

BEGIN PROJECT

[ US380A STA 1473+80.51

BEGIN CSJ 0135-15-002

END CSJ 0135-02-065

[ US380C STA 2110+32.50
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SEGMENT C LENGTH: 4.21 MILES

SEGMENT E LENGTH: 5.61 MILES

SEGMENT A LENGTH: 5.47 MILES

FROM SH5 (NEW EXT OF SP399) TO FM 1827

CSJ 0135-03-053

(E OF MCKINNEY)

TO JCT US 380/E UNIVERSITY DR 

(W OF MCKINNEY)

FROM JCT US 380/W UNIVERSITY DR 

CSJ 0135-15-002

FROM COIT RD TO JCT US 380/UNIV DR

CSJ 0135-02-065
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EXISTING ELECTRIC

CL_US380A_1

EXISTING ROW

EXISTING PROPERTY LINES

EXISTING 100 YR FLOODPLAIN

EXISTING FLOODWAY

PROPOSED CENTERLINE/BASELINE

PROPOSED ROW

PROPOSED ROW (BY OTHERS)

PROPOSED TRAFFIC BARRIER

PROPOSED BRIDGE BENTS

PROPOSED RETAINING WALL

EXISTING LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED BRIDGE

PROPOSED MAINLANES

PROPOSED RAMPS

PROPOSED FRONTAGE ROADS

PROPOSED SHARED USE PATH OR SIDEWALK 

HORIZONTAL ALIGNMENT CURVE NAME

PAVEMENT TO BE REMOVED

PARCEL ID NUMBER

DIRECT BUILDING DISPLACEMENT

PROPOSED DRAINAGE CULVERT

EXISTING DRAINAGE CULVERT

120

LEGEND:

INDUCED BUILDING DISPLACEMENT

1

2

TYPICAL SECTIONS LEGEND:

EXISTING STREAMS

ULTIMATE/FUTURE IMPROVEMENTS (BY OTHERS)

DIRECTION OF FLOW

PROPOSED CROSS STREETS AND DRIVEWAYS

WATER

WWL

ELEC

TELE

EXISTING WATER

EXISTING SANITARY SEWER

EXISTING GAS

EXISTING COMMUNICATIONS

PROPOSED UTILITY EASEMENT (BY OTHERS)

SEGMENT A

SEGMENT E
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ADEQUATE CLEAR ZONE PROVIDED)

(CTR NOT REQUIRED WHEN

CTR: CONCRETE TRAFFIC RAIL

 CONCRETE TRAFFIC BARRIERCTB:

NOTES:

EXISTING LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED BRIDGE

PROPOSED MAINLANES

PROPOSED RAMPS

PROPOSED FRONTAGE ROADS

PROPOSED CROSS STREETS

PROPOSED SHARED USE PATH (SUP) OR SIDEWALK 

EXISTING ROADWAY TO REMAIN

EXISTING ROADWAY AND UTILITY EASEMENTS

PROPOSED TRANSITION/INTERIM PAVEMENT

FRISCO

TURN BAY LENGTH

MEDIAN

SEPARATOR (A)
TAPER (D)

STORAGE (B) DECELERATION (C)

TOTAL LENGTH

2%20 MPHURBAN MINOR COLLECTOR TURNAROUNDS

2%20 MPH VARIES MINOR SIDE ST

2%30 MPH VARIES CROSS STREET

2%45 MPH  URBAN COLLECTORFRONTAGE RD     

6%45 MPH  URBAN FREEWAYCOLLECTOR DISTR

6%40 MPH  URBAN FREEWAYDIRECT CONNECTOR

6%45 MPH URBAN FREEWAY RAMPS

6%60 MPH      URBAN FREEWAY US 380 MAINLANES

eMAXDESIGN SPEED  FUNCTIONAL CLASS.  ROADWAY

| FR 380A WB STA 3297+97.31

CSJ 0135-02-065

BEGIN PROJECT

[ US380A STA 1473+80.51

BEGIN CSJ 0135-15-002

END CSJ 0135-02-065

[ US380C STA 2110+32.50

BEGIN CSJ 0135-03-053

END CSJ 0135-15-002

[ US380C STA 2128+25.00

END CSJ 0135-03-053

END PROJECT
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CSJ 0135-03-053

(E OF MCKINNEY)

TO JCT US 380/E UNIVERSITY DR 
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FROM JCT US 380/W UNIVERSITY DR 

CSJ 0135-15-002

FROM COIT RD TO JCT US 380/UNIV DR

CSJ 0135-02-065

PROPOSED NOISE BARRIER
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COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS

US 380

PUBLIC HEARING DESIGN SCHEMATIC

JANUARY 2023
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CHANGES TO THE WATER FEATURES DEPICTED.

ANALYSES AND FIELD DELINEATIONS MAY RESULT IN 

APPLICABLE USACE REGULATORY GUIDANCE. ADDITIONAL 

DELINEATIONS CONDUCTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH 

SURVEY AND TOPOGRAPHIC DATA) AND FIELD 

INTERPRETATION (USING AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHY, SOIL 

OF NATIONAL WETLAND INVENTORY (NWI), PHOTO 

SWALES, ETC.) SHOWN ORIGINATE FROM A COMBINATION 

WATER FEATURES (E.G. WETLANDS, STREAMS, PONDS, 

SHOWN SHOULD NOT BE CONSIDERED AS FINAL.

INSTALLATION OF TRAFFIC SIGNALS. SIGNAL LOCATIONS 

INTERSECTIONS ARE CONSTRUCTED TO JUSTIFY THE 

WARRANT ANALYSIS WILL BE REQUIRED AFTER 

AS PER TMUTCD REQUIREMENTS, A TRAFFIC SIGNAL 

11/13/2021.

TP&P AND APPOVED BY THE DALLAS DISTRICT ON 

ON TRAFFIC COUNTS AND GROWTH RATES REVIEWED BY 

TRAFFIC VOLUMES ON THE TRAFFIC DIAGRAM ARE BASED 

INTERSECTION DUE TO THE DIFFERENCES IN SKEW.

DESIGN VEHICLE. CORNER RADII VARY PER 

TURNAROUNDS WERE DESIGNED TO ACCOMMODATE A WB-67 

RESIDENTIAL STREETS.

STREETS.  A CITY BUS WAS USED ON SIDE STREETS AND 

TURNING MOVEMENTS ON ARTERIAL AND COLLECTOR

WB-67 DESIGN VEHICLE WAS USED IN EVALUATION OF 

PHASE OF THE PROJECT.

NOT SHOWN AND WILL BE DEVELOPED DURING THE PS&E 

CONVENTIONAL ROADWAY SIGNAGE (SMALL SIGNS) ARE 

TYPE II (5.75")UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE.

CURBS ON THE FRONTAGE ROADS AND CROSS STREETS ARE 

ACQUISITION PROCESS.

PROPERTY TO BE DETERMINED DURING THE ROW 

ACTUAL DAMAGES TO THE BUILDING AND 

STRUCTURE BUT FUNCTIONALLY IMPAIRS ITS OPERATION. 

PHYSICALLY INTERSECT THE EXISTING BUILDING 

DISPLACEMENTS IF THE PROPOSED ROW DOES NOT 

BUILDINGS ARE CONSIDERED AS POTENTIAL INDUCED 

INTERSECTS THE EXISTING BUILDING STRUCTURE. 

DISPLACEMENTS IF THE PROPOSED ROW PHYSICALLY 

BUILDINGS ARE CONSIDERED AS POTENTIAL DIRECT 

AND/OR IS LOCATED WITHIN ACCESS DENIAL LIMITS.

GOVERNMENT THAT THE DRIVEWAY IS A SAFETY ISSUE 

DETERMINED IN COORDINATION WITH THE LOCAL 

EXISTING DRIVEWAY ACCESS WILL REMAIN UNLESS IT IS 

TYPICAL SECTIONS.

PS&E. SIDEWALKS AND SHARED USE PATHS ARE SHOWN ON 

DIAGRAMMATIC ONLY AND WILL BE DESIGNED DURING 

CURB RAMPS, SIDEWALKS AND SHARED USE PATHS ARE 

COLLIN COUNTY APPRAISAL DISTRICT (OCTOBER, 2022)

PROPERTY LINES SHOWN ON SCHEMATIC OBTAINED FROM 

WERE DOWNLOADED FROM COLLIN COUNTY'S WEBSITE.

APPROXIMATE 100 YEAR FLOODPLAIN LIMITS (2011) 

NOTED OTHERWISE ON EACH SCHEMATIC ROLL.

MINOR CROSS STREET CORNER RADII ARE 25' UNLESS 

TABLES.

UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE IN THE SUPERLEVATION 

HIGH SPEED MAINLANES HAVE A NORMAL CROWN OF `2.5% 

LOW SPEED ROADWAYS HAVE A NORMAL CROWN OF `2% AND 

 

LESS THAN 10' WIDE ARE DUE TO TRANSITIONS.

TRAVEL LANE WIDTHS SHOWN IN THE TYPICAL SECTIONS 

NOTED OTHERWISE).

FACE OF CURB, RAIL, BARRIER, OR WALL (UNLESS 

DIMENSIONS ARE TO THE EDGE OF PAVEMENT OR NOMINAL 

DESIGN MANUAL FOR REFERENCE. 

SEE CHAPTER 2, SECTION 4 OF THE TXDOT ROADWAY 

USING A MAXIMUM SUPERELEVATION RATE OF 6%.

ALL SUPERELEVATION RATES WERE CALCULATED BASED ON 

OF BOTH THE EB AND WB MAINLANES.

SUPERELEVATION AXIS OF ROTATION IS ABOUT THE PGL 

COORDINATION WITH THE LOCAL GOVERNMENTS.

DETERMINED IN THE PS&E DEVELOPMENT PHASE IN 

FINAL LOCATION OF MEDIAN OPENINGS WILL BE 

AND RECORD PLANS.

(2020-2021), AERIAL SURVEYS DATED DECEMBER 2020, 

SCHEMATICS ARE BASED ON PARTIAL FIELD SURVEY 

EXISTING FEATURES WERE PARTIALLY SURVEYED.  

20.
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GENERAL NOTES:                      

PROJECT BY OTHERS

1115+00

112
0+00

11
25

+0
0

11
30

+0
0

DELTA DEGREE TANGENT LENGTH RADIUSCURVE NAME

HORIZONTAL CURVE DATA

PC STATION PT STATION PI STATION PI NORTHING (Y) PI EASTING (X)ALIGNMENT

CL_US75_2 44° 54' 24.30" 1° 0' 0.00" 2367.81' 4490.68' 5730' 1108+12.60 1153+03.27 1131+80.40 7151269.59 2551658.96

FR_75_NB_11

8° 23' 32.26"

8° 23' 32.26"

5° 15' 27.53"

2° 51' 53.24"

2° 51' 53.24"

1° 54' 35.49"

146.74'

146.74'

137.74'

292.95'

292.95'

275.29'

2000'

2000'

3000'

3029+34.52

3037+15.08

3067+15.01

3032+27.46

3040+08.03

3069+90.30

3030+81.25

3038+61.82

3068+52.76

7144173.46

7144788.10

7146847.47

2544580.50

2545062.49

2547232.24

FR_75_NB_9

FR_75_NB_10

8° 31' 50.99"

8° 31' 50.99"

6° 59' 57.45"

7° 20' 34.97"

2° 51' 53.24"

2° 51' 53.24"

2° 51' 53.24"

1° 54' 35.49"

149.17'

149.17'

122.31'

192.50'

297.78'

297.78'

244.32'

384.48'

2000'

2000'

2000'

3000'

5033+16.00

5040+03.05

5071+59.55

5077+59.92

5036+13.78

5043+00.83

5074+03.87

5081+44.40

5034+65.16

5041+52.21

5072+81.86

5079+52.42

7144704.93

7145099.07

7147253.95

7147771.64

2544361.86

2544925.29

2547195.67

2547622.36

FR_75_SB_4

FR_75_SB_5

FR_75_SB_6

FR_75_SB_7

11° 54' 14.51"

7° 27' 8.41"

10° 32' 25.56"

5° 27' 24.27"

5° 27' 24.27"

1° 4' 51.79"

109.47'

68.38'

488.89'

218.15'

136.57'

975.02'

1050'

1050'

5300'

10+00.00

12+18.15

13+54.72

12+18.15

13+54.72

23+29.74

11+09.47

12+86.53

18+43.61

7144317.74

7144474.04

7144925.14

2544684.40

2544769.27

2545096.47

2° 18' 36.25"

5° 48' 43.07"

0° 43' 30.95"

0° 57' 17.75"

159.28'

304.57'

318.51'

608.63'

7900'

6000'

48+35.37

51+53.88

51+53.88

57+62.51

49+94.64

54+58.46

7144683.23

7144966.85

2544529.04

2544896.09

DC_75SB380WB_03

DC_75SB380WB_04

DC_75SB380EB_01

DC_380WB75NB_03

DC_380WB75NB_04

DC_380WB75NB_05

DC_380WB75NB_06

DC_380WB75NB_07

3° 36' 27.07"

1° 56' 41.14"

6° 10' 52.79"

105° 36' 24.41"

11° 3' 3.78"

14° 52' 45.36"

0° 43' 30.95"

1° 11' 37.18"

6° 14' 28.93"

1° 13' 8.61"

134.09'

259.17'

1209.57'

454.67'

268.15'

517.85'

1692.04'

906.52'

7900'

4800'

918'

4700'

26+02.85

30+37.15

35+55.00

52+47.05

28+70.99

35+55.00

52+47.05

61+53.57

27+36.93

32+96.33

47+64.57

57+01.72

7144916.35

7144517.68

7143366.13

7142722.24

2545145.32

2544752.87

2543841.19

2545375.83

1° 54' 35.49" 391.74' 779.08' 3000' 63+34.62 71+13.70 67+26.36 7142513.69 2546381.91

0° 43' 34.26" 248.47' 496.78' 7890' 10+00.00 14+96.78 12+48.47 7144242.94 2544038.46

RP_LDHP_NBEN_1

RP_LDHP_NBEN_2

RP_LDHP_NBEN_3

(70 MPH)

CL_US75

(40 MPH)

FR_75_NB

(40 MPH)

FR_75_SB

(45 MPH)

RP_LDHP_NBEN

(40 MPH)

DC_380WB75NB

(40 MPH)

DC_75SB380EB

(40 MPH)

DC_75SB380WB

OWNERPARCEL ADDRESS

431 WESTGOLD REALTORS INC
BERMUDA DUNES, CA 92203-1251

79687 COUNTRY CLUB DR STE 201 
FARM

464

465

466

467

468

469

470

471

472

473

474

475

476

477

478

479

480

481

482

483

484

485

CENTRAL & 543 LLC

CENTRAL & 543 LLC

WESTGOLD REALTORS INC

TERRY LACORE

FIELDING W J LIVING TRUST

LEGENDARY LIGHTNING GROUP INC

DREW DAVIS

AMMON B & WELDON L ROPER 

AMMON B & WELDON L ROPER 

 RKC OWENS FAMILY LTD

HOTTIES HOTRODS LLC SERIES LLC 4

MELISSA ENTERPRISES INC

RUDCO LAND LLC

MAB COMPANIES LLC

RKC OWENS FAMILY LTD

H-E-B LP

H-E-B LP

GROUP PACIFIC HOLDINGS LLC

BUC-EES LTD

KAYASA HOLDINGS LLC

AND MESCAL HILL WILSON FMILY LP

EVELYN COLE FAMILY LTD & ADDISON JR 

AND MESCAL HILL WILSON FMILY LP

EVELYN COLE FAMILY LTD & ADDISON JR 

5398 N US HWY 75  MCKINNEY, TX 75071

9490 QUANTUM CIR ANNA, TX 75409-8259

901 SAM RAYBURN HWY MELISSA, TX 75454-2218

3807 COUNTY ROAD 276  MELISSA, TX 75454

107 COUNTY ROAD 915 ANNA, TX 75409-4411

3822 COUNTY ROAD 276  MELISSA, TX 75454

814 INWOOD DR MCKINNEY, TX 75069-4840

1033 CENTRAL EXPY  MELISSA, TX 75454

1101 CENTRAL EXPY  MELISSA, TX 75454

4851 LBJ FWY STE 210 DALLAS, TX 75244-6018

822 CENTRAL EXPY  MELISSA, TX 75454

814 INWOOD DR MCKINNEY, TX 75069-4840

646 S FLORES ST SAN ANTONIO, TX 78204-1219

646 S FLORES ST SAN ANTONIO, TX 78204-1219

110 BUCEES BLVD  MELISSA, TX 75454

1550 CENTRAL EXPY  MELISSA, TX 75454

979 FOREST AVE RYE, NY 10580-3109

3838 OAK LAWN AVE STE 810 DALLAS, TX 75219

3838 OAK LAWN AVE STE 810 DALLAS, TX 75219

3838 OAK LAWN AVE STE 810 DALLAS, TX 75219

3838 OAK LAWN AVE STE 810 DALLAS, TX 75219

BERMUDA DUNES, CA 92203-1251

79687 COUNTRY CLUB DR STE 201 

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

FARM

LAKES

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

VACANT LAND

DAVIS EXCAVATION

VACANT LAND

RESIDENTIAL

VACANT LAND

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

VACANT LAND  W/ RIVER

RADIO STATION KWPL

FARM

LIGHTHOUSE RV RESORT

FARM

RESIDENTIAL

BUC-EES

VACANT LAND

PROPERTY OWNERS

OCCUPANT

ROADWAY CURVE NAME

HORIZONTAL CURVE SHOULDER DATA

10 10CL_US75 (NB) CL_US75_1(NB)

INSIDE SHOULDER WIDTH (FT) OUTSIDE SHOULDER WIDTH (FT)

8DC_380WB75NB_01

DC_380WB75NB

DC_380WB75NB_02

DC_380WB75NB_04

DC_380WB75NB_03

DC_380WB75NB_05

4

4 8

4

4 10

8-10

4DC_75SB380EB_01 4-9DC_75SB380EB

4 8DC_75NB380WB_03

DC_75NB380WB_04 N/A 8-10
DC_75SB380WB

N/A

8

STA = 1028+00.00

EL = 593.60

+2.
47% -2.10%

L = 1,200.00

STA = 1044+00.00

EL = 560.00

-2.10% +0.58%

L = 500.00

STA = 1063+00.00

EL = 571.01

+0.58% -0.50%

L = 150.00

STA = 1080+07.27

EL = 562.53

-0.50% +3
.2

6%

L = 680.00

STA = 1091+05.25

EL = 598.29

+3
.2

6%
+1.24

%

STA = 1110+82.73

EL = 622.76

+1.24
% +1.12%

L = 150.00

V
P

T
 1

0
3

4
+

0
0

.0
0

 E
L

=
5

8
1

.0
0

V
P

C
 1

0
4
1
+

5
0
.0

0
 E

L
=

5
6
5
.2

5

V
P

T
 1

0
4

6
+

5
0

.0
0

 E
L

=
5

6
1

.4
5

V
P

C
 1

0
6
2
+

2
5
.0

0
 E

L
=

5
7
0
.5

8

V
P

T
 1

0
6

3
+

7
5

.0
0

 E
L

=
5

7
0

.6
4

V
P

C
 1

0
7
6
+

6
7
.2

7
 E

L
=

5
6
4
.2

2

V
P

T
 1

0
8

3
+

4
7

.2
7

 E
L

=
5

7
3

.6
1

V
P

C
 1

1
1
0
+

0
7
.7

3
 E

L
=

6
2
1
.8

4

V
P

T
 1

1
1

1
+

5
7

.7
3

 E
L

=
6

2
3

.6
0

S
T

A
 1

5
5
9
+

5
4
.0

0

B
E

G
I
N

 B
R

I
D

G
E

 W
I
D

E
N

I
N

G

S
T

A
 1

5
6
6
+

8
9
.0

0

E
N

D
 B

R
ID

G
E

 W
ID

E
N

IN
G

V
P

C
 1

0
8
9
+

0
5
.2

5
 E

L
=

5
9
1
.7

8

V
P

T
 1

0
9

3
+

0
5

.2
5

 E
L

=
6

0
0

.7
6

L = 400.00

K = 198

ex = -1.01'

K = 263

ex = -6.86'

ex = 1.67'

K = 187

ex = -0.20'

K = 139

ex = 3.19'

K = 181

K = 1246

ex = -0.02'

[ US380A

EXIST GROUND @ 

100

50

FEMA HW   = 561.95'

FEMA HW   = 559.74'

L = 400.00

K = 198

ex = -1.01'

V
P

C
 1

0
8
9
+

0
5
.2

5
 E

L
=

5
9
1
.7

8

V
P

T
 1

0
9

3
+

0
5

.2
5

 E
L

=
6

0
0

.7
6

1030+00 1035+00 1040+00 1045+00 1050+00 1055+00 1060+00 1065+00 1070+00 1075+00 1080+00 1085+00 1090+00 1095+00 1100+00 1105+00 1110+00

5
6
5
.8

4

5
8

5
.9

2

5
8
5
.3

4

5
8
4
.2

9

5
8
2
.9

1

5
8
1
.3

1

5
7
9
.3

7

5
7
7
.4

2

5
7
5
.2

9

5
7
3
.0

9

5
7

0
.9

6

5
6
8
.9

2

5
6
6
.6

3

5
6
4
.4

5

5
6
2
.8

8

5
6
1
.4

7

5
6
0
.1

0

5
5
8
.6

9

5
5
9
.7

3

5
6

0
.1

1

5
6
0
.7

4

5
6
1
.3

8

5
6
1
.8

3

5
6
2
.5

0

5
6
3
.0

9

5
6
3
.5

7

5
6
4
.2

4

5
6
4
.7

6

5
6

5
.6

4

5
6
6
.2

6

5
6
6
.7

4

5
6
7
.7

3

5
5
0
.5

5

5
5
0
.3

1

5
5
0
.6

1

5
5
0
.6

3

5
4
7
.8

5

5
5

0
.1

9

5
5

0
.0

2

5
6
5
.5

7

5
6
7
.4

5

5
6
6
.6

6

5
6
6
.0

6

5
6
5
.5

7

5
6
5
.0

7

5
6
4
.6

3

5
6
3
.6

3

5
6
3
.2

8

5
6

3
.6

0

5
6

3
.0

5

5
6
2
.4

5

5
6
3
.0

8

5
6
4
.0

6

5
6
5
.8

0

5
6
7
.9

3

5
7
0
.3

0

5
7
3
.0

2

5
7

6
.7

3

5
8

0
.1

9

5
8
4
.1

9

5
8
7
.1

7

5
9
0
.5

2

5
9
2
.8

9

5
9
5
.3

4

5
9
7
.6

0

5
9
9
.3

1

6
0
0
.9

0

6
0

2
.3

3

6
0
3
.3

0

6
0
4
.6

6

6
0
6
.0

0

6
0
7
.2

5

6
0
8
.8

1

6
0
9
.8

9

6
1
1
.2

3

6
1
2
.8

0

6
1

4
.3

3

6
1
5
.3

5

6
1
6
.1

2

6
1
7
.0

4

6
1
8
.1

3

6
1
8
.7

6

6
1
9
.7

8

6
2
0
.6

7

6
2
2
.3

5

6
2

3
.5

6

5
8

6
.7

4

5
8

6
.7

4

5
8
6
.3

5

5
8
5
.5

9

5
8
4
.4

4

5
8
2
.9

1

5
8
1
.0

0

5
7
8
.9

0

5
7
6
.8

0

5
7

4
.7

0

5
7

2
.6

0

5
7
0
.5

0

5
6
8
.4

0

5
6
6
.3

0

5
6
4
.2

7

5
6
2
.7

0

5
6
1
.6

7

5
6
1
.1

8

5
6

1
.2

3

5
6

1
.7

4

5
6
2
.3

2

5
6
2
.9

0

5
6
3
.4

8

5
6
4
.0

6

5
6
4
.6

4

5
6
5
.2

2

5
6
5
.7

9

5
6
6
.3

7

5
6

6
.9

5

5
6
7
.5

3

5
6
8
.1

1

5
6
8
.6

9

5
6
9
.2

7

5
6
9
.8

5

5
7
0
.4

3

5
7
0
.8

1

5
7
0
.5

1

5
7

0
.0

2

5
6
9
.5

2

5
6
9
.0

2

5
6
8
.5

3

5
6
8
.0

3

5
6
7
.5

3

5
6
7
.0

4

5
6
6
.5

4

5
6
6
.0

5

5
6
5
.5

5

5
6
5
.0

5

5
6

4
.5

6

5
6
4
.0

9

5
6
4
.0

5

5
6
4
.5

6

5
6
5
.6

2

5
6
7
.2

4

5
6
9
.4

1

5
7
2
.1

3

5
7
5
.3

2

5
7

8
.5

8

5
8
1
.8

4

5
8
5
.0

9

5
8
8
.3

5

5
9
1
.6

0

5
9
4
.8

6

5
9
8
.1

2

5
9
9
.4

6

6
0
0
.7

0

6
0

1
.9

4

6
0
3
.1

7

6
0
4
.4

1

6
0
5
.6

5

6
0
6
.8

9

6
0
8
.1

2

6
0
9
.3

6

6
1
0
.6

0

6
1
1
.8

4

6
1

3
.0

8

6
1
4
.3

1

6
1
5
.5

5

6
1
6
.7

9

6
1
8
.0

3

6
1
9
.2

6

6
2
0
.5

0

6
2
1
.7

4

6
2
2
.9

4

6
2

4
.0

7

6
2
5
.1

9

U
S

 3
8
0
 -

 S
E

G
M

E
N

T
 E

C
S
J
 
0
1
3
5
-
1
5
-
0
0
2

[
 

U
S
7
5
 

S
T

A
 
1
1
1
0

+
0
0
.
0
0

M
A

T
C

H
L
I

N
E

C
S
J
 
0
1
3
5
-
1
5
-
0
0
2

[
 

U
S
7
5
 

S
T

A
 
1
1
1
0

+
0
0
.
0
0

M
A

T
C

H
L
I

N
E

N

570

580

560

550

540

590

600

610

620

630

570

580

540

590

600

610

620

630

560

550

C
S

J
 0

1
3
5
-
1
5
-
0
0
2

[
 U

S
7
5
 S

T
A

 1
0
2
7
+

8
1
.4

3

M
A

T
C

H
L

IN
E

 R
O

L
L

 8

+2.
47%

ROLL 10 OF 13ROLL 10 OF 13

380

5

543

1461

2478

75

121

1827

380

546

720

121
75

380

5

121

380

5

543

1461

2478

75

121

1827

380

546

720

121
75

380

5

121

380
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380
WEST

Denton

380

Greenville

Denton

1MILE

XXEXIT

PROPOSED COSS

[ US75 STA 1028+50

PROPOSED OSB

[ US75 STA 1039+00

PROPOSED COSS

STA 1095+20

[ US75

EXISTING SIGN TO REMAIN

½ MILE

EXIT 45

Bu - e Blvdsec ´

75
NORTH

Sherm an

Bonham

EXIT ONLY

EXIT 44

NORTHTEXAS

121

WITH PROPOSED SIGN

REPLACE EXISTING SIGN 

EXISTING SIGN TO REMAIN

EXIT 45

Bu - e Blvdsec ´

EXISTING SIGN TO REMAIN

EXIT XX
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Da llas

380

EXIT ONLY

SOUTH Greenville

Denton

WITH PROPOSED SIGN

REPLACE EXISTING SIGN 

EXIT 43

Laud Howell Pkwy
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Bloom dale Rd

½ MILE

EXIT 43

Laud Howell Pkwy
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EXIT 43

Laud Howell Pkwy

EXIT ONLY
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Bloom dale Rd

EXIST ROW

EXIST ROW

EXIST ROW

EXIST ROW

EXIST ROW

[ US75

[ US75 STA 1059+44.76
BEGIN BRIDGE WIDENING

[ US75 STA 1066+79.20

END BRIDGE WIDENING

US75-CL-2

80.20' LT

STA 1036+02.84

[ US75

BEGIN WIDENING

14.00' RT

STA 1045+80.68

[ US75

BEGIN WIDENING

80.20' LT

STA 1051+29.61

[ US75

END WIDENING

69.10' RT
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BEGIN WIDENING

187.43' RT

STA 1035+83.57
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| DC 38WB75NB STA 22+52.00
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EXIST ROW

| DC75SB380WB STA 45+85.00
END DC BRIDGE
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| FR 380A WB STA 3297+97.31

CSJ 0135-02-065

BEGIN PROJECT

[ US380A STA 1473+80.51

BEGIN CSJ 0135-15-002

END CSJ 0135-02-065

[ US380C STA 2110+32.50

BEGIN CSJ 0135-03-053

END CSJ 0135-15-002

[ US380C STA 2128+25.00

END CSJ 0135-03-053

END PROJECT
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SEGMENT C LENGTH: 4.21 MILES

SEGMENT E LENGTH: 5.61 MILES

SEGMENT A LENGTH: 5.47 MILES

FROM SH5 (NEW EXT OF SP399) TO FM 1827

CSJ 0135-03-053

(E OF MCKINNEY)

TO JCT US 380/E UNIVERSITY DR 

(W OF MCKINNEY)

FROM JCT US 380/W UNIVERSITY DR 

CSJ 0135-15-002

FROM COIT RD TO JCT US 380/UNIV DR

CSJ 0135-02-065
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EXISTING ELECTRIC
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EXISTING ROW

EXISTING PROPERTY LINES

EXISTING 100 YR FLOODPLAIN

EXISTING FLOODWAY

PROPOSED CENTERLINE/BASELINE

PROPOSED ROW

PROPOSED ROW (BY OTHERS)

PROPOSED TRAFFIC BARRIER

PROPOSED BRIDGE BENTS

PROPOSED RETAINING WALL

EXISTING LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED BRIDGE

PROPOSED MAINLANES

PROPOSED RAMPS

PROPOSED FRONTAGE ROADS

PROPOSED SHARED USE PATH OR SIDEWALK 

HORIZONTAL ALIGNMENT CURVE NAME

PAVEMENT TO BE REMOVED

PARCEL ID NUMBER

DIRECT BUILDING DISPLACEMENT

PROPOSED DRAINAGE CULVERT

EXISTING DRAINAGE CULVERT

120

LEGEND:

INDUCED BUILDING DISPLACEMENT

TYPICAL SECTIONS LEGEND:

EXISTING STREAMS

ULTIMATE/FUTURE IMPROVEMENTS (BY OTHERS)

DIRECTION OF FLOW

PROPOSED CROSS STREETS AND DRIVEWAYS

WATER

WWL

ELEC

TELE

EXISTING WATER

EXISTING SANITARY SEWER

EXISTING GAS

EXISTING COMMUNICATIONS

PROPOSED UTILITY EASEMENT (BY OTHERS)

SEGMENT A

SEGMENT E

S
E

G
M

E
N

T
 

C

ADEQUATE CLEAR ZONE PROVIDED)

(CTR NOT REQUIRED WHEN

CTR: CONCRETE TRAFFIC RAIL

 CONCRETE TRAFFIC BARRIERCTB:

NOTES:

EXISTING LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED BRIDGE

PROPOSED MAINLANES

PROPOSED RAMPS

PROPOSED FRONTAGE ROADS

PROPOSED CROSS STREETS

PROPOSED SHARED USE PATH (SUP) OR SIDEWALK 

EXISTING ROADWAY TO REMAIN

EXISTING ROADWAY AND UTILITY EASEMENTS

PROPOSED TRANSITION/INTERIM PAVEMENT

FRISCO

TURN BAY LENGTH

MEDIAN

SEPARATOR (A)
TAPER (D)

STORAGE (B) DECELERATION (C)

TOTAL LENGTH

2%20 MPHURBAN MINOR COLLECTOR TURNAROUNDS

2%20 MPH VARIES MINOR SIDE ST

2%30 MPH VARIES CROSS STREET

2%45 MPH  URBAN COLLECTORFRONTAGE RD     

6%45 MPH  URBAN FREEWAYCOLLECTOR DISTR

6%40 MPH  URBAN FREEWAYDIRECT CONNECTOR

6%45 MPH URBAN FREEWAY RAMPS

6%60 MPH      URBAN FREEWAY US 380 MAINLANES

eMAXDESIGN SPEED  FUNCTIONAL CLASS.  ROADWAY

| FR 380A WB STA 3297+97.31

CSJ 0135-02-065

BEGIN PROJECT

[ US380A STA 1473+80.51

BEGIN CSJ 0135-15-002

END CSJ 0135-02-065

[ US380C STA 2110+32.50

BEGIN CSJ 0135-03-053

END CSJ 0135-15-002

[ US380C STA 2128+25.00

END CSJ 0135-03-053

END PROJECT

EXISTING WETLANDS/PONDS

GAS

FUTURE ROADWAY CONNECTION BY OTHERS

ROLL 6
ROLL 7

R
O

L
L
 
9

SEGMENT C LENGTH: 4.21 MILES

SEGMENT E LENGTH: 5.61 MILES

SEGMENT A LENGTH: 5.47 MILES

FROM SH5 (NEW EXT OF SP399) TO FM 1827

CSJ 0135-03-053

(E OF MCKINNEY)

TO JCT US 380/E UNIVERSITY DR 

(W OF MCKINNEY)

FROM JCT US 380/W UNIVERSITY DR 

CSJ 0135-15-002

FROM COIT RD TO JCT US 380/UNIV DR

CSJ 0135-02-065

PROPOSED NOISE BARRIER

EXISTING NOISE BARRIER

 

COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS

US 380

PUBLIC HEARING DESIGN SCHEMATIC

CHANGES TO THE WATER FEATURES DEPICTED.

ANALYSES AND FIELD DELINEATIONS MAY RESULT IN 

APPLICABLE USACE REGULATORY GUIDANCE. ADDITIONAL 

DELINEATIONS CONDUCTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH 

SURVEY AND TOPOGRAPHIC DATA) AND FIELD 

INTERPRETATION (USING AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHY, SOIL 

OF NATIONAL WETLAND INVENTORY (NWI), PHOTO 

SWALES, ETC.) SHOWN ORIGINATE FROM A COMBINATION 

WATER FEATURES (E.G. WETLANDS, STREAMS, PONDS, 

SHOWN SHOULD NOT BE CONSIDERED AS FINAL.

INSTALLATION OF TRAFFIC SIGNALS. SIGNAL LOCATIONS 

INTERSECTIONS ARE CONSTRUCTED TO JUSTIFY THE 

WARRANT ANALYSIS WILL BE REQUIRED AFTER 

AS PER TMUTCD REQUIREMENTS, A TRAFFIC SIGNAL 

11/13/2021.

TP&P AND APPOVED BY THE DALLAS DISTRICT ON 

ON TRAFFIC COUNTS AND GROWTH RATES REVIEWED BY 

TRAFFIC VOLUMES ON THE TRAFFIC DIAGRAM ARE BASED 

INTERSECTION DUE TO THE DIFFERENCES IN SKEW.

DESIGN VEHICLE. CORNER RADII VARY PER 

TURNAROUNDS WERE DESIGNED TO ACCOMMODATE A WB-67 

RESIDENTIAL STREETS.

STREETS.  A CITY BUS WAS USED ON SIDE STREETS AND 

TURNING MOVEMENTS ON ARTERIAL AND COLLECTOR

WB-67 DESIGN VEHICLE WAS USED IN EVALUATION OF 

PHASE OF THE PROJECT.

NOT SHOWN AND WILL BE DEVELOPED DURING THE PS&E 

CONVENTIONAL ROADWAY SIGNAGE (SMALL SIGNS) ARE 

TYPE II (5.75")UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE.

CURBS ON THE FRONTAGE ROADS AND CROSS STREETS ARE 

ACQUISITION PROCESS.

PROPERTY TO BE DETERMINED DURING THE ROW 

ACTUAL DAMAGES TO THE BUILDING AND 

STRUCTURE BUT FUNCTIONALLY IMPAIRS ITS OPERATION. 

PHYSICALLY INTERSECT THE EXISTING BUILDING 

DISPLACEMENTS IF THE PROPOSED ROW DOES NOT 

BUILDINGS ARE CONSIDERED AS POTENTIAL INDUCED 

INTERSECTS THE EXISTING BUILDING STRUCTURE. 

DISPLACEMENTS IF THE PROPOSED ROW PHYSICALLY 

BUILDINGS ARE CONSIDERED AS POTENTIAL DIRECT 

AND/OR IS LOCATED WITHIN ACCESS DENIAL LIMITS.

GOVERNMENT THAT THE DRIVEWAY IS A SAFETY ISSUE 

DETERMINED IN COORDINATION WITH THE LOCAL 

EXISTING DRIVEWAY ACCESS WILL REMAIN UNLESS IT IS 

TYPICAL SECTIONS.

PS&E. SIDEWALKS AND SHARED USE PATHS ARE SHOWN ON 

DIAGRAMMATIC ONLY AND WILL BE DESIGNED DURING 

CURB RAMPS, SIDEWALKS AND SHARED USE PATHS ARE 

COLLIN COUNTY APPRAISAL DISTRICT (OCTOBER, 2022)

PROPERTY LINES SHOWN ON SCHEMATIC OBTAINED FROM 

WERE DOWNLOADED FROM COLLIN COUNTY'S WEBSITE.

APPROXIMATE 100 YEAR FLOODPLAIN LIMITS (2011) 

NOTED OTHERWISE ON EACH SCHEMATIC ROLL.

MINOR CROSS STREET CORNER RADII ARE 25' UNLESS 

TABLES.

UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE IN THE SUPERLEVATION 

HIGH SPEED MAINLANES HAVE A NORMAL CROWN OF `2.5% 

LOW SPEED ROADWAYS HAVE A NORMAL CROWN OF `2% AND 

 

LESS THAN 10' WIDE ARE DUE TO TRANSITIONS.

TRAVEL LANE WIDTHS SHOWN IN THE TYPICAL SECTIONS 

NOTED OTHERWISE).

FACE OF CURB, RAIL, BARRIER, OR WALL (UNLESS 

DIMENSIONS ARE TO THE EDGE OF PAVEMENT OR NOMINAL 

DESIGN MANUAL FOR REFERENCE. 

SEE CHAPTER 2, SECTION 4 OF THE TXDOT ROADWAY 

USING A MAXIMUM SUPERELEVATION RATE OF 6%.

ALL SUPERELEVATION RATES WERE CALCULATED BASED ON 

OF BOTH THE EB AND WB MAINLANES.

SUPERELEVATION AXIS OF ROTATION IS ABOUT THE PGL 

COORDINATION WITH THE LOCAL GOVERNMENTS.

DETERMINED IN THE PS&E DEVELOPMENT PHASE IN 

FINAL LOCATION OF MEDIAN OPENINGS WILL BE 

AND RECORD PLANS.

(2020-2021), AERIAL SURVEYS DATED DECEMBER 2020, 

SCHEMATICS ARE BASED ON PARTIAL FIELD SURVEY 

EXISTING FEATURES WERE PARTIALLY SURVEYED.  
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     PRELIMINARY

TECHNICAL REVIEW.

RESULTING FROM PUBLIC INPUT AND

CHANGE BASED ON FURTHER DEVELOPMENTS

CONSTRUCTION PURPOSES AND SUBJECT TO

NOT INTENDED FOR PERMIT, BIDDING, OR 
SCHEMATIC PREPARED BY:
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P.E. NUMBERNAME

DAVID SUTTON 120142

01/04/2023

JANUARY 2023

PROPERTY OWNERS DATA

PARCEL NO. OWNER'S NAME ADDRESS OCCUPANT

332 LACORE AGRICULTURE LLC 901 SAM RAYBURN HWY FARM

333 W J FAMILY LP PO BOX 250128 RESEDENTIAL

334 LACORE AGRICULTURE LLC 901 SAM RAYBURN HWY FARM

384 WILLOW WOOD MCKINNEY HOMEOWNER'S ASSOCIATION INC 1800 PRESTON PARK BLVD STE 101 COMMON AREA

385 GLENN STEFEN DARBY & PO BOX 104 FARM

386 WILLOW WOOD MCKINNEY HOMEOWNER'S ASSOCIATION INC 1800 PRESTON PARK BLVD STE 101 COMMON AREA

387 BEAUCHAMP BEVERLY 1600 BANDY DR VACANT LAND

388 LACORE AGRICULTURE LLC 901 SAM RAYBURN HWY FARM

389 STERLING TRUST COMPANY CUSTODIAN FBO 2665 CR 338 FARM

390 EUBANK RICHARD H & SHERRI L 2371 COUNTY ROAD 338 FARM

391 EQUITY TRUST COMPANY 2665 COUNTY ROAD 338 FARM

392 EQUITY TRUST COMPANY 2665 COUNTY ROAD 338 FARM

393 EUBANK RICHARD H & SHERRI L 2371 COUNTY ROAD 338 FARM

394 EUBANK RICHARD H & SHERRI L 2371 COUNTY ROAD 338 FARM

395 SKW9 LLC 2665 COUNTY ROAD 338 FARM

396 EUBANK RICHARD H & SHERRI L 2371 COUNTY ROAD 338 RESIDENTIAL

397 EUBANK RICHARD H & SHERRI L 2371 COUNTY ROAD 338 FARM

398 O'NEAL MARGARET RODDEY 2235 COUNTY ROAD 338 RESIDENTIAL

399 O'NEAL MARGARET RODDEY 2235 COUNTY ROAD 338 RESIDENTIAL

400 O'NEAL MARGARET RODDEY 2235 COUNTY ROAD 338 RESIDENTIAL

401 BORCHARD JOE & MARY PO BOX 354 FARM

402 SWIM MICHAEL & LORI & 2280 COUNTY ROAD 338 RESIDENTIAL

403 SWIM MICHAEL & LORI & 2280 COUNTY ROAD 338 RESIDENTIAL

404 SWIM MICHAEL D & LORI A 2172 COUNTY ROAD 338 RESIDENTIAL

405 2118 CR 338 LLC 2118 COUNTY ROAD 338 RESIDENTIAL

406 GIBSON GARY MAX GENERAL DELIVERY RESIDENTIAL

STA = 1886+00.00

EL = 590.24

-0.64 % -1.90 %

L = 220.00

K = 174

ex = -0.35'

STA = 1892+50.00
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PROPOSED TAPERS

LOCATION TYPE BASELINE BEGIN END TAPER RATE

1 LANE MERGE CL_US380C 1919+05.53,  76.00  RT 1927+55.79, 64.00 RT 70 : 1

TURN BAY LENGTHS

LOCATION TAPER LENGTH DECEL LENGTH STORAGE LENGTH TOTAL LENGTH

L1 182' 340' 635' 975'

L2 150' 340' 385' 725'

L3 100' 340' 221' 561'

R1 179' 340' 646' 986'

R2 100' 340' 221' 561'

HORIZONTAL CURVE SHOULDER DATA

ROADWAY CURVE NAME INSIDE SHOULDER WIDTH( FT) OUTSIDE SHOULDER WIDTH (FT)

BL_US380C_EB

BL_US380C_EB_1 15 10

BL_US380C_EB_2 15 10

BL_US380C_EB_3 15 10

BL_US380C_WB

BL_US380C_WB_1 15 10

BL_US380C_WB_2 15 10

BL_US380C_WB_3 15 10

SUPERELEVATION SIGN CONVENTION

|/PGL

+

-

WESTBOUND ALIGNMENTS

|/PGL

+

-

EASTBOUND ALIGNMENTS

HORIZONTAL CURVE DATA

ALIGNMENT CURVE NAME DELTA DEGREE TANGENT LENGTH RADIUS PC STATION PT STATION PI STATION PI NORTHING (Y) PI EASTING (X)

(70MPH)

CL_US380C
CL_US380C_1 ï»¿22î€€ 37' 2 ï»¿1î€€ 4' 1 1,070.14' 2,112.40' 5,350.00' 1866+29.27 1887+41.67 1876+99.41 7,142,300.86 2,546,840.63 

CL_US380C_2 ï»¿19î€€ 3' ï»¿1î€€ 41' 570.56' 1,130.59' 3,400.00' 1900+37.34 1911+67.93 1906+07.90 7,140,619.92 2,549,248.27 

CL_US380C_3 ï»¿75î€€ 2' 5 ï»¿0î€€ 54' 3 4,838.34' 8,251.94' 6,300.00' 1919+05.53 2001+57.47 1967+43.87 7,138,937.56 2,555,160.05 

(70 MPH)

BL_US380C_EB
BL_US380C_EB_1 ï»¿22î€€ 24' ï»¿1î€€ 4' 5 1,049.47' 2,072.13' 5,300.00' 1866+31.11 1887+03.24 1876+80.58 7,142,254.20 2,546,819.86 

BL_US380C_EB_2 ï»¿18î€€ 47' 1 ï»¿1î€€ 39' 5 569.08' 1,127.94' 3,440.00' 1900+25.87 1911+53.81 1905+94.95 7,140,581.04 2,549,238.75 

BL_US380C_EB_3 ï»¿75î€€ 2' 5 ï»¿0î€€ 54' 5 4,807.62' 8,199.55' 6,260.00' 1918+91.41 2000+90.96 1966+99.03 7,138,907.50 2,555,119.56 

(70 MPH)

BL_US380C_WB
BL_US380C_WB_1 ï»¿22î€€ 56' 1 ï»¿1î€€ 3' 3 1,095.61' 2,161.87' 5,400.00' 1866+27.43 1887+89.30 1877+23.04 7,142,346.48 2,546,866.15 

BL_US380C_WB_2 ï»¿19î€€ 19' 2 ï»¿1î€€ 42' 1 572.03' 1,133.20' 3,360.00' 1900+48.82 1911+82.02 1906+20.85 7,140,658.80 2,549,257.81 

BL_US380C_WB_3 ï»¿75î€€ 2' 5 ï»¿0î€€ 54' 1 4,869.05' 8,304.33' 6,340.00' 1919+19.62 2002+23.95 1967+88.67 7,138,967.63 2,555,200.54 

(45 MPH)

FR_380C_EB01
FR_380C_EB01_1 ï»¿22î€€ 14' ï»¿1î€€ 25' 5 786.05 1552.31 4000.00 2869+63.09 2885+15.40 2877+49.13 7,142,065.92 2,546,872.92 

FR_380C_EB01_2 ï»¿18î€€ 52' 2 ï»¿1î€€ 36' 2 593.01 1175.27 3568.00 2899+45.34 2911+20.62 2905+38.35 7,140,464.48 2,549,180.70 

FR_380C_EB01_3 ï»¿75î€€ 2' 5 ï»¿0î€€ 56' 4709.32 8031.89 6132.00 2918+58.22 2998+90.11 2965+67.53 7,138,811.29 2,554,989.97 

(45 MPH)

FR_380C_WB01

FR_380C_WB01_1 ï»¿24î€€ 59' ï»¿3î€€ 57' 321.25 632.29 1450.00 3883+38.61 3889+70.91 3886+59.87 7,142,091.26 2,547,735.61 

FR_380C_WB01_2 ï»¿17î€€ 56' 2 ï»¿3î€€ 49' 1 236.78 469.68 1500.00 3889+70.91 3894+40.59 3892+07.68 7,141,646.31 2,548,072.39 

FR_380C_WB01_3 ï»¿19î€€ 3' ï»¿1î€€ 46' 2 542.37 1074.73 3232.00 3901+85.00 3912+59.73 3907+27.37 7,140,773.79 2,549,321.37 

FR_380C_WB01_4 ï»¿75î€€ 2' 5 ï»¿0î€€ 53' 4967.36 8471.99 6468.00 3919+97.33 4004+69.32 3969+64.69 7,139,063.83 2,555,330.13 

(45 MPH)

RP_C338_EBEX

RP_C338_EBEX_1 ï»¿1î€€ 34' 4 ï»¿0î€€ 22' 5 206.62 413.22 15000.00 10+00.00 14+13.22 12+06.62 7,140,885.12 2,548,714.77 

RP_C338_EBEX_2 ï»¿11î€€ 14' 3 ï»¿2î€€ 40' 3 210.62 419.89 2140.00 14+13.22 18+33.11 16+23.84 7,140,638.40 2,549,051.25 

RP_C338_EBEX_3 ï»¿5î€€ 37' 4 ï»¿1î€€ 37' 4 172.77 345.26 3514.00 18+33.11 21+78.37 20+05.88 7,140,476.32 2,549,398.70 

RP_C338_EBEX_4 ï»¿3î€€ 29' 3 ï»¿5î€€ 27' 2 32.02 64.02 1050.00 28+27.90 28+91.92 28+59.92 7,140,192.85 2,550,204.62 

(45 MPH)

RP_SH5_EBEN

RP_SH5_EBEN_1 ï»¿2î€€ 2' 2 ï»¿1î€€ 5' 2 93.69 187.36 5260.01 10+00.00 11+87.36 10+93.69 7,139,910.69 2,551,075.48 

RP_SH5_EBEN_2 ï»¿7î€€ 23' 1 ï»¿1î€€ 54' 1 194.35 388.16 3010.00 11+87.36 15+75.51 13+81.71 7,139,817.03 2,551,347.87 

RP_SH5_EBEN_3 ï»¿2î€€ 32' 2 ï»¿0î€€ 55' 4 136.85 273.66 6170.00 15+75.51 18+49.17 17+12.37 7,139,669.95 2,551,644.62 

RP_SH5_EBEN_4 ï»¿10î€€ 31' ï»¿1î€€ 54' 1 277.05 552.54 3010.00 24+35.86 29+88.40 27+12.91 7,139,186.31 2,552,520.55 

(45 MPH)

RP_NEWI_EBEX
RP_NEWI_EBEX_1 ï»¿11î€€ 6' 4 ï»¿1î€€ 42' 5 324.92 647.81 3340.00 10+00.00 16+47.81 13+24.92 7,137,911.00 2,553,791.13 

(45 MPH)

RP_C338_WBEN
RP_C338_WBEN_1 ï»¿4î€€ 56' 3 ï»¿1î€€ 14' 4 198.52 396.80 4600.00 10+00.00 13+96.80 11+98.52 7,140,397.81 2,550,306.42 

RP_C338_WBEN_2 ï»¿3î€€ 33' 1 ï»¿0î€€ 43' 4 244.19 488.23 7870.00 13+96.80 18+85.03 16+41.00 7,140,313.77 2,550,741.09 

RP_C338_WBEN_3 ï»¿7î€€ 50' 2 ï»¿2î€€ 54' 3 134.98 269.55 1970.00 18+85.03 21+54.58 20+20.02 7,140,218.85 2,551,108.19 

(45 MPH)

RP_SH5_WBEX
RP_SH5_WBEX_1 ï»¿6î€€ 34' 5 ï»¿2î€€ 54' 3 113.27 226.29 1970.00 10+00.00 12+26.29 11+13.27 7,139,789.81 2,552,004.50 

RP_SH5_WBEX_2 ï»¿11î€€ 1' 2 ï»¿1î€€ 47' 2 308.78 615.65 3200.00 17+57.14 23+72.79 20+65.92 7,139,235.80 2,552,779.80 

RP_SH5_WBEX_3 ï»¿2î€€ 24' 2 ï»¿0î€€ 43' 4 165.37 330.69 7870.00 23+72.79 27+03.48 25+38.16 7,138,891.46 2,553,105.75 

(30 MPH)

CL_PCR338
CL_PCR338_1 ï»¿44î€€ 43' 4 ï»¿16î€€ 22' 1 144.01 273.24 350.00 14+52.92 17+26.16 15+96.93 7,138,867.23 2,553,628.89 

(30 MPH)

CL_ECR338
CL_ECR338_1 ï»¿48î€€ 49' 3 ï»¿16î€€ 22' 1 158.86 298.26 350.00 10+00.00 12+98.26 11+58.86 7,137,869.24 2,553,497.29 

SUPERELEVATION DATA

CHAIN NAME STATION CROSS SLOPE 

BL_US380C_EB

1865+88.00 2.50%

1866+42.00 3.60%

1886+92.00 3.60%

1887+46.00 2.50%

1895+72.00 2.50%

1901+06.00 -4.90%

1910+73.00 -4.90%

1916+07.00 2.50%

1918+68.00 2.50%

1918+98.00 3.10%

BL_US380C_WB

1863+93.00 2.50%

1866+86.00 -3.60%

1887+30.00 -3.60%

1890+24.00 2.50%

1899+56.00 2.50%

1900+72.00 4.90%

1911+58.00 4.90%

1912+75.00 2.50%

1917+04.00 2.50%

1919+74.00 -3.10%

RP_C338_EBEX

17+63.00 -4.90%

18+63.00 -3.00%

21+00.00 -3.00%

23+61.00 2.00%

RP_SH5_EBEN
23+78.00 2.00%

24+36.00 3.10%

RP_NEWI_EBEX
16+07.00 3.10%

16+65.00 2.00%

RP_C338_WBEN
14+54.00 0.00%

15+59.00 2.00%

RP_SH5_WBEX
15+71.00 2.00%

18+37.00 -3.10%

N

U
S
 

3
8
0
 
-
 

S
E

G
M

E
N

T
 

C

US 380 - SEGMENT C PROFILE US 380 - SEGMENT C PROFILE

[
 

U
S
3
8
0

C
 

S
T

A
 
1
9
6
6

+
0
0
.
0
0

M
A

T
C

H
L
I

N
E
 

R
O

L
L
 
1
2

C
S
J
 
0
1
3
5
-
1
5
-
0
0
2

[
 

U
S
3
8
0

C
 
S

T
A
 
1
9
6
6

+
0
0
.
0
0

M
A

T
C

H
L
I

N
E
 

R
O

L
L
 
1
2

P
R

O
P

O
S

E
D
 

G
R

A
D

E
 

@
 
|
 

U
S
3
8
0

C
-

W
B
 

P
G

L

E
X
I

S
T
I

N
G
 

G
R

A
D

E
 

@
 
|
 

U
S
3
8
0

C
-

W
B
 

P
G

L

ROLL 11 OF 13 ROLL 11 OF 13

AND | US380C-EB 

PGL AT | US380C-WB

DIVIDED MEDIAN

EL 570.24

STA 1898+23.82

PGL AT [ US380C

UNDIVIDED MEDIAN

E
X
I

S
T
I

N
G
 

G
R

A
D

E
 

@
 
[
 

C
U

S
3
8
0

C

P
R

O
P

O
S

E
D
 

G
R

A
D

E
 

@
 
[
 

C
U

S
3
8
0

C

E
X
I

S
T
I

N
G
 

G
R

A
D

E
 

@
 
|
 

U
S
3
8
0

C
-

E
B
 

P
G

L

P
R

O
P

O
S

E
D
 

G
R

A
D

E
 

@
 
|
 

U
S
3
8
0

C
-

E
B
 

P
G

L

C
S
J
 
0
1
3
5
-
1
5
-
0
0
2

[
 

U
S
3
8
0

C
 

S
T

A
 
1
8
8
3

+
0
0
.
0
0

M
A

T
C

H
L
I

N
E
 

R
O

L
L
 
8

[
 

U
S
3
8
0

C
 

S
T

A
 
1
8
8
3

+
0
0
.
0
0

M
A

T
C

H
L
I

N
E
 

R
O

L
L
 
8

M
A

T
C

H
L
I

N
E
 

R
O

L
L
 
8

M
A

T
C

H
L
I

N
E
 

R
O

L
L
 
1
2

CONFIGURATIONS AND LOCATIONS.

REFER TO THE SCHEMATIC PLAN VIEW FOR ROADWAY 

THE TRAFFIC DIAGRAM IS FOR ILLUSTRATION PURPOSES ONLY. 

380

5

543

1461

2478

75

121

1827

380

546

720

121
75

380

5

121

380

5

543

1461

2478

75

121

1827

380

546

720

121
75

380

5

121

D
G

N
O
 

R
A
IL

R
O

A
D

C
R
 
3
3
8

C
R

3
3
8

CL_US380C_1

BL_US380C_WB_3

BL_US380C_WB_2

BL_US380C_WB_1

BL_US380C_EB_3

BL_US380C_EB_2

BL_US380C_EB_1

CL_US380C_3

CL_US380C_2

| US380C-EB

| US380C-WB

[ US380C

[ US380C

| US380C-EB

| US380C-WB

| FR 380C-EB

FR_380C_WB_1

FR_380C_WB_2

FR_380C_WB_3

FR_380C_EB_3

FR_380C_EB_1

FR_380C_EB_2

| RP C338-EBEX

RP_C338_WBEN_1

RP_C338_WBEN_2

RP_C338_WBEN_3

RP_C338_WBEN_4

RP_SH5_WBEX_1

| RP SH5-WBEX

RP_SH5_WBEX_3

RP_SH5_WBEX_2

RP_SH5_WBEX_4

RP_SH5_WBEX_5

RP_C338_EBEX_1

RP_C338_EBEX_2

RP_C338_EBEX_3

RP_C338_EBEX_4

RP_C338_EBEX_5

| RP SH5-EBEN

RP_SH5_EBEN_1

RP_SH5_EBEN_2

RP_SH5_EBEN_3

RP_SH5_EBEN_4

RP_SH5_EBEN_5

| RP NEWI-EBEX

RP_NEWI_EBEX_1

RP_NEWI_EBEX_2

| RP NEWI-WBEN

RP_NEWI_WBEN_1

RP_NEWI_WBEN_2

| FR 380C-WB STA 3884+07.53

BEGIN BRIDGE

| FR 380C-WB STA 3944+30.00

END BRIDGE

| FR 380C-WB STA 3965+60.00

BEGIN BRIDGE

|  FR 380C-EB STA 2960+90.00

BEGIN BRIDGE

|  FR 380C-EB STA 2940+40.00

END BRIDGE

HOME

BARN

BARN

BARN

SHED

HOME

| RP C338-WBEN

PROP ROW

PROP ROW

PROP ROW

PROP R
OW

PROP ROW

PROP ROW

L2

L1

[ PCR338 

[ ECR338 

CL_ECR338_1

CL_PCR338_1

FR_380C_WB_4

PROP ROW

PROP ROW

PROP R
OW

PROP R
OW

3-5'x4' MBC

[ US380C, STA 1965+08.38

PROPOSED CULVERT C-2

[ US380C STA 1940+00.00

END BRIDGE

[ US380C STA 1964+50.00

BEGIN BRIDGE

CITY OF IRVING

72" WM

GREATER TEXOMA UTILITY AUTHORITY

30" WM

NTMWD

84" WM

CITY OF IRVING

72" WM

GREATER TEXOMA UTILITY AUTHORITY

30" WM

NTMWD

84" WM

EASEMENT

NTMWD UTILITY

[ US380C STA 1883+00.00

BEGIN US 380 SEGMENT C

END US 380 SEGMENT E

|  FR 380C-EB

|  FR 380C-WB

|  FR 380C-WB

1-36" RCP

[ US380C, STA 1953+80.91

PROPOSED CULVERT C-1

R1

R=50'

R=82'

R=300'

R=30'

R=30'

R2

L3

18.00, RT

+34.99 

25.00, LT

+35.02 

18.00, RT

+99.45 

18.00, RT

+53.52 

18.00, RT

+01.25 

18.00, RT

+73.56 

18.00, RT

+95.01 
25.00, LT

+94.98 

19.00, RT

+07.01 

19.00, RT

+92.78 

18.00, LT

+64.99 

25.00, RT

+65.02 

18.00, LT

+03.65 

22.97, LT

+56.81 

29.00, LT

+60.13 

18.00, LT

+85.92 

18.00, LT

+25.01 

25.00, RT

+24.98 

19.00, RT

+34.42 

19.00, RT

+89.59 

EXIST ROW

DGNO RAILROAD

380

380



HORZ SCALE

0 0

VERT SCALE

200 2050 100 5 10

CEASON CLEMENS, P.E., DISTRICT ENGINEER

DALLAS DISTRICT

N

LOCATION MAP

NOT TO SCALE

PROSPER

McKINNEY

FAIRVIEW

HOPE

NEW

KEY MAP

NOT TO SCALE

ROLL 1 ROLL 2 ROLL 3

R
O

L
L
 
4

ROLL 5
R

O
L
L
 
1
0

ROLL 11

R
O

L
L
 
1
2

ROLL 13

8

ROLL

SEGMENT A

SEGMENT E

S
E

G
M

E
N

T
 

C

FRISCO

2%20 MPHURBAN MINOR COLLECTOR TURNAROUNDS

2%20 MPH VARIES MINOR SIDE ST

2%30 MPH VARIES CROSS STREET

2%45 MPH  URBAN COLLECTORFRONTAGE RD     

6%45 MPH  URBAN FREEWAYCOLLECTOR DISTR

6%40 MPH  URBAN FREEWAYDIRECT CONNECTOR

6%45 MPH URBAN FREEWAY RAMPS

6%60 MPH      URBAN FREEWAY US 380 MAINLANES

eMAXDESIGN SPEED  FUNCTIONAL CLASS.  ROADWAY

| FR 380A WB STA 3297+97.31

CSJ 0135-02-065

BEGIN PROJECT

[ US380A STA 1473+80.51

BEGIN CSJ 0135-15-002

END CSJ 0135-02-065

[ US380C STA 2110+32.50

BEGIN CSJ 0135-03-053

END CSJ 0135-15-002

[ US380C STA 2128+25.00

END CSJ 0135-03-053

END PROJECT

ROLL 6
ROLL 7

R
O

L
L
 
9

SEGMENT C LENGTH: 4.21 MILES

SEGMENT E LENGTH: 5.61 MILES

SEGMENT A LENGTH: 5.47 MILES

FROM SH5 (NEW EXT OF SP399) TO FM 1827

CSJ 0135-03-053

(E OF MCKINNEY)

TO JCT US 380/E UNIVERSITY DR 

(W OF MCKINNEY)

FROM JCT US 380/W UNIVERSITY DR 

CSJ 0135-15-002

FROM COIT RD TO JCT US 380/UNIV DR

CSJ 0135-02-065
 

COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS

US 380

PUBLIC HEARING DESIGN SCHEMATIC

$
D

A
T

E
$

$
S

C
A

L
E

S
H

O
R

T
$

P
l
o
t
t
e
d
 
o
n
:
 

S
c
a
l
e
:

P
e
n
 

T
a
b
l
e
:

$
P

E
N

T
B

L
S
$

D
e
s
i
g
n
 

F
i
l
e
n
a

m
e
:
 

HORZ SCALE

0 0

VERT SCALE

200 2050 100 5 10

2023 by Texas Department of Transportation; all rights reserved 2023 by Texas Department of Transportation; all rights reserved 

E
X
I

S
T
I

N
G
 

G
R

A
D

E

P
R

O
P

O
S

E
D
 

G
R

A
D

E

CEASON CLEMENS, P.E., DISTRICT ENGINEER

DALLAS DISTRICT

N

U
S
 

3
8
0
 
-
 

S
E

G
M

E
N

T
 

A

LOCATION MAP

NOT TO SCALE

PROSPER

McKINNEY

FAIRVIEW

HOPE

NEW

KEY MAP

NOT TO SCALE

ROLL 1 ROLL 2 ROLL 3

R
O

L
L
 
4

ROLL 5
R

O
L
L
 
1
0

$
F
I

L
E

S
$

$
D

A
T

E
$

$
S

C
A

L
E

S
H

O
R

T
$

P
l
o
t
t
e
d
 
o
n
:
 

S
c
a
l
e
:

P
e
n
 

T
a
b
l
e
:

D
e
s
i
g
n
 

F
i
l
e
n
a

m
e
:
 $

F
I

L
E

S
$

$
P

E
N

T
B

L
S
$

ROLL 11

R
O

L
L
 
1
2

ROLL 13

8

ROLL

EXISTING ELECTRIC

CL_US380A_1

EXISTING ROW

EXISTING PROPERTY LINES

EXISTING 100 YR FLOODPLAIN

EXISTING FLOODWAY

PROPOSED CENTERLINE/BASELINE

PROPOSED ROW

PROPOSED ROW (BY OTHERS)

PROPOSED TRAFFIC BARRIER

PROPOSED BRIDGE BENTS

PROPOSED RETAINING WALL

EXISTING LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED BRIDGE

PROPOSED MAINLANES

PROPOSED RAMPS

PROPOSED FRONTAGE ROADS

PROPOSED SHARED USE PATH OR SIDEWALK 

HORIZONTAL ALIGNMENT CURVE NAME

PAVEMENT TO BE REMOVED

PARCEL ID NUMBER

DIRECT BUILDING DISPLACEMENT

PROPOSED DRAINAGE CULVERT

EXISTING DRAINAGE CULVERT

120

LEGEND:

INDUCED BUILDING DISPLACEMENT

TYPICAL SECTIONS LEGEND:

EXISTING STREAMS

ULTIMATE/FUTURE IMPROVEMENTS (BY OTHERS)

DIRECTION OF FLOW

PROPOSED CROSS STREETS AND DRIVEWAYS

WATER

WWL

ELEC

TELE

EXISTING WATER

EXISTING SANITARY SEWER

EXISTING GAS

EXISTING COMMUNICATIONS

PROPOSED UTILITY EASEMENT (BY OTHERS)

SEGMENT A

SEGMENT E

S
E

G
M

E
N

T
 

C

ADEQUATE CLEAR ZONE PROVIDED)

(CTR NOT REQUIRED WHEN

CTR: CONCRETE TRAFFIC RAIL

 CONCRETE TRAFFIC BARRIERCTB:

NOTES:

EXISTING LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED BRIDGE

PROPOSED MAINLANES

PROPOSED RAMPS

PROPOSED FRONTAGE ROADS

PROPOSED CROSS STREETS

PROPOSED SHARED USE PATH (SUP) OR SIDEWALK 

EXISTING ROADWAY TO REMAIN

EXISTING ROADWAY AND UTILITY EASEMENTS

PROPOSED TRANSITION/INTERIM PAVEMENT

FRISCO

TURN BAY LENGTH

MEDIAN

SEPARATOR (A)
TAPER (D)

STORAGE (B) DECELERATION (C)

TOTAL LENGTH

2%20 MPHURBAN MINOR COLLECTOR TURNAROUNDS

2%20 MPH VARIES MINOR SIDE ST

2%30 MPH VARIES CROSS STREET

2%45 MPH  URBAN COLLECTORFRONTAGE RD     

6%45 MPH  URBAN FREEWAYCOLLECTOR DISTR

6%40 MPH  URBAN FREEWAYDIRECT CONNECTOR

6%45 MPH URBAN FREEWAY RAMPS

6%60 MPH      URBAN FREEWAY US 380 MAINLANES

eMAXDESIGN SPEED  FUNCTIONAL CLASS.  ROADWAY

| FR 380A WB STA 3297+97.31

CSJ 0135-02-065

BEGIN PROJECT

[ US380A STA 1473+80.51

BEGIN CSJ 0135-15-002

END CSJ 0135-02-065

[ US380C STA 2110+32.50

BEGIN CSJ 0135-03-053

END CSJ 0135-15-002

[ US380C STA 2128+25.00

END CSJ 0135-03-053

END PROJECT

EXISTING WETLANDS/PONDS

GAS

FUTURE ROADWAY CONNECTION BY OTHERS

ROLL 6
ROLL 7

R
O

L
L
 
9

SEGMENT C LENGTH: 4.21 MILES

SEGMENT E LENGTH: 5.61 MILES

SEGMENT A LENGTH: 5.47 MILES

FROM SH5 (NEW EXT OF SP399) TO FM 1827

CSJ 0135-03-053

(E OF MCKINNEY)

TO JCT US 380/E UNIVERSITY DR 

(W OF MCKINNEY)

FROM JCT US 380/W UNIVERSITY DR 

CSJ 0135-15-002

FROM COIT RD TO JCT US 380/UNIV DR

CSJ 0135-02-065

PROPOSED NOISE BARRIER

EXISTING NOISE BARRIER

 

COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS

US 380

PUBLIC HEARING DESIGN SCHEMATIC

CHANGES TO THE WATER FEATURES DEPICTED.

ANALYSES AND FIELD DELINEATIONS MAY RESULT IN 

APPLICABLE USACE REGULATORY GUIDANCE. ADDITIONAL 

DELINEATIONS CONDUCTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH 

SURVEY AND TOPOGRAPHIC DATA) AND FIELD 

INTERPRETATION (USING AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHY, SOIL 

OF NATIONAL WETLAND INVENTORY (NWI), PHOTO 

SWALES, ETC.) SHOWN ORIGINATE FROM A COMBINATION 

WATER FEATURES (E.G. WETLANDS, STREAMS, PONDS, 

SHOWN SHOULD NOT BE CONSIDERED AS FINAL.

INSTALLATION OF TRAFFIC SIGNALS. SIGNAL LOCATIONS 

INTERSECTIONS ARE CONSTRUCTED TO JUSTIFY THE 

WARRANT ANALYSIS WILL BE REQUIRED AFTER 

AS PER TMUTCD REQUIREMENTS, A TRAFFIC SIGNAL 

11/13/2021.

TP&P AND APPOVED BY THE DALLAS DISTRICT ON 

ON TRAFFIC COUNTS AND GROWTH RATES REVIEWED BY 

TRAFFIC VOLUMES ON THE TRAFFIC DIAGRAM ARE BASED 

INTERSECTION DUE TO THE DIFFERENCES IN SKEW.

DESIGN VEHICLE. CORNER RADII VARY PER 

TURNAROUNDS WERE DESIGNED TO ACCOMMODATE A WB-67 

RESIDENTIAL STREETS.

STREETS.  A CITY BUS WAS USED ON SIDE STREETS AND 

TURNING MOVEMENTS ON ARTERIAL AND COLLECTOR

WB-67 DESIGN VEHICLE WAS USED IN EVALUATION OF 

PHASE OF THE PROJECT.

NOT SHOWN AND WILL BE DEVELOPED DURING THE PS&E 

CONVENTIONAL ROADWAY SIGNAGE (SMALL SIGNS) ARE 

TYPE II (5.75")UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE.

CURBS ON THE FRONTAGE ROADS AND CROSS STREETS ARE 

ACQUISITION PROCESS.

PROPERTY TO BE DETERMINED DURING THE ROW 

ACTUAL DAMAGES TO THE BUILDING AND 

STRUCTURE BUT FUNCTIONALLY IMPAIRS ITS OPERATION. 

PHYSICALLY INTERSECT THE EXISTING BUILDING 

DISPLACEMENTS IF THE PROPOSED ROW DOES NOT 

BUILDINGS ARE CONSIDERED AS POTENTIAL INDUCED 

INTERSECTS THE EXISTING BUILDING STRUCTURE. 

DISPLACEMENTS IF THE PROPOSED ROW PHYSICALLY 

BUILDINGS ARE CONSIDERED AS POTENTIAL DIRECT 

AND/OR IS LOCATED WITHIN ACCESS DENIAL LIMITS.

GOVERNMENT THAT THE DRIVEWAY IS A SAFETY ISSUE 

DETERMINED IN COORDINATION WITH THE LOCAL 

EXISTING DRIVEWAY ACCESS WILL REMAIN UNLESS IT IS 

TYPICAL SECTIONS.

PS&E. SIDEWALKS AND SHARED USE PATHS ARE SHOWN ON 

DIAGRAMMATIC ONLY AND WILL BE DESIGNED DURING 

CURB RAMPS, SIDEWALKS AND SHARED USE PATHS ARE 

COLLIN COUNTY APPRAISAL DISTRICT (OCTOBER, 2022)

PROPERTY LINES SHOWN ON SCHEMATIC OBTAINED FROM 

WERE DOWNLOADED FROM COLLIN COUNTY'S WEBSITE.

APPROXIMATE 100 YEAR FLOODPLAIN LIMITS (2011) 

NOTED OTHERWISE ON EACH SCHEMATIC ROLL.

MINOR CROSS STREET CORNER RADII ARE 25' UNLESS 

TABLES.

UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE IN THE SUPERLEVATION 

HIGH SPEED MAINLANES HAVE A NORMAL CROWN OF `2.5% 

LOW SPEED ROADWAYS HAVE A NORMAL CROWN OF `2% AND 

 

LESS THAN 10' WIDE ARE DUE TO TRANSITIONS.

TRAVEL LANE WIDTHS SHOWN IN THE TYPICAL SECTIONS 

NOTED OTHERWISE).

FACE OF CURB, RAIL, BARRIER, OR WALL (UNLESS 

DIMENSIONS ARE TO THE EDGE OF PAVEMENT OR NOMINAL 

DESIGN MANUAL FOR REFERENCE. 

SEE CHAPTER 2, SECTION 4 OF THE TXDOT ROADWAY 

USING A MAXIMUM SUPERELEVATION RATE OF 6%.

ALL SUPERELEVATION RATES WERE CALCULATED BASED ON 

OF BOTH THE EB AND WB MAINLANES.

SUPERELEVATION AXIS OF ROTATION IS ABOUT THE PGL 

COORDINATION WITH THE LOCAL GOVERNMENTS.

DETERMINED IN THE PS&E DEVELOPMENT PHASE IN 

FINAL LOCATION OF MEDIAN OPENINGS WILL BE 

AND RECORD PLANS.

(2020-2021), AERIAL SURVEYS DATED DECEMBER 2020, 

SCHEMATICS ARE BASED ON PARTIAL FIELD SURVEY 

EXISTING FEATURES WERE PARTIALLY SURVEYED.  

20.

19.

18.

17.

16.

15.

14.

13.

12.

11.

10.

9.

8.

7.

6.

5.

4.

3.

2.

1.

GENERAL NOTES:                      

PROJECT BY OTHERS

 

100'

 

56'

 

44'

2.0% 2.0%
GROUND

EXISTING

 

2'

LANE

11'

LANE

11'

 

2'

EXISTING FM 2933/CR 331

US 380 SEGMENT C

 

100'

 

56'

 

44'

2.0% 2.0%
GROUND

EXISTING

 

2'

LANE

11'

LANE

11'

 

2'

PROPOSED FM 2933/CR 331

US 380 SEGMENT C

[ FM 2933 

[ CR 331

[ US380C| US380C WB | US380C EB | FR 380C EB| FR 380C WB

WB FR

37'

2.0%

PGL

SUP

10'

1.5%

 

2'

 

2'

4:1 MAX

6:1 USUAL
6:1 USUAL4:1 MAX

6:1 
USUAL

4:1 
MAX

 

5'

LANE

11'

LANE

11'

EB FR

37'

2.0%

PGL

SUP

10'

1.5%

 

2'

 

2'

4:1 MAX

6:1 USUAL6:1 
USUAL

4:1 
MAX

6:1 USUAL4:1 MAX

 

5'

LANE

11'

2.5%2.5%

EB MAINLANE

86'

WB MAINLANE

86'

PGLPGL

LANE

12'

LANE

12'

LANE

12'

SHLD

10'

LANE

12'

LANE

12'

LANE

12'

SHLD

10'

E
X
I

S
T
 

R
O

W

E
X
I

S
T
 

R
O

W
E

X
I

S
T
 

R
O

W

E
X
I

S
T
 

R
O

W

PROPOSED US 380

2.0%

SHLD

4'

LANE

14'

 

8'

| RAMP| RAMP

PGL

PROPOSED US 380

2.0%

SHLD

4'

LANE

14'

 

8'

| RAMP| RAMP

PGL

1 LN RAMP1 LN RAMP

| RAMP

RAMP

26'

LANE

14' 4'

S
H

L
D

PGLPGL

2.0%

S
H

L
D 

8'

PROPOSED US 380

S
H

L
D

S
H

L
D

PGLPGL

2.0%

| RAMP

S
H

L
D

| RAMP

RAMP

26'

4'

S
H

L
D LANE

14'

 

8'

PROPOSED US 380

[ FM 2933 

[ CR 331

1 LN WB RAMP 1 LN EB RAMP

2.5%2.5%

SHLD

10'

LANE

12'

LANE

12'

LANE

12'

SHLD

15'

PGL

P
R

O
P
 

R
O

W

[ US380C

2.5%2.5%

LANE

12'

LANE

12'

LANE

12'

SHLD

15'

PGL

LANE

12'P
R

O
P
 

R
O

W

| US380C WB | US380C EB

SHLD

10'

(TYPICAL)

CTB

 

2'

 

32'

 

168'

 

168'

 

32'

 

400'

WB MAINLANE

73'

EB MAINLANE

73'

AUX

0'-12'

UNDIVIDED US 380 SEGMENT C

8 LN ML, 2 LN FR

STA 1964+50.00 TO STA 1972+50.00

PROPOSED US 380 - 400' ROW

LANE

11'

LANE

11'

2.0%

PGL

LANE

11'

LANE

11'

EB FR

26'

2.0%

 

2'

SUP

10'

2'

2'

| FR 380C EB

2'

LANE

11'

LANE

11'

2.0%

PGL

LANE

11'

LANE

11'

WB FR

26'

2.0%

 

2'

SUP

10'

2'

2'

| FR 380C WB

2'

P
R

O
P
 

R
O

W

[ US380C| US380C WB | US380C EB | FR 380C EB| FR 380C WB

WB FR

37'

2.0%

PGL

SUP

10'

1.5%

 

2'

 

2'

4:1 MAX

6:1 USUAL
6:1 USUAL4:1 MAX

6:1 
USUAL

4:1 
MAX

 

5'

LANE

11'

LANE

11'

LANE

11'

EB FR

37'

2.0%

PGL

SUP

10'

1.5%

 

2'

 

2'

4:1 MAX

6:1 USUAL
6:1 

USUAL

4:1 
MAX

6:1 USUAL4:1 MAX

 

5'

 

15'

LANE

11'

2.5%2.5%

EB MAINLANE

74'

WB MAINLANE

74'

PGLPGL

LANE

0'-11'

LANE

11'

SHLD

15'

LANE

12'

LANE

12'

LANE

12'

LANE

12'

SHLD

10'

LANE

12'

LANE

12'

LANE

12'

LANE

12'

SHLD

10'

SHLD

15'

 

15'

P
R

O
P
 

R
O

W

8 LN ML, 2 LN FR

STA 1972+50.00 TO STA 2000+36.62

PROPOSED US 380 - 407' ROW

AUX

11'

AUX

11'

LANE

11'

P
R

O
P
 

R
O

W

E
X
I

S
T
 

R
O

W

LANE

12'

SHLD

15'-27'

LANE

12'

SHLD

15'

AUX

12'

8 LN ML, 2 LN FR

STA 2000+36.62 TO STA 2031+00.00

PROPOSED US 380 - 407' ROW

[ US380C| US380C WB | US380C EB | FR 380C EB| FR 380C WB

WB FR

26'

2.0%

PGL

SUP

10'

1.5%

 

2'

 

2'

4:1 MAX

6:1 USUAL

6:1 USUAL4:1 MAX
6:1 

USUAL

4:1 
MAX

 

5'

LANE

11'

LANE

11'

EB FR

37'

2.0%

PGL

SUP

10'

1.5%

 

2'

 

2'

4:1 MAX

6:1 USUAL6:1 
USUAL

4:1 
MAX

6:1 USUAL4:1 MAX

 

5'

LANE

11'

2.5%2.5%

EB MAINLANE

86'

WB MAINLANE

86'

PGLPGL

LANE

12'

LANE

12'

LANE

12'

SHLD

10'

LANE

12'

LANE

12'

LANE

12'

SHLD

10'

 

36'

 

168'

 

168'

 

32' MIN.

 

404' MIN.

AUX

11'

LANE

11'

P
R

O
P
 

R
O

W

E
X
I

S
T
 

R
O

W

LANE

12'

SHLD

15'-27'

LANE

12'

SHLD

15'

AUX

12'

8 LN ML, 2 LN FR

STA 2031+00.00 TO STA 2053+39.62

PROPOSED US 380 - 407' ROW

VARIES

19' MIN

VARIES

15' MIN

VARIES

15' MIN

VARIES

19' MIN

(TYPICAL)

CTR

 

400' - 454'

 

404'- 451'

 

36'

 

168'

 

168'

 

32'-57'

 

32'

 

168'

 

168'

 

32'-57'

PROPOSED US 380

2.0%

LANE

24'

SHLD

2'

SHLD

2'

BUFFER

15'

TURNAROUND LANE

45' MIN

BRIDGE DECK

PROPOSED US 380

2.0%

LANE

24'

SHLD

2'

SHLD

2'

BUFFER

15'

TURNAROUND LANE

45' MIN

BRIDGE DECK

 

 

972.960.4400
Dallas, Texas  75248-1229
17111 Preston Road, Suite 300

Firm Registration No. F-754
HDR

 

 

     PRELIMINARY

TECHNICAL REVIEW.

RESULTING FROM PUBLIC INPUT AND

CHANGE BASED ON FURTHER DEVELOPMENTS

CONSTRUCTION PURPOSES AND SUBJECT TO

NOT INTENDED FOR PERMIT, BIDDING, OR 
SCHEMATIC PREPARED BY:

DATE

P.E. NUMBERNAME

DAVID SUTTON 120142

01/04/2023

JANUARY 2023

 

 

972.960.4400
Dallas, Texas  75248-1229
17111 Preston Road, Suite 300

Firm Registration No. F-754
HDR

 

 

     PRELIMINARY

TECHNICAL REVIEW.

RESULTING FROM PUBLIC INPUT AND

CHANGE BASED ON FURTHER DEVELOPMENTS

CONSTRUCTION PURPOSES AND SUBJECT TO

NOT INTENDED FOR PERMIT, BIDDING, OR 
SCHEMATIC PREPARED BY:

DATE

P.E. NUMBERNAME

DAVID SUTTON 120142

01/04/2023

JANUARY 2023

PROPERTY OWNERS DATA

PARCEL NO. OWNER'S NAME ADDRESS OCCUPANT

405 2118 CR 338 LLC 2118 COUNTY ROAD 338 RESIDENTIAL

406 GIBSON GARY MAX GENERAL DELIVERY RESIDENTIAL

407 BROWDER KENNETH WAYNE PO BOX 888 FARM

408 WOODLAWN CEMETERY ASSOC OF MCKINNEY CEMETRY-WOODLAWN

409 MILES SUSAN L 7425 OAK RIDGE DR RESIDENTIAL

410 BELLEMEADE FARM LP 1974 BELLEMEADE LN RESIDENTIAL

411 MILES SUSAN L 7425 OAK RIDGE DR FARM

412 THOMPSON J DAVID & KAREN K 1974 BELLEMEADE LN RESIDENTIAL

413 JBG LITTLE FARM LLC 7230 MASON DELLS DR FARM

414 JBG LITTLE FARM LLC 7230 MASON DELLS DR RESIDENTIAL

415 LADD DEBRA 2022 WAYSIDE TRL VACANT LAND

416 SHAABANI JEFFREY 12647 COLBORNE DR RESIDENTIAL

417 BLOCK DANIEL W & AMBER 2548 FM 2933 RESIDENTIAL

418 JBA LITTLE FARM LLC & 7230 MASON DELLS DR RESIDENTIAL

419 PATEL BHARGAV & RACHANA 2516 FM 2933 RESIDENTIAL

420 SANDERS GARY W & 2500 FM 2933 RESIDENTIAL

421 JBG LITTLE FARM LLC 7230 MASON DELLS DR FARM

422 JBG RENT HOUSES LLC 7230 MASON DELLS DR RESIDENTIAL

423 FEAGINS EDWIN 611 MILLICAN DR RESIDENTIAL

424 MCKINNEY HILL PARK LLC 924 S BELT LINE RD RESIDENTIAL

425 FEAGINS EDWIN 611 MILLICAN DR RESIDENTIAL

426 EQUINE TRANSITIONS LLC 9028 VILLA PARK CIR TARA ROYAL EQUESTRIAN CENTER

427 OWEN NEVA 161 NEW HOPE RD W RESIDENTIAL

428 MCKINNEY HILL PARK LP 826 MANGO CT FARM

429 CARTER EDGAR LAMAR III & 2663 COUNTY ROAD 332 RESIDENTIAL

430 TORRES DAVID & ROSIO CARDENAS 1501 N COLLEGE ST FARM

431 MCBROOM JOHN THOMAS 2571 COUNTY ROAD 332 RESIDENTIAL
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PROPOSED TAPERS

LOCATION TYPE BASELINE BEGIN END TAPER RATE

1 ADDITIONAL LANE CL_US380C 2028+71.05, 88.00  LT 2031+71.05,  76.00  LT 25 : 1

TURN BAY LENGTHS

LOCATION TAPER LENGTH DECEL LENGTH STORAGE LENGTH TOTAL LENGTH

L4 100' 340' 160' 500'

L5 100' 340' 160' 500'

L6 150' 340' 160' 500'

L7 100' 340' 110' 450'

R3 100' 340' 30' 370'

HORIZONTAL CURVE SHOULDER DATA

ROADWAY CURVE NAME INSIDE SHOULDER WIDTH( FT) OUTSIDE SHOULDER WIDTH (FT)

BL_US380C_EB
BL_US380C_EB_3 15 10

BL_US380C_EB_4 15 10

BL_US380C_WB
BL_US380C_WB_3 15 10

BL_US380C_WB_4 15 10

SUPERELEVATION SIGN CONVENTION

|/PGL

+

-

WESTBOUND ALIGNMENTS

|/PGL

+

-

EASTBOUND ALIGNMENTS

HORIZONTAL CURVE DATA

ALIGNMENT CURVE NAME DELTA DEGREE TANGENT LENGTH RADIUS PC STATION PT STATION PI STATION PI NORTHING (Y) PI EASTING (X)

(70MPH)

CL_US380C CL_US380C_3 ï»¿75î€€ 2' 5 ï»¿0î€€ 54' 3 4,838.34' 8,251.94' 6,300.00' 1919+05.53 2001+57.47 1967+43.87 7,138,937.56 2,555,160.05 

CL_US380C_4 ï»¿68î€€ 54' 5 ï»¿0î€€ 58' 1 4,048.64' 7,096.64' 5,900.00' 2037+50.36 2108+47.01 2077+99.00 7,126,459.35 2,554,956.84 

(70MPH)

BL_US380C_EB BL_US380C_EB_3 ï»¿75î€€ 2' 5 ï»¿0î€€ 54' 5 4,807.62' 8,199.55' 6,260.00' 1918+91.41 2000+90.96 1966+99.03 7,138,907.50 2,555,119.56 

BL_US380C_EB_4 ï»¿66î€€ 28' 4 ï»¿0î€€ 57' 5 3,892.89' 6,892.06' 5,940.00' 2036+83.85 2105+75.91 2075+76.74 7,126,615.73 2,554,919.38 

(70MPH)

BL_US380C_WB BL_US380C_WB_3 ï»¿75î€€ 2' 5 ï»¿0î€€ 54' 1 4,869.05' 8,304.33' 6,340.00' 1919+19.62 2002+23.95 1967+88.67 7,138,967.63 2,555,200.54 

BL_US380C_WB_4 ï»¿68î€€ 54' 5 ï»¿0î€€ 58' 3 4,021.19' 7,048.53' 5,860.00' 2038+16.85 2108+65.38 2078+38.03 7,126,486.14 2,554,997.28 

(45 MPH)

FR_380C_EB01 FR_380C_EB01_3 ï»¿75î€€ 2' 5 ï»¿0î€€ 56' 4709.32 8031.89 6132.00 2918+58.22 2998+90.11 2965+67.53 7,138,811.29 2,554,989.97 

FR_380C_EB01_4 ï»¿30î€€ 6' ï»¿0î€€ 56' 3 1631.63 3187.85 6068.00 3034+83.00 3066+70.85 3051+14.62 7,128,878.77 2,554,828.22 

(45 MPH)

FR_380C_WB01 FR_380C_WB01_4 ï»¿75î€€ 2' 5 ï»¿0î€€ 53' 4967.36 8471.99 6468.00 3919+97.33 4004+69.32 3969+64.69 7,139,063.83 2,555,330.13 

FR_380C_WB01_5 ï»¿33î€€ 11' 4 ï»¿0î€€ 59' 5 1708.60 3321.07 5732.00 4040+62.21 4073+83.28 4057+70.81 7,128,796.34 2,555,162.92 

(45 MPH)

RP_NEWI_EBEX
RP_NEWI_EBEX_1 ï»¿11î€€ 6' 4 ï»¿1î€€ 42' 5 324.92 647.81 3340.00 10+00.00 16+47.81 13+24.92 7,137,911.00 2,553,791.13 

RP_NEWI_EBEX_2 ï»¿6î€€ 30' 3 ï»¿2î€€ 54' 3 112.03 223.82 1970.00 21+78.45 24+02.28 22+90.49 7,137,059.78 2,554,251.21 

RP_NEWI_EBEX_3 ï»¿2î€€ 31' ï»¿1î€€ 5' 2 115.57 231.11 5260.00 24+02.28 26+33.38 25+17.85 7,136,848.57 2,554,336.04 

(45 MPH)

RP_C338_EBEN

RP_C338_EBEN_1 ï»¿7î€€ 42' 4 ï»¿5î€€ 27' 2 70.78 141.35 1050.00 10+00.00 11+41.35 10+70.78 7,133,624.11 2,554,924.50 

RP_C338_EBEN_2 ï»¿7î€€ 42' 4 ï»¿5î€€ 27' 2 70.78 141.35 1050.00 11+41.35 12+82.70 12+12.13 7,133,483.53 2,554,941.21 

RP_C338_EBEN_3 ï»¿5î€€ 20' ï»¿0î€€ 43' 4 366.60 732.67 7870.00 14+22.14 21+54.81 17+88.74 7,132,906.79 2,554,931.82 

RP_C338_EBEN_4 ï»¿5î€€ 20' ï»¿1î€€ 14' 4 214.28 428.25 4600.00 21+54.81 25+83.05 23+69.09 7,132,327.62 2,554,976.40 

(45 MPH)

RP_E380_EBEX
RP_E380_EBEX_1 ï»¿10î€€ 58' 2 ï»¿1î€€ 50' 5 297.77 593.71 3100.00 15+14.50 21+08.21 18+12.26 7,129,685.35 2,554,934.89 

(45 MPH)

RP_NEWI_WBEN

RP_NEWI_WBEN_1 ï»¿2î€€ 41' ï»¿0î€€ 43' 4 184.35 368.62 7870.00 10+00.00 13+68.62 11+84.35 7,137,656.44 2,554,144.69 

RP_NEWI_WBEN_2 ï»¿11î€€ 55' ï»¿1î€€ 47' 2 334.02 665.62 3200.00 13+68.62 20+34.25 17+02.64 7,137,243.14 2,554,457.55 

RP_NEWI_WBEN_3 ï»¿1î€€ 44' 2 ï»¿0î€€ 53' 2 97.72 195.42 6430.00 20+34.25 22+29.67 21+31.97 7,136,852.51 2,554,641.42 

RP_NEWI_WBEN_4 ï»¿2î€€ 34' ï»¿1î€€ 5' 2 117.93 235.81 5260.00 22+29.67 24+65.48 23+47.60 7,136,654.70 2,554,727.29 

RP_NEWI_WBEN_5 ï»¿6î€€ 43' ï»¿2î€€ 54' 3 115.61 230.96 1970.00 24+65.48 26+96.44 25+81.09 7,136,444.86 2,554,829.79 

(45 MPH)

RP_C338_WBEX

RP_C338_WBEX_1 ï»¿7î€€ 41' 1 ï»¿5î€€ 23' 71.49 142.76 1064.00 10+00.00 11+42.76 10+71.49 7,133,460.28 2,555,219.87 

RP_C338_WBEX_2 ï»¿7î€€ 41' 1 ï»¿5î€€ 27' 2 70.55 140.88 1050.00 11+42.76 12+83.64 12+13.31 7,133,319.85 2,555,198.58 

RP_C338_WBEX_3 ï»¿4î€€ 42' 1 ï»¿0î€€ 43' 4 323.23 646.11 7870.00 16+61.91 23+08.01 19+85.14 7,132,547.90 2,555,186.01 

RP_C338_WBEX_4 ï»¿4î€€ 42' 1 ï»¿1î€€ 14' 4 188.93 377.65 4600.00 23+08.01 26+85.66 24+96.94 7,132,038.22 2,555,135.71 

(30 MPH)

CL_FM2933 CL_FM1827_1 ï»¿34î€€ 20' ï»¿11î€€ 27' 3 154.46 299.63 500.00 12+06.43 15+06.06 13+60.89 7,126,899.81 2,556,885.86 

CL_FM1827_2 ï»¿79î€€ 56' 4 ï»¿16î€€ 22' 1 293.40 488.36 350.00 15+06.06 19+94.42 17+99.46 7,126,950.71 2,557,330.83 

(30 MPH)

CL_CR332 CL_CR332_1 ï»¿83î€€ 50' 3 ï»¿114î€€ 35' 2 44.90 73.17 50.00 10+44.94 11+18.10 10+89.83 7,129,484.99 2,554,834.48 

CL_CR332_2 ï»¿88î€€ 59' 4 ï»¿95î€€ 29' 3 58.96 93.20 60.00 14+19.58 15+12.77 14+78.53 7,129,079.85 2,554,822.21 

CHAIN NAME STATION CROSS SLOPE 

BL_US380C_EB

2000+85.00 3.10%

2001+14.00 2.50%

2034+61.00 2.50%

2037+40.00 -3.30%

BL_US380C_WB

2001+70.00 -3.10%

2004+39.00 2.50%

2037+86.00 2.50%

2038+25.00 3.30%

RP_C338_EBEN
20+60.00 2.00%

20+87.00 2.50%

RP_E380_EBEX
19+15.00 -3.30%

21+91.00 2.00%

RP_NEWI_WBEN
19+54.00 -3.10%

22+20.00 2.00%

RP_C338_WBEX
21+38.00 2.00%

21+65.00 2.50%
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REFER TO THE SCHEMATIC PLAN VIEW FOR ROADWAY 

THE TRAFFIC DIAGRAM IS FOR ILLUSTRATION PURPOSES ONLY. 
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END CSJ 0135-02-065

[ US380C STA 2110+32.50
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SEGMENT E LENGTH: 5.61 MILES

SEGMENT A LENGTH: 5.47 MILES

FROM SH5 (NEW EXT OF SP399) TO FM 1827

CSJ 0135-03-053

(E OF MCKINNEY)

TO JCT US 380/E UNIVERSITY DR 

(W OF MCKINNEY)

FROM JCT US 380/W UNIVERSITY DR 

CSJ 0135-15-002

FROM COIT RD TO JCT US 380/UNIV DR

CSJ 0135-02-065
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PROPOSED CROSS STREETS AND DRIVEWAYS

WATER

WWL

ELEC

TELE

EXISTING WATER

EXISTING SANITARY SEWER

EXISTING GAS

EXISTING COMMUNICATIONS

PROPOSED UTILITY EASEMENT (BY OTHERS)

SEGMENT A

SEGMENT E

S
E

G
M

E
N

T
 

C

ADEQUATE CLEAR ZONE PROVIDED)

(CTR NOT REQUIRED WHEN

CTR: CONCRETE TRAFFIC RAIL

 CONCRETE TRAFFIC BARRIERCTB:

NOTES:

EXISTING LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED LANE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL

PROPOSED BRIDGE

PROPOSED MAINLANES

PROPOSED RAMPS

PROPOSED FRONTAGE ROADS

PROPOSED CROSS STREETS

PROPOSED SHARED USE PATH (SUP) OR SIDEWALK 

EXISTING ROADWAY TO REMAIN

EXISTING ROADWAY AND UTILITY EASEMENTS

PROPOSED TRANSITION/INTERIM PAVEMENT

FRISCO

TURN BAY LENGTH

MEDIAN

SEPARATOR (A)
TAPER (D)

STORAGE (B) DECELERATION (C)

TOTAL LENGTH

2%20 MPHURBAN MINOR COLLECTOR TURNAROUNDS

2%20 MPH VARIES MINOR SIDE ST

2%30 MPH VARIES CROSS STREET

2%45 MPH  URBAN COLLECTORFRONTAGE RD     

6%45 MPH  URBAN FREEWAYCOLLECTOR DISTR

6%40 MPH  URBAN FREEWAYDIRECT CONNECTOR

6%45 MPH URBAN FREEWAY RAMPS

6%60 MPH      URBAN FREEWAY US 380 MAINLANES

eMAXDESIGN SPEED  FUNCTIONAL CLASS.  ROADWAY

| FR 380A WB STA 3297+97.31

CSJ 0135-02-065

BEGIN PROJECT

[ US380A STA 1473+80.51

BEGIN CSJ 0135-15-002

END CSJ 0135-02-065

[ US380C STA 2110+32.50

BEGIN CSJ 0135-03-053

END CSJ 0135-15-002

[ US380C STA 2128+25.00

END CSJ 0135-03-053

END PROJECT

EXISTING WETLANDS/PONDS

GAS

FUTURE ROADWAY CONNECTION BY OTHERS

ROLL 6
ROLL 7

R
O

L
L
 
9

SEGMENT C LENGTH: 4.21 MILES

SEGMENT E LENGTH: 5.61 MILES

SEGMENT A LENGTH: 5.47 MILES

FROM SH5 (NEW EXT OF SP399) TO FM 1827

CSJ 0135-03-053

(E OF MCKINNEY)

TO JCT US 380/E UNIVERSITY DR 

(W OF MCKINNEY)

FROM JCT US 380/W UNIVERSITY DR 

CSJ 0135-15-002

FROM COIT RD TO JCT US 380/UNIV DR

CSJ 0135-02-065

PROPOSED NOISE BARRIER

EXISTING NOISE BARRIER

 

COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS

US 380

PUBLIC HEARING DESIGN SCHEMATIC

CHANGES TO THE WATER FEATURES DEPICTED.

ANALYSES AND FIELD DELINEATIONS MAY RESULT IN 

APPLICABLE USACE REGULATORY GUIDANCE. ADDITIONAL 

DELINEATIONS CONDUCTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH 

SURVEY AND TOPOGRAPHIC DATA) AND FIELD 

INTERPRETATION (USING AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHY, SOIL 

OF NATIONAL WETLAND INVENTORY (NWI), PHOTO 

SWALES, ETC.) SHOWN ORIGINATE FROM A COMBINATION 

WATER FEATURES (E.G. WETLANDS, STREAMS, PONDS, 

SHOWN SHOULD NOT BE CONSIDERED AS FINAL.

INSTALLATION OF TRAFFIC SIGNALS. SIGNAL LOCATIONS 

INTERSECTIONS ARE CONSTRUCTED TO JUSTIFY THE 

WARRANT ANALYSIS WILL BE REQUIRED AFTER 

AS PER TMUTCD REQUIREMENTS, A TRAFFIC SIGNAL 

11/13/2021.

TP&P AND APPOVED BY THE DALLAS DISTRICT ON 

ON TRAFFIC COUNTS AND GROWTH RATES REVIEWED BY 

TRAFFIC VOLUMES ON THE TRAFFIC DIAGRAM ARE BASED 

INTERSECTION DUE TO THE DIFFERENCES IN SKEW.

DESIGN VEHICLE. CORNER RADII VARY PER 

TURNAROUNDS WERE DESIGNED TO ACCOMMODATE A WB-67 

RESIDENTIAL STREETS.

STREETS.  A CITY BUS WAS USED ON SIDE STREETS AND 

TURNING MOVEMENTS ON ARTERIAL AND COLLECTOR

WB-67 DESIGN VEHICLE WAS USED IN EVALUATION OF 

PHASE OF THE PROJECT.

NOT SHOWN AND WILL BE DEVELOPED DURING THE PS&E 

CONVENTIONAL ROADWAY SIGNAGE (SMALL SIGNS) ARE 

TYPE II (5.75")UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE.

CURBS ON THE FRONTAGE ROADS AND CROSS STREETS ARE 

ACQUISITION PROCESS.

PROPERTY TO BE DETERMINED DURING THE ROW 

ACTUAL DAMAGES TO THE BUILDING AND 

STRUCTURE BUT FUNCTIONALLY IMPAIRS ITS OPERATION. 

PHYSICALLY INTERSECT THE EXISTING BUILDING 

DISPLACEMENTS IF THE PROPOSED ROW DOES NOT 

BUILDINGS ARE CONSIDERED AS POTENTIAL INDUCED 

INTERSECTS THE EXISTING BUILDING STRUCTURE. 

DISPLACEMENTS IF THE PROPOSED ROW PHYSICALLY 

BUILDINGS ARE CONSIDERED AS POTENTIAL DIRECT 

AND/OR IS LOCATED WITHIN ACCESS DENIAL LIMITS.

GOVERNMENT THAT THE DRIVEWAY IS A SAFETY ISSUE 

DETERMINED IN COORDINATION WITH THE LOCAL 

EXISTING DRIVEWAY ACCESS WILL REMAIN UNLESS IT IS 

TYPICAL SECTIONS.

PS&E. SIDEWALKS AND SHARED USE PATHS ARE SHOWN ON 

DIAGRAMMATIC ONLY AND WILL BE DESIGNED DURING 

CURB RAMPS, SIDEWALKS AND SHARED USE PATHS ARE 

COLLIN COUNTY APPRAISAL DISTRICT (OCTOBER, 2022)

PROPERTY LINES SHOWN ON SCHEMATIC OBTAINED FROM 

WERE DOWNLOADED FROM COLLIN COUNTY'S WEBSITE.

APPROXIMATE 100 YEAR FLOODPLAIN LIMITS (2011) 

NOTED OTHERWISE ON EACH SCHEMATIC ROLL.

MINOR CROSS STREET CORNER RADII ARE 25' UNLESS 

TABLES.

UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE IN THE SUPERLEVATION 

HIGH SPEED MAINLANES HAVE A NORMAL CROWN OF `2.5% 

LOW SPEED ROADWAYS HAVE A NORMAL CROWN OF `2% AND 

 

LESS THAN 10' WIDE ARE DUE TO TRANSITIONS.

TRAVEL LANE WIDTHS SHOWN IN THE TYPICAL SECTIONS 

NOTED OTHERWISE).

FACE OF CURB, RAIL, BARRIER, OR WALL (UNLESS 

DIMENSIONS ARE TO THE EDGE OF PAVEMENT OR NOMINAL 

DESIGN MANUAL FOR REFERENCE. 

SEE CHAPTER 2, SECTION 4 OF THE TXDOT ROADWAY 

USING A MAXIMUM SUPERELEVATION RATE OF 6%.

ALL SUPERELEVATION RATES WERE CALCULATED BASED ON 

OF BOTH THE EB AND WB MAINLANES.

SUPERELEVATION AXIS OF ROTATION IS ABOUT THE PGL 

COORDINATION WITH THE LOCAL GOVERNMENTS.

DETERMINED IN THE PS&E DEVELOPMENT PHASE IN 

FINAL LOCATION OF MEDIAN OPENINGS WILL BE 

AND RECORD PLANS.

(2020-2021), AERIAL SURVEYS DATED DECEMBER 2020, 

SCHEMATICS ARE BASED ON PARTIAL FIELD SURVEY 

EXISTING FEATURES WERE PARTIALLY SURVEYED.  
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PROPERTY OWNERS DATA

PARCEL NO.OWNER'S NAME ADDRESS OCCUPANT

424 MCKINNEY HILL PARK LLC 924 S BELT LINE RD RESIDENTIAL

428 MCKINNEY HILL PARK LP 826 MANGO CT VACANT LAND

431 MCBROOM JOHN THOMAS 2571 COUNTY ROAD 332 RESIDENTIAL

432 UECKER EUGENE 1643 FM 2933 RESIDENTIAL

433 UECKER EUGENE 1643 FM 2933 RESIDENTIAL

434 UECKER E EUGENE & DIANA S 1643 FM 2933 RESIDENTIAL

435 CAVE JAMES L & PATSY 1675 FM 2933 RESIDENTIAL

436 PAT VENTURES LLP 3402 SPRINGBRANCH DR PEARLS WEDDING VENUE

437 PAT VENTURES LLP 3402 SPRINGBRANCH DR RESIDENTIAL

438 MURLEY ADDIE JEAN 1836 COUNTY ROAD 329 RESIDENTIAL

439 SULLIVAN JIMMY & ANGELA 1834 COUNTY ROAD 329 RESIDENTIAL

440 SULLIVAN JIMMY & ANGELA 1834 COUNTY ROAD 329 VACANT LAND

441 PRINCE PEGGY 2566 COUNTY ROAD 332 RESIDENTIAL

442 PRINCE O'ANN SPENCER & GRADY M 2563 COUNTY ROAD 332 RESIDENTIAL

443 WILSON AMBER 2550 COUNTY ROAD 332 RESIDENTIAL

444 GARCIA LUCIO JOSE 2543 COUNTY ROAD 332 RESIDENTIAL

445 WEIBLEY RICHARD E & PAMELA D 2514 COUNTY ROAD 332 VACANT LAND

446 OWEN EDDY MIKE 4173 FM 2933 RESIDENTIAL

447 WEIBLEY RICHARD E & PAMELA D 2514 COUNTY ROAD 332 RESIDENTIAL

448 HASCAL RANDY J & LYNNE K & 1892 PEACOCK TRL VACANT LAND

449 HASCAL LYNNE K 1892 PEACOCK TRL FARM

450 SIFUENTES SALVADOR S ETAL 708 1ST AVE RESIDENTIAL

451 WHITE HORSE RANCH LLC 2040 PEACOCK TRL RESIDENTIAL

452 HASCAL RANDY J & LYNNE K 1892 PEACOCK TRL RESIDENTIAL

453 OWEN MIKE & 2834 BANDIT TRL FARM

454 FISHER TRUST 160 FISHER RD RESIDENTIAL

455 MCKINNEY HILL PARK LLC 924 S BELT LINE RD RESIDENTIAL

456 OWEN MIKE A/K/A EDDY MIKE OWEN & 2834 BANDIT TRL FARM

457 MCKINNEY CITY OF PO BOX 517 VACANT LAND

458 BROWN BILLY CHARLES 2163 E DAVE BROWN RD VACANT LAND

459 DOUGLAS BRAD 227 E LOUISIANA ST FARM

460 RANDALL PAULA HERRON 1185 FM 1827 RESIDENTIAL

461 GIRARD GIL & RACHEL OPPENHEIMER 1172 FM 1827 RESIDENTIAL

462 DONNELL STEPHEN F 1162 FM 1827 RESIDENTIAL

463 BLANCO CESAR ANTONIO 1134 FM 1827 RESIDENTIAL

464 CAMPBELL WAITE 1128 FM 1827 RESIDENTIAL

465 YU TIANHUA 2705 GOLDEN MEADOW CT FARM

466 CALATX PROPERTIES LLC 2600 STILL SPRINGS DR FARM

467 MONARCH GROUP LLC 5100 ELDORADO PKWY STE 102 LONE STAR WRECKER

468 CARROLL BILLY CLAUDE 2229 E UNIVERSITY DR CARROLL'S AUTOMOTIVE

469 JOHNSON CURTIS L & DEBRA M 2273 E UNIVERSITY DR RESIDENTIAL

470 MALDONADO MARTIN 860 S STATE HIGHWAY 5 VACANT LAND

471 MALDONADO MARTIN 860 S STATE HIGHWAY 5 COMMERCIAL

472 PATEL MALTI 2236 E UNIVERSITY DR RESIDENTIAL

473 BLACK KELLY & AMY 2310 N WALNUT GROVE RD OAKCREST

474 SERENO CARLOS 2425 COUNTY ROAD 564 RESIDENTIAL

475 SERENO SIMON 811 S MCDONALD ST RESIDENTIAL

476 SERENO SIMON 811 S MCDONALD ST VACANT LAND

477 DYNAMIX INVESTMENT LLC 20 BUCKINGHAM LN INDUSTRIAL

478 RILEY DEBBIE TATE 4606 COUNTY ROAD 408 COLLIN COUNTY VSF

479 TEXAS RND LLC 2431 E UNIVERSITY DR TEXAS METAL COMPANY

480 GAO XIAODONG & JIAQIAN DENG 2431 E UNIVERSITY DR COMMERCIAL

481 TEXAS RND LLC 2431 E UNIVERSITY DR TEXAS METAL COMPANY

482 GAO XIAODONG & JIAQIAN DENG 2431 E UNIVERSITY DR TEXAS METAL COMPANY

483 HERNANDEZ GONZALO & ANTONIA A 2441 E UNIVERSITY DR HERNANDEZ AUTO

484 HERNANDEZ GONZALO 2441 E UNIVERSITY DR VACANT LAND

485 RODRIGUEZ ERNESTO F PO BOX 68 RESIDENTIAL

486 GONZALES TERRY GLENN 2461 COUNTY ROAD 330 RESIDENTIAL

487 TREJO RUDDY & GLORIA 2155 STICKHORSE LN RESIDENTIAL

488 COSTELLO LAWRENCE J & DALE 2495 COUNTY ROAD 330 RESIDENTIAL

489 OHM VERTEX LLX 8800 SANTA FE TRL COMMERCIAL

490 RODRIGUEZ ERNESTO F PO BOX 68 COMMERCIAL

491 HOPE 380 HOLDINGS LLC 4429 WHITE ROCK LN FARM

492 PANNKUK BOBBY JR & PO BOX 1309 FARM

493 P4 HOLDINGS LLC 3300 N A ST TEXAS ARCHERY

494 WEBSTER RICKY JACK JR 2526 E UNIVERSITY DR RESIDENTIAL

495 MASTER HALCO INC 3010 LYNDON B JOHNSON FWY STE 800 MASTER HALCO FENCE SYSTEM

496 BERHOW JEAN J 2539 COUNTY ROAD 330 RESIDENTIAL

497 AREVALO-FRANCO ARTURO 2115 STICKHORSE LN RESIDENTIAL

498 BEST WAY PROPERTIES LLC 3616 TREE SHADOW TRL RESIDENTIAL

499 OHM VERTEX LLX 8800 SANTA FE TRL COMMERCIAL

500 COLLINS PROPERTY CO THE PO BOX 578 AMERIGAS

501 AZAMI MOHAMMAD S & 1803 HACKBERRY BRANCH DR PARKWAY AUTO SALES

502
RODRIGUEZ MAURO G 2735 E UNIVERSITY DR

& DRIVE SHAFT SERVICE

COLLIN COUNTY TRUCK PARTS

503 OSTTEND LANDFILL LTD 2540 E UNIVERSITY DR MCKINNEY LANDFILL

504 PHASE 17 INVESTMENTS LP PO BOX 601638 FARM

505 NORTH COLLIN SPECIAL UTILITY DISTRICT 2333 SAM RAYBURN HWY NORTH COLLIN WATER SUP CORP

506 NORTH COLLIN SPECIAL UTILITY DISTRICT 2333 SAM RAYBURN HWY NORTH COLLIN WATER SUP CORP

507 WRIGHT FREDDIE 3200 NOTTINGHAM DR COMMERCIAL

508 RAFAELOV MOSHE 6423 LINDEN LN RESIDENTIAL

509 RAFAELOV MOSHE 11836 JUDD CT STE 322 RESIDENTIAL

510 IZAGUIRRE CRESENCIO 2784 COUNTY ROAD 330 RESIDENTIAL

511 MCCLELLAN BRADLEY PO BOX 3027 RESIDENTIAL

512 MCCLELLAN AMY HINES PO BOX 3027 RESIDENTIAL

513 MCCLELLAN AMY HINES PO BOX 3027 VACANT LAND

514 COLLIN COUNTY RECYCLERS INC 2933 E UNIVERSITY DR ROY MILLER AUTO SALVAGE

515 HOLLAND GERALD C 2126 FM 982 VIPER AUTO

516 MCCLELLAN AMY HINES PO BOX 3027 THE AUTO HAIL

517 KAYASA HOLDINGS LLC 979 FOREST AVE FARM

518 COLLIN COUNTY RECYCLERS INC 2933 E UNIVERSITY DR VACANT LAND

519 SARVER MILDRED 2910 COUNTY ROAD 330 RESIDENTIAL

520 RELEMKE TRUST 2701 W 15TH ST STE 169 RESIDENTIAL

521
MARIA DOLORES PAREDES CERVANTES

HERNANDEZ ALEJANDRO LOPEZ &
123 WILSON CREEK BLVD APT 29 RESIDENTIAL

522 APOSTOLIC CHURCH OF JESUS PO BOX 1537 APOSTOLIC CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST

523 KHORASAN PROPERTIES LLC 2675 E UNIVERSITY DR COMMERCIAL

524 LAWSON LIVING TRUST PO BOX 2304 VACANT LAND

525 STAPLETON ENTERPRISES INC 421 FOREST OAKS DR COMMERCIAL

526 CALDWELL D L PO BOX 812 RESIDENTIAL

527 STAPLETON ENTERPRISES INC 421 FOREST OAKS DR COMMERCIAL

528 NESHYBA RYAN & MISTY 14263 COUNTY ROAD 830 RED RIVER AUTO AND 4-WHEEL DRIVE

529 MCCLELLAN BILLY J & AMY & PO BOX 3027 GEAR ONE AUTO BODY

530 MCCLELLAN BILLY JOEL & AMY GAIL PO BOX 3027 380 RV & MINI STORAGE
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STA 2128+25.00

[ US380C

&CSJ NO. 0135-03-053

CSJ NO. 0135-15-002

END FULL CONSTRUCTION

]=547.59

1-7'X4' SBC

[ US380C,STA 2065+58.30

PROPOSED CULVERT C-7

]=536.82'

1-6'X4' SBC

[ US380C,STA 2068+79.06

PROPOSED CULVERT C-8

]=540.47'

42" RCP

[ US380C,STA 2085+41.22

PROPOSED CULVERT C-9

WITH TX-54 GIRDERS

ASSUMED 6' BRIDGE DEPTH

HW   = 534.20'

HW   = 533.84'

100

50

]=585.29'

42" RCP

[ US380C,STA 2113+62.78

PROPOSED CULVERT C-11
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TRAFFIC LEGEND:

YEAR 2060 ADTXX,XXX
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PROJECTED FUTURE TRAFFIC VOLUME DIAGRAM

TXDOT DALLAS DISTRICT ON 11/12/21

TRAFFIC VOLUMES APPROVED BY 

PROPOSED TAPERS

LOCATION TYPE BASELINE BEGIN END TAPER RATE

1 LANE MERGE CL_US380C 2053+27.80,  64.00  RT 2059+22.56,  52.00  RT 50 : 1

2 AUX LANE MERGE CL_US380C 2084+98.64,  64.00  RT 2092+73.46,  52.00 RT 65 : 1

3 LANE MERGE CL_US380C 2105+95.47,  52.00  RT 2114+33.24,  47.21  RT 70 : 1

4 FRONTAGE ROAD MERGE FR_380C_EB 3096+13.65,  11.00  RT 3098+13.28, 00.00  RT 18 : 1

5 FRONTAGE ROAD MERGE FR_380C_WB 4112+19.04, 33.00  RT 4114+94.39,  22.00  RT 25 : 1

TURN BAY LENGTHS

LOCATION TAPER LENGTH DECEL LENGTH STORAGE LENGTH TOTAL LENGTH

L8 100' 340' 335' 675'

L9 100' 340' 337' 677'

R4 100' 340' 335' 675'

R5 100' 340' 337' 677'

R6 412' 340' 418' 758'

R7 355' 340' 416' 756'

HORIZONTAL CURVE SHOULDER DATA

ROADWAY CURVE NAME INSIDE SHOULDER WIDTH( FT) OUTSIDE SHOULDER WIDTH (FT)

BL_US380C_EB BL_US380C_EB_4 15 10

BL_US380C_WB BL_US380C_WB_4 15 10

SUPERELEVATION SIGN CONVENTION

|/PGL

+

-

WESTBOUND ALIGNMENTS

|/PGL

+

-

EASTBOUND ALIGNMENTS

HORIZONTAL CURVE DATA

ALIGNMENT CURVE NAME DELTA DEGREE TANGENT LENGTH RADIUS PC STATION PT STATION PI STATION PI NORTHING (Y) PI EASTING (X)

(70MPH)

CL_US380C CL_US380C_4 ï»¿68î€€ 54' 5 ï»¿0î€€ 58' 1 4,048.64' 7,096.64' 5,900.00' 2037+50.36 2108+47.01 2077+99.00 7,126,459.35 2,554,956.84 

CL_US380C_5 ï»¿4î€€ 3' 4 ï»¿2î€€ 11' 2 92.79' 185.50' 2,616.00' 2108+47.01 2110+32.50 2109+39.79 7,124,906.84 2,558,796.25 

(70MPH)

BL_US380C_EB
BL_US380C_EB_4 ï»¿66î€€ 28' 4 ï»¿0î€€ 57' 5 3,892.89' 6,892.06' 5,940.00' 2036+83.85 2105+75.91 2075+76.74 7,126,615.73 2,554,919.38 

(70MPH)

BL_US380C_WB
BL_US380C_WB_4 ï»¿68î€€ 54' 5 ï»¿0î€€ 58' 3 4,021.19' 7,048.53' 5,860.00' 2038+16.85 2108+65.38 2078+38.03 7,126,486.14 2,554,997.28 

(45 MPH)

FR_380C_EB01

FR_380C_EB01_4 ï»¿30î€€ 6' ï»¿0î€€ 56' 3 1,631.63 3,187.85 6,068.00 3034+83.00 3066+70.85 3051+14.62 7,128,878.77 2,554,828.22 

FR_380C_EB01_5 ï»¿5î€€ 48' 4 ï»¿2î€€ 51' 5 101.55 202.92 2,000.00 3066+70.85 3068+73.77 3067+72.40 7,127,365.37 2,555,672.91 

FR_380C_EB01_6 ï»¿19î€€ 32' ï»¿2î€€ 51' 5 344.27 681.85 2,000.00 3068+73.77 3075+55.62 3072+18.04 7,126,956.08 2,555,849.64 

FR_380C_EB01_7 ï»¿29î€€ 39' 3 ï»¿7î€€ 9' 4 211.81 414.11 800.00 3084+57.48 3088+71.59 3086+69.29 7,125,887.87 2,556,841.85 

(45 MPH)

FR_380C_EB02
FR_380C_EB02_1 ï»¿13î€€ 53' 5 ï»¿3î€€ 49' 1 182.83 363.86 1,500.00 27+53.55 31+17.41 29+36.38 7,125,220.97 2,557,718.88 

FR_380C_EB02_2 ï»¿11î€€ 27' 4 ï»¿1î€€ 23' 1 414.84 826.91 4,133.00 31+17.41 39+44.32 35+32.25 7,124,916.11 2,558,232.95 

FR_380C_EB02_3 ï»¿12î€€ 25' 4 ï»¿2î€€ 51' 5 217.79 433.86 2,000.00 48+31.05 52+64.92 50+48.84 7,124,416.31 2,559,667.75 

(45 MPH)

FR_380C_WB01

FR_380C_WB01_5 ï»¿33î€€ 11' 4 ï»¿0î€€ 59' 5 1,708.60 3,321.07 5,732.00 4040+62.21 4073+83.28 4057+70.81 7,128,796.34 2,555,162.92 

FR_380C_WB01_6 ï»¿8î€€ 35' 4 ï»¿1î€€ 29' 2 288.77 576.46 3,842.00 4073+83.28 4079+59.74 4076+72.05 7,127,107.36 2,556,229.15 

FR_380C_WB01_7 ï»¿24î€€ 47' 4 ï»¿2î€€ 50' 5 442.09 870.33 2,011.00 4089+79.38 4098+49.71 4094+21.47 7,125,783.44 2,557,374.36 

FR_380C_WB01_8 ï»¿16î€€ 40' 1 ï»¿1î€€ 54' 3 439.53 872.86 3,000.00 4112+68.72 4121+41.58 4117+08.26 7,124,835.13 2,559,470.45 

(45 MPH)

FR_380C_WB02 FR_380C_WB02_1 ï»¿20î€€ 0' ï»¿5î€€ 12' 3 193.96 383.97 1,100.00 15+80.53 19+64.50 17+74.49 7,125,647.18 2,556,633.82 

FR_380C_WB02_2 ï»¿27î€€ 34' 2 ï»¿5î€€ 12' 3 269.90 529.35 1,100.00 24+28.32 29+57.67 26+98.22 7,125,699.44 2,557,560.04 

(45 MPH)

FR_380C_WB03
FR_380C_WB03_1 ï»¿27î€€ 37' 5 ï»¿5î€€ 27' 2 258.21 506.36 1,050.00 10+00.00 15+06.36 12+58.21 7,126,018.79 2,557,156.24 

(45 MPH)

RP_E380_EBEX
RP_E380_EBEX_2 ï»¿6î€€ 39' 1 ï»¿2î€€ 56' 5 113.01 225.76 1,944.00 26+26.21 28+51.97 27+39.22 7,128,771.11 2,555,098.52 

(45 MPH)

RP_NEWI_EBEN
RP_NEWI_EBEN_1 ï»¿10î€€ 34' 5 ï»¿5î€€ 27' 2 97.23 193.91 1,050.00 10+00.00 11+93.91 10+97.23 7,127,378.40 2,555,687.40 

(45 MPH)

FR_TRAN_EB FR_TRAN_EB_1 ï»¿15î€€ 50' 3 ï»¿1î€€ 52' 5 423.67 841.93 3,045.00 10+00.00 18+41.93 14+23.67 7,124,513.08 2,559,389.93 

FR_TRAN_EB_2 ï»¿14î€€ 35' 2 ï»¿5î€€ 27' 2 134.42 267.38 1,050.00 18+41.93 21+09.31 19+76.35 7,124,480.34 2,559,947.06 

(45 MPH)

RP_E380_WBEN
RP_E380_WBEN_1 ï»¿14î€€ 39' 2 ï»¿1î€€ 50' 5 398.65 792.95 3,100.00 10+00.00 17+92.95 13+98.65 7,127,915.86 2,555,631.41 

(45 MPH)

FR_TRAN_WB FR_TRAN_WB_1 ï»¿14î€€ 7' 4 ï»¿5î€€ 27' 2 130.12 258.93 1,050.00 10+00.00 12+58.93 11+30.12 7,124,980.70 2,559,148.70 

FR_TRAN_WB_2 ï»¿20î€€ 31' ï»¿5î€€ 10' 1 200.54 396.79 1,108.00 12+58.93 16+55.71 14+59.47 7,124,774.98 2,559,407.59 

(30 MPH)

CL_CR332
CL_CR332_2 ï»¿88î€€ 59' 4 ï»¿95î€€ 29' 3 58.96 93.20 60.00 14+19.58 15+12.77 14+78.53 7,129,079.85 2,554,822.21 

(30 MPH)

CL_ESFM2933
CL_ESFM2933_1 ï»¿14î€€ 32' 4 ï»¿5î€€ 27' 2 133.99 266.54 1050.00 10+98.94 13+65.48 12+32.93 7,129,083.26 2,555,585.70 

(30 MPH)

CL_FM1827 CL_FM1827_1 ï»¿34î€€ 20' ï»¿11î€€ 27' 3 154.46 299.63 500.00 12+06.43 15+06.06 13+60.89 7,126,899.81 2,556,885.86 

CL_FM1827_2 ï»¿79î€€ 56' 4 ï»¿16î€€ 22' 1 293.40 488.36 350.00 15+06.06 19+94.42 17+99.46 7,126,950.71 2,557,330.83 

(30 MPH)

CL_CR330
CL_CR330_1 ï»¿51î€€ 58' 2 ï»¿16î€€ 16' 3 171.58 319.3 352 10+76.48 13+95.78 12+48.06 7,125,354.74 2,559,034.36 

SUPERELEVATION DATA

CHAIN NAME STATION CROSS SLOPE 

BL_US380C_EB
2107+72.00 -3.30%

2110+52.00 2.50%

BL_US380C_WB
2108+57.00 3.30%

2108+97.00 2.50%

RP_NEWI_EBEN
13+01.00 2.00%

15+78.00 -3.30%

FR_TRAN_EB
18+99.00 2.00%

19+26.00 2.50%

RP_E380_WBEN
17+72.00 3.30%

18+41.00 2.00%

FR_TRAN_WB
14+25.00 2.00%

14+52.00 2.50%
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Attendees viewing schematic for Segment C 

Attendees viewing the presentation video 
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Attendees viewing exhibit boards 

Attendees at the comment station 
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Attendees viewing project flythrough video 

Attendees viewing schematic for Segment C 
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Attendees viewing the Segment Analysis Matrix 

Attendees viewing the traffic noise exhibits 




